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ABSTRACT 

An inefficient market refers to the fact that a stock price deviate from the true value. Such 
an market inefficiency is the “January effect”. The “January effect” is the phenomenon 
were the stock market performs better in January than in any other month. This is a 
seasonal anomaly which should not exist according to the market efficient hypothesis. The 
“January effect” is a phenomenon that today cannot be fully understood. Thus, many 
studies have been made on the “January effect”. The effect have been studied across the 
world since the 1970s, and Rozeff & Kinney (1976) where the first to conclude a seasonal 
anomaly where January was the responsible month for abnormal returns. Further studies, 
such as the study by Keim (1983), concludes that the “January effect” is largely a small 
firm phenomenon. There are several indicators that are said to be the reason for the 
“January effect”, such as the tax-loss selling hypothesis tested by Reinganum (1983), none 
of the findings have however been fully supported. Claesson (1987) conducted a study of 
the “January effect” on the Swedish Stock market in 1987. Her findings was in accordance 
with other findings across the world, thus the “January effect” did exist in Sweden during 
1980s. 

My study focus on the “January effect” in Sweden and whether or not it is a present 
phenomenon, thus increasing the contemporaneity of the “January effect”. I base my study 
on Claesson’s, but I also use  various studies that have been made across the world about 
this seasonal anomaly. The purpose of the study is to increase the Swedish 
contemporaneity of the “January effect”. I want to increase the knowledge and 
understanding of this seasonal anomaly in today’s stock market in Sweden. The study will 
be of use for both professional and unprofessional investors and can be of use in portfolio 
strategy decision making.´ 

In order to make conclusions and to make the research profound I have used theories such 
as “The-small-firm in January effect” and the “Tax-loss selling hypothesis”. Earlier studies 
by researchers have been used in order to give an understanding and in order to make a 
reliable study. I have  used a sample between the years 2003-2011 from the NASDAQ 
OMX Nordic Stock Exchange. The Sample focus on the Stockholm Stock Exchange in 
order to determine the existence of the effect in Sweden. The sample is raw data from three 
different indices which then have been analyzed through Excel.  

The finding from this study is that there is a “January effect” present on the Stockholm 
Stock Exchange today. This seasonal anomaly can be seen for small firms listed on the 
Small Cap at the Stockholm Stock Exchange. Small firms present abnormal returns during 
January that is consistent over the sample period. Small firms consistently outperforms 
large firms during the month of January, an outperformance that cannot be seen in any 
other month during a given year. The study also concludes that December is a strong 
month, especially for large firms. This creates a discussion on the exploration of the market 
inefficiency and calls for further studies on the matter. Further evidence of such an 
exploration can be seen on the last five days of trading in December for small firms. Small 
firms consistently present high returns during the last trading days of December, thus 
strengthen the theory that there is an exploration of the market inefficiency.  

 

Key-Terms: Market efficient hypothesis, Efficient market anomaly, Seasonal anomaly, 
January effect. 
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KEY-TERMS DEFINITION 
 
Efficient market hypothesis 
The efficient market hypothesis is explained by Fama (1970, 1991) in his papers to be the 
meaning of a market where security prices fully reflect all information available. A market 
is said to be efficient when security prices fully reflect all available information.  

Efficient market anomaly 
An efficient market anomaly is said to be by Fama (1970, 1991) patterns of stock returns 
that contradicts the efficient market hypothesis. Efficient market anomalies creates a 
market inefficiency, which means that security prices deviate from the true value. 

Seasonal Anomaly 
According to Lakoshinok and Smidt (1988) a seasonal anomaly is a seasonal pattern of 
stock returns that contradicts the efficient market hypothesis. This seasonal anomalies 
creates a market inefficiency, which means that security prices deviate from the true value. 

“January effect” 
According to Rozeff & Kinney (1976) the “January effect” is a seasonal anomaly where 
the capital market show significant higher average returns in the month of January. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
Chapter 1 describes the subject and the background behind it. It also covers the 
research question and the purpose of the study. This will give the reader an 
understanding of the subject and purpose of this study. 

1.1 Choice of subject 
This is a study on the market inefficiency phenomenon, the “January effect”. I have 
decided to do a study on this due to the fact that I find that the phenomenon of the 
“January effect” very interesting. I find it interesting to see how profound it is today and 
if the effect has changed. This study could be of interest for any one that operates on the 
Swedish Stock Market. It is useful for both professional and unprofessional investors in 
the Swedish equity market. Contemporaneity means the quality of being current or of 
the present and it is synonym to currentness. This is a study that will increase the 
contemporaneity of this seasonal anomaly in Sweden, thus increase today’s knowledge 
of the “January effect”.  

1.2 Problem background 
There have been several studies over many years about the “January effect”. Rozeff and 
Kinney (1976) present evidence of the existence of seasonality in monthly rates of 
return (Rozeff & Kinney,1976, p.401). This research were made on the New York Stock 
Exchange between 1904 and 1974 and shows significant differences in mean returns 
among months(Rozeff & Kinney,1976, p.379). This difference is most significant in 
January were Rozeff and Kinney (1976) found a 3% higher average return compared to 
other months (Rozeff & 
Kinney,1976, p.401). The test 
was conducted in the American 
market, later Berges, 
McConnell and Schlarbaum 
presents evidence on the 
Canadian market. Also 
Gultekin and Gultekin (1983) 
reports international evidence 
of seasonality’s, mainly a 
“January effect” and therefore 
makes this a global issue. Keim 
(1983) reports that the “January 
effect” 

 is more significant for small 
firms and the excess return is 
mainly in the first week of 
January (Keim, 1983, p.13). In 
figure 1, one can see that the 
smaller firms has higher average abnormal returns than the larger firms in January. The 
other months, February through December, do not significantly differ between sizes of 
companies. This is the base of the “small-firm-in January effect” were many later 
studies have been made. This and further studies have made the “January effect” largely 
a small cap phenomenon. Claesson (1987) tests the Swedish stock market efficiency and 
concludes that there is a “January effect in Sweden and that it also is a significant 
difference in average abnormal returns between different sizes of companies (Claesson, 

Figure 1. (Keim, 1983, p.21). Keim (1983) test the relation 
between average daily abnormal returns (in percent) and 
decile of market value for each month over the period 1963-
1979. 
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1987, p.151). Over the eight 
years that was tested the small 
companies had an average 
January return of 11.3% and 
the corresponding number for 
the largest firms was 6.26% 
(Claesson, 1987, p.151). Figure 
2 shows this significant 
difference between small- and 
large firms. Claesson also test 
the tax-loss selling hypothesis 
and finds that the difference in 
risk cannot explain the higher 
return (Claesson, 1987, p.151). 
Claesson (1987) therefore 
reports that tax-loss selling can 
be one of the reasons for the 
“January effect” in Sweden 
(Claesson, 1987, p.151). The 
tax-loss hypothesis means that investors sell their stocks in mid-December to lower 
their tax. Thus, the stock’s price is lower than they would have been and could therefore 
increase when the tax year is over. This tax-loss selling hypothesis has been tested by 
Reinganum (1983), Jones, Lee and Apenbrink (1991), Bhabra, Dhillon and Ramirez 
(1999), and Poterba and Weisbenner (2001) which all presents evidence of the 
hypothesis. The tax-loss selling hypothesis has also been rejected in various studies. 
One example is the study from Brown, Keim, Kleidon and Marsch (1983) which tests 
the Australian stock market (Brown, Keim, Kleidon & Marsch, 1983, s.106). The U.S 
tax year is from January to December and the Australian is July to June. Thus, Brown, 
Keim, Kleidon and Marsch (1983) find that there is no evidence of an Australian 
version of “small-firm-in “January effect” which would have been a “July effect” 
(Brown et al., 1983, p.125). In recent years Haug and Hirschey (2006) conducted a 
research on the “January effect” and tested more explanations on why this anomaly 
exists (Haug & Hirschey, 2006, p.78). Haug and Hirschey concluded that there is still 
an uncertainty how this market inefficiency is occurring (Haug & Hirschey, 2006, p.85-
87). 

 One of the latest studies which conclude evidence of the “small-firm-in January effect” 
is the study made by Anderson, Gerlach and DiTraglia (2007). They use a laboratory 
approach and conclude that the New York Stock Exchange is facing a “January effect” 
(Anderson, Gerlach & DiTraglia, 2007, p.1). Recent news from The Wall Street 
Journal, CNBC and Forbes tells us that a “January effect” can be seen and can be of use 
for investors. CNBC, A major U.S news channel reports that this year’s “January 
effect”, 2011, can be reduced due to a strong market in December (Haum, 2010). 
MarketWatch, a part of the Wall Street Journal, reports that the investor that invests in 
small cap stocks can gain from the “January effect” (Hulbert, 2011). A blogger on 
Forbes.com blogs that investors can expect a “Turbo Charged” “January effect” in 2011 
(Faber, 2010). This shows that the “January effect” is a present international 
phenomenon and has been a phenomenon for a long time. There has been studies trying 
to explain the effect, some have been shown evidence and some have not. Nevertheless 
the “January effect” exists worldwide and raises many questions.   

Figure 2. Claesson (1987) test the relation between average 
daily abnormal returns in January between small- and large 
firms through 1978-1985.(Claesson, 1987, p.159) 
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1.3 Problem Formulation 
Is the “January effect” a present phenomenon on the Stockholm Stock Exchange? 

1.4 Purpose 
The reader will gain a deep understanding about the market inefficiency, seasonal 
anomaly, “January effect” in a practical context. The research will discover how the 
returns differ between the months and how it differs between sizes of firms. I will see 
how profound this effect is today and thus conclude its contemporaneity. The study is of 
use for both professional and unprofessional investors which act on the Swedish equity 
market. These investors will increase their knowledge of seasonal patterns which can be 
of use in their portfolio strategy. 

1.5 Limitations 
The limitations are few due to the fact that my problem formulation and purpose are 
very specific. In order to comply with the problem formulation and purpose, limitations 
needs to be few. The study test the Swedish Stock Exchange, and will not be limited 
due to the fact that the sample covers all shares on the Stock Exchange. Large firms are 
limited to the 60 largest companies listed on the Swedish Stock Exchange and Small 
firms are limited to the 30 smallest firms listed. More information on the sample is 
presented in chapter 4.1. The sample period is limited to the period 2003-2011 which is 
discussed chapter 4.1. 
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2 METHODOLOGY 
This chapter covers the theoretical methodology in this study. It describes the 
theoretical and practical understanding and the reflection regarding them. It explains 
the research strategy and research approach. This chapter gives the reader an 
understanding of how the research is done and a description on the research method 
used.  

2.1 Pre-understanding 
My pre-understanding comes from both a theoretical side and a practical side. It is 
important to state that my pre-understanding will affect my objectivism approach, This 
can be both positive and negative. The meaning of this part is to reflect upon my pre-
understanding in order to keep an objective view during the research.  

2.1.1 Theoretical 
My pre-understanding from theoretical matters is that I have taken many classes in the 
field of finance. I have read and studied the stock markets around the world and I have 
also read about market inefficiency. Through market inefficiency I have learned about 
market anomaly and the “January effect”. I have therefore some knowledge in this 
subject and I have also studied it abroad, in Taiwan, and therefore also have a global 
view of the subject. I am planning to keep study within the field of finance and my 
interest lay within the capital market. Thus I have a personal interest of the field and 
therefore gaining knowledge outside my regular studies. I have some knowledge of fund 
management through my interest of portfolio management which I have gained 
knowledge from different classes during my studies.  

2.1.2 Practical 
Due to my interest in the capital markets, I have invested for my own account in the 
stock market. This has given me practical knowledge of the subject of stocks and 
equity. I have also invested in funds which have given me some knowledge of the 
importance of fund management. The fact that I hope to someday work within this field 
have given me an interest in the practical use of the field. 

2.1.3 Effects on the research 
I want to be as objective as possible when conducting this research. It is therefore very 
important reflect upon my pre-understanding and whether they can affect the study. Due 
to these reflections I know that this research will be as objective as possible. My broad 
pre-understanding will help me to have an objective view during this study. 

2.2 Research strategy 
My research strategy is quantitative, I am focusing on numbers and I am looking from 
my point of view as a researcher. A quantitative research means that one is using 
theories to conduct observations and findings (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p.426). Thus I use 
the theory of the “January effect”, and its theories within such as the “tax-loss selling 
hypothesis”, in order to get my findings. By using the theory of  “Small-firms in 
January effect” I can determine whether the “January effect” exist or not. My research 
strategy is cross-sectional. A cross-sectional approach studies a specific phenomenon at 
a particular point in time. That means that I study the phenomenon, “January effect”, at 
a specific point in time which is 2003-2011 (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2003, p.96). 
This will be done through a raw data analysis in order to test a possible “January effect.  
This  method is a quantitative method since I use secondary raw data that will be 
analyzed. I want to generalize the study with hard and reliable data. This will though be 
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impossible since I will rely on a non probability sample, the sample is further examined 
in section 4.1 and 4.2. 

2.3 Research approach 
I use a deductive approach during this research. This is due to the fact that the subject 
that is studied has been very much investigated already. A deductive approach is an 
approach where the researcher use a theory in order to get the findings (Bryman & Bell, 
2007, p.11-12). Thus, I use theories such as “Small-firm in January effect” in order to 
get my findings. The fact that I test a theory also makes the research a deductive 
approach. I test if there is a “January effect” in Sweden today, hence I test if a theory 
exists.  

2.3.1 Ontological 
The ontological consideration in this thesis is objectivism. An ontological consideration 
means that  the researcher is concerned with the nature of social entities (Bryman & 
Bell, 2007, p.22). I will see stock returns as a reality that is not affected by other social 
entities nor is affected by me. Thus, I will only examine the stock returns and not the 
social entities that affect them.  

This study is a quantitative research and therefore looking at the reality with an 
objective view. An objective view means that the researcher looks at social entities from 
an objective view that is beyond the reach or influence of the researcher (Bryman & 
Bell, 2007, p.22-23). Thus, I will look at stock returns as external facts that are beyond 
my reach or influence. I examine and determine whether a “January effect” is present 
and not the meaning and behavior behind the phenomenon.  

2.3.2 Epistemological 
Epistemological regards to the question of what knowledge is. The epistemological 
position in this thesis is positivism; which means that the researcher apply natural 
science methods to study the social reality (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p.16). I focus on data 
collection of stock returns which will be coded into conclusions. In order for the data 
collection to be coded I use calculations such as logarithmic returns. These logarithmic 
returns are then further coded into average returns for various time periods which then 
can be observed, tested and concluded. These science methods gives the research a 
positivism approach in the epistemological context.  

2.4 Secondary data 
I rely very much on secondary data since my research uses raw data gathered from 
NASDAQ OMX Nordic Exchange. This secondary source is further examined in 
section 4.2. This secondary data is my primary data which means that I use this source 
to gather data which then will be used to get my findings.  

The theoretical reference is heavily dependent on secondary data. These secondary data 
is presented by other authors than me, thus a secondary source. They are very important 
since the research is based on the theories derived from these secondary data sets. The 
secondary data explains the theories and also show the evidence of the findings from the 
research.   
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2.5 Criticism of sources 
The study from Rozeff and Kinney is an important article for this paper since it presents 
the first investigations on seasonal anomaly. The authors are professors at the 
University of Iowa and the publisher, Journal of financial economics, is well-known 
(Rozeff & Kinney, 1976, 379). The research has also been referenced by other well 
known studies in the field. I therefore find this source very reliable and thus useful. 
However, the article’s usefulness can be questioned due to its version date of 1976.  

An important research is made by Keim who shows the importance of small cap stocks 
in the “January effect”. The publisher, Journal of financial economics, is well known 
and the researcher is a professor at University of Pennsylvania (Keim, 1983, p.13). The 
professor has also been an author for further studies in the field and I therefore find him 
very reliable and well-known. Thus, this source is useful for my research. However, the 
research was done in 1983, thus its contemporaneity can be questioned.  

The Swedish study about the “January effect”, made by Claesson, is very important for 
this research. The study is a PhD candidate thesis made at one of Swedish top 
universities, Stockholm Handelshögskola (Claesson, 1987, preface). The thesis has been 
highly recognized by other professors in the field and is the basis for Swedish stock 
market inefficiency. Thus, I find this article trustworthy and therefore useful. However, 
once again the study can be questioned due to its low contemporaneity since it is 
conducted in the late 1980s.  

To compensate for the old references, studies by Haug & Hirschey (2006) and 
Anderson, Gerlach & DiTraglia (2007) were used. The study by Haug and Hirschey is 
published by a well-known journal, Financial analyst journal. Haug is a lecturer at the 
University of Kansas and Hirschey is a professor of business at the same university 
(Haug & Hirschey, 2006, p.78). Haug & Hirschey research does not contain an 
extensive understanding of the research method and can therefore be questioned. 
However, I find this article very useful and reliable. 

These articles are the base of my research and it is therefore very important that they are 
reliable. The articles used are reviewed articles from very respectable journals and 
written by experts in the field of finance. I therefore consider the reviewed articles very 
reliable. A downside of the articles used is that many of them are written 20 to 30 years 
ago which can question the actuality of the articles and the subject itself. I have 
therefore used more up to date reviewed articles to compensate and to increase the 
international contemporaneity.  

The book used for the methodological issues is recommended by USBE since it is used 
in the course “Research methodology in Business Administration” and I therefore find it 
a very good and reliable reference. I have also used “Research Methods for Business 
Students” which is another book that support the methodological issues in this study. In 
order to support my way of analyzing the data through calculations I have used a book 
for financial modeling. This book is “Financial modeling” by S. Benninga (2000) and 
was used during my Financial modeling class at National Taiwan University.  

I have used CNBC as a source to increase the international contemporaneity in the 
research. CNBC is a very reliable internet source since it is one of the largest business 
channels in U.S. It is highly ranked by business channels in the U.S. and can therefore 
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be considered a very reliable internet source. Its journalists are experts within the field 
of finance and therefore also reliable authors.   

Another internet source is MarketWatch which is a financial information site that covers 
news, analysis and stock market data. It is fully own by Dow Jones and a well known 
internet site in the financial field. The authors are experts in finance and I consider 
them, as well as the site, to be a very reliable source.  

Forbes is also an internet source used in my research, which is due to its international 
contemporaneity. Forbes is a well known U.S. publishing and media company which is 
well known for its business news. The authors are experts in the field of business, as for 
the other internet sources, and I find it therefore reliable.  

The references from internet is always less reliable than reviewed articles and it is 
therefore very important to evaluate them. The  internet sources I have used has been 
evaluated to be good references since it is from well known business news corporations 
as publishers with authors that is well known in the field of finance.  
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3 THEORETICAL REFERENCE 
The “January effect” is a subject that has been heavily studied. The theoretical 
references gathers the most profound and significant research’s that is of importance 
for the study. The studies will cover the first evidence of the “January effect”, 
International evidence and the evidence of a “January effect” in Sweden. The 
importance of the “size effect” in the “January effect” will also be presented. The tax-
loss hypothesis, which is discussed to be the explanation for the “January effect” is also 
accessible in this section. The theoretical reference section will end with the 
international contemporaneity of the “January effect”. 

3.1 The first evidence of the “January effect” 
The first indication of a “January effect” was presented by Rozeff and Kinney in 1976.  
Rozeff and Kinney (1976) presented evidence on the existence of seasonality in 
monthly rates of return on the New York Stock Exchange from 1904-1974. The 
research emphasized on the existence of seasonal anomalies and not the possible 
explanation of it, which was left for further studies. (Rozeff & Kinney,1976, p.379)  

Rozeff and Kinney (1976) use aggregate rates of return on the New York Stock 
Exchange for the period 1904 to 1974. Data are equally-weighted arithmetic rates of 
return were dividends and adjustments for capital changes are included . They analyze 
the data by four different periods due to influences such as the Great depression: 1: 
1904-1928; 2:1929-1940; 3:1941-1974; and 4:1904-1928 combined with 1941-1974). 
Rozeff and Kinney also added period 5 (1904-1974) for completeness of the tests. In 
order to describe the stock price behavior, Rozeff and Kinney used the multiplicative 
random walk model. The multiplicative random walk model is used on individual stocks 
but Rozeff and Kinney (1976) shows that the model is applicable on a market index. 
The first test to find monthly seasonality’s where the use of the autocorrelation function 
on the U.S and the Australian market. Rozeff and Kinney (1976) found no direct 
evidence of a monthly seasonality due to correlations between the U.S and the 
Australian market. Thus, Rozeff and Kinney (1976) moved on to sample statistics. 
(Rozeff & Kinney,1976, p.383-387) 

The sample statistic test of stock return distributions calculated by month was tested 
with both a location and a scale hypothesis. The most consistent feature of the first 
sample statistic test, which was the location hypothesis, is the high January return which 
appears in all time periods. Rozeff and Kinney (1976) finds that the mean of the January 
rate of return is nearly ¾ as large as the next highest return. The scale hypothesis did not 
seem to be as profound or consistent as for the location hypothesis, but they are still 
extensive. Rozeff and Kinney (1976) divided the location and scale measures and tested 
them separately using a parametric and a non-parametric method. (Rozeff & Kinney, 
1976, p.387-390)  

The early stage of the non-parametric tests gives convincing evidence for seasonality 
through the location measures. Next phase were to find the months responsible for the 
result. By using the sequential procedure Rozeff and Kinney (1976) found that January 
has significantly greater mean rank than other months. Even though the test shows 
differences between the months Rozeff and Kinney (1976) could not rule out the fact 
that the differences could been due to sample error. Rozeff and Kinney (1976) therefore 
used a different approach by using the Kruskal-Wallis test. This test indicates that 
January has different distribution than the rest of the months which in turn indicates that 
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January’s relatively high rate of return is due to distributional difference. (Rozeff & 
Kinney, 1976, p.389-391) 

The parametric tests confirms the non-parametric tests by rejecting the hypothesis that 
the mean monthly rates of return are equal over all months. Rozeff and Kinney (1976) 
then considered which month(s) that seem to be significantly different from the rest. 
The conclusion of the parametric tests was consistent with the conclusion of the non-
parametric tests which indicated that monthly distributional differences may be 
recognized in location rather than scale measures. Again, January appeared to be the 
responsible month for this distributional difference. (Rozeff & Kinney, 1976, p.395) 

In Rozeff and Kinney’s (1976) report they conclude that seasonality on the New York 
Stock Exchange is clearly evident when tested by month (Rozeff & Kinney,1976, 
p.401). The result is that January has a higher mean of return compared to other months 
(Rozeff & Kinney,1976, p.401). Rozeff and Kinney (1976) were the first to prove 
evidence of a “January effect”. This report is important for my research since it is the 
basis of the “January effect”. The report from Rozeff and Kinney(1976) has been used 
as a basis point in further research about market seasonality which will be further 
discussed in the paper. They do not explain the “January effect”, they prove that it 
exists. The report shows a “January effect” in U.S which does not mean that it exists in 
Sweden.   

3.2 “Small-firm-in “January effect” 
A study by Keim (1983) examines month-to-month stability of the size anomaly over 
the period from 1963-1979. His study is based on the “January effect” and findings 
from Reinganum (1981) and Banz (1981) regarding the “Size effect”.  Evidence from 
his paper indicates that nearly fifty percent of the average degree of the risk-adjusted 
premium of small firms relative to large firms is due to January abnormal returns 
(Keim, 1983, p.13-14).  

He also show empirical findings that twenty-six percent of the size premium abnormal 
returns can be seen during the first week of trading and close to eleven percent can be 
seen at the first trading day. Keim’s (1983) findings show that smaller firms have 
significantly higher correlation to the “January effect” than larger firms. Very important 
to say is that it has been argued that parts of the size-effect can be explained by an 
omitted risk factor. However, the behavior of the “size-effect” observed in January 
cannot solely be explained by risk alone. (Keim, 1983, p.13-14)  

To investigate the negative relationship between firm size and the anomalous a sample 
of firms on the New York Stock Exchange (further referred to as NYSE) and the 
American Stock Exchange (further referred to as AMEX) is used. It is then measured by 
total market value of common equity and abnormal risk-adjusted returns.  The sample is 
daily stock data for a seventeen-year period from 1963 to 1979. (Keim, 1983, p.15)  

The firms listed in the sample has returns on the securities market during the entire 
calendar year and thus firms enter or leave the sample due to mergers, bankruptcies, 
delisting and new listings. The number of sample firms ranges from approx. 1500 to 
2400 during the study. Keim (1983) divides the firms in to 10 portfolios according to 
firm size, portfolio one contains the smallest firms and portfolio ten contains the largest 
firms. These portfolios are then updated annually and do contain approx. two hundred 
firms each on average. (Keim, 1983, p.15)  
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Keim (1983) starts to test the size anomaly and finds that there are clear evidence that 
excess return has a negative relationship with firm size, this is plotted in a figure which 
can be seen in figure 3 . This confirms the size-effect, which means that smaller firms 
have higher abnormal risk-adjusted return than the larger firms. Keim (1983) goes 
further in his investigation and tests the size-effects month-to-month stability. The 
findings indicate that the larger degree of the anomaly is concentrated in January; in fact 
nearly fifty percent of the anomaly is concentrated in January. Keim (1983) plots the 
negative relation between abnormal returns and firm size separately for each month, see 
figure 1 page 1. This figure clearly shows that the “size-effect” and the “January effect” 
are connected, there is a “Small-firm-in January effect”. His findings show that the size-
effect is clearly more evident in January than other months. (Keim, 1983, p.19-21)  

Keim (1983) investigates the 
phenomenon further by using 
his daily data to look closer at 
the “January effect”. He finds 
that the “January effect” is most 
evident during the first five 
days of trading. Keim (1983) 
also finds that the first trading 
day’s difference is positive 
every year and that it is a 
significant difference between 
the firm sizes. Further, Keim 
(1983) study show that the 
smallest firms had an eight 
percent average return higher 
than the largest firms during the 
first five trading days. (Keim, 
1983, p.25)  

Keim (1983) therefore proves an existence of a “Small-firm-in January effect” in U.S 
during 1963 and 1979 (Keim, 1983, p.31). He shows that it is a significant difference in 
abnormal returns between small firms and large firms in the month of January, 
especially during the first days of trading (Keim, 1983, p.31). Keim’s study is a 
reference base for further studies that has been made regarding the “January effect”.   

The anomaly has after his study been associated with small firms and when one talk 
about the “January effect” people refer to the fact that small firms outperform large 
firms in January compared to all other months in a given year. This is going to be 
shown further on in this theoretical reference when more studies are being investigated. 
This study is very important for my work since it shows that the “January effect” is 
most evident together with the “Size-effect”. Thus, my study will use the ”size-effect” 
when investigating the “January effect”. As for other studies in the “January effect” I 
will assume that the anomaly refers to the fact that small firms outperform larger firms 
in the month of January compared to other months in a given year. Important for my 
study is also the investigation of daily stock returns. Keim (1983) finds that the effect is 
very much evident in the first days of trading, thus I will have that in consideration 
when conducting my study. 

Figure 3 (Keim, 1983, p.17). “Average abnormal 
returns (in percent) for ten market value portfolios 
constructed from firms on the NYSE and AMEX over the 
period 1963-1979”. 
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3.3 International evidence of the “January effect” 
After the evidence of the “January effect” existence in U.S made by Rozeff and Kinney 
(1976) empirical work for International evidence of the “January effect” was made by 
Brown, Keim, Kleidon and Marsch (1983). Their report discovered empirical evidence 
of a “January effect” in Australia as well as in U.S. (Brown, Keim, Kleidon & Marsch, 
1983, p.105). Brown, Keim, Kleidon and Marsch (1983) paper focus mainly on the Tax-
loss selling hypothesis and will be further examined in chapter 3.4 of this thesis.  

After tests in U.S made by Rozeff & Kinney (1976) and Brown, Keim, Kleidon & 
Marsch (1983), Gultekin and Gultekin (1983) do not consider the “January effect” to be 
fully understood (Gultekin & Gultekin, 1983, p.470). Thus, Gultekin and Gultekin 
(1983) examines empirically stock market seasonality in major industrialized countries 
in order to gain further understanding of the seasonality (Gultekin & Gultekin, 1983, 
p.470). The paper provides strong evidence in most of the capital markets in the world 
and thus proves that the “January effect” is an international phenomenon (Gultekin & 
Gultekin, 1983, p.480).  

Gultekin and Gultekin (1983) started to gather stock market index data of 17 countries 
from Capital International Perspective, Which was an index provided by a Swiss 
investment service firm (Gultekin & Gultekin, 1983, p.470). The monthly stock market 
returns, shown in local currency, were computed as percent changes in the monthly 
price indices without dividend yields (Gultekin & Gultekin, 1983, p.471). The countries 
tested were as follows; 

Table 1, Countries in the Gultekin and Gultekin study (Gultekin & Gultekin, 1983, 
 Australia France Norway UK 

Austria Germany Singapore USA 
Belgium Italy Spain  
Canada Japan Sweden  
Denmark Netherlands Switzerland  
 

They use the data gathered to first investigate if seasonality exists. If evidence of 
seasonality are found, further tests to find the responsible month/months were made. 
Gultekin and Gultekin (1983) used both non-parametric and parametric methods to test 
the existence of seasonality. They found materially similar results using both methods 
and thus only present the results of non-parametric tests. The tests use assumptions that 
are consistent with the premises that the stock prices follow a multiplicative random 
walk. There is an equal null hypothesis for each country and the rejection of that null 
hypothesis implies that the stock returns in the given country exhibit seasonality. 
(Gultekin & Gultekin, 1983, p.471-474) 

First tests reveal substantial variation in the monthly returns and the null hypothesis was 
rejected for 12 countries out of 17 at a 10% significance level. However, the U.S stock 
market returns did not exhibit seasonality during the early years which contradicts 
Rozeff and Kinney’s (1976) findings. Gultekin and Gultekin (1983) argue that this 
difference is due to the fact that they use different indices. Rozeff and Kinney used 
NYSE price index during their tests, which gives more weight to small firms. (Gultekin 
& Gultekin, 1983, p.474) 



 

12 

 

The importance of small firms in the “January effect” was examined by Keim (1983) 
and was explained in chapter 3.2. Gultekin and Gultekin (1983) used NYSE price index 
for the later years (1947-1979) and the results confirmed Rozeff and Kinney (1976) 
results that the U.S stock returns faced seasonality (Gultekin & Gultekin, 1983, p.474). 
When Gultekin and Gultekin (1983) used NYSE price index, 13 out of 17 countries 
have seasonality in stock return distribution (Gultekin & Gultekin, 1983, p474). These 4 
countries that did not exhibit seasonality were Austria, France, Italy and Singapore. 
(Gultekin & Gultekin, 1983, p.475).  

The first results prove the existence of a strong seasonality in many foreign securities 
markets. Gultekin and Gultekin (1983) then investigated the responsible month/months 
for this market seasonality. Gultekin and Gultekin (1983) use the Tax-loss selling 
hypothesis to investigate the existence of a “January effect” in other securities markets 
than the U.S. This tax-loss selling hypothesis will be further examined in chapter 
3.4.They use a K-W test statistics and a non-parametric “control versus treatment” 
procedure which is similar to the K-W test. The K-W test compares the mean rank of 
returns of each month with the overall mean rank, while the non-parametric “control 
versus treatment” procedure compares the mean rank of returns of the “control” month 
to the ranks of return of the residual eleven months. (Gultekin & Gultekin, 1983, p.478-
476) 

Gultekin and Gultekin (1983) found striking evidence of a “January effect” using both 
the CIP data and the equally-weighted NYSE index (Gultekin & Gultekin, 1983, p.478). 
All other countries also exhibit a significantly higher mean return in January than most 
other months (Gultekin & Gultekin, 1983, p.478). Table 2 show if there is a 
significantly greater mean rank of return at the beginning of the tax year than the mean 
rank of return in any other month. The conclusion of their study is that the “January 
effect” exists in most of the major industrialized countries (Gultekin & Gultekin, 1983, 
p.480). This is important findings for my study since it shows evidence that the 
“January effect” is an international phenomenon and cannot only be found in U.S. As 
one can see, Sweden is tested in the report which calls for further and more precise 
studies of the Swedish stock market. This has been done by Claesson (1987) and will be 
examined in chapter 3.5. Gultekin and Gultekin (1983) use the tax-loss hypothesis but I 
emphasize on the existence of the “January effect” and not the explanation of it. Further 
and more profound studies about the tax-loss hypothesis are further examined in chapter 
3.4. 
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Table 2 (Gultekin & Gultekin, 1983, p.479)  
Test hypothesis that mean returns are larger at the beginning of the tax year. 
Country Is the mean rank of return significantly greater at 

the beginning of the tax year than the mean rank 
of return in any other month? 

Australia No 
Belgium Yes, all other months 
Canada Yes, all except  Nov. & Dec. 
Denmark Yes, all except Dec. 
Germany Yes, all except Aug., Jul., Mar. & Nov.  
Japan Yes, all other months 
Netherlands Yes, all except Apr., March., & Dec 
Norway Yes, all except Jul. 
Spain Yes, all except Aug., Apr., Feb., & Jul. 
Sweden Yes, all except Jul., 
Switzerland Yes, all except Aug. 
U.K Yes, all except Aug., Mar., & Jan. 
U.S.A Yes, all except Mar., Jul., Nov., & Dec. 

 

3.4 Tax-loss selling hypothesis 
Several studies have tried to explain the “January effect”; but the anomaly cannot fully 
be explained according to Haug and Hirschey (2006) (Haug & Hirschey, 2006, p.78). 
The most profound explanation of the seasonality is the Tax-loss selling hypothesis 
which has been heavily tested through the years. One of the first tests made was 
conducted by Reinganum (1983). The study showed evidence that small firms that 
experienced large returns in January, and exceptionally large returns during the first 
trading days, was consistent with tax-loss selling (Reinganum, 1983, p.89).  

Reinganum collected daily stock prices from Chicago’s Center for Research in Security 
Prices (CRSP). These stock prices include all securities that have traded on New York 
Stock Exchange and American Stock Exchange since July 1962 until 1982.  As for 
Keim (1983), Reinganum divides securities in different portfolios depending of the firm 
size to test the size effects. The smallest firms in portfolio one and the largest firms are 
in portfolio ten. The return on each stock is then combined to an equally weighted 
return to form the daily return of the portfolio. In compliance with Keim (1983), 
Reinganum (1983) finds evidence of a “Small-firm-in January effect” where the largest 
difference in return derives from the first week of trading (Reinganum, 1983, p.91 & 
p.103).  

Reinganum’s (1983) next section is to test whether this anomaly is associated with tax-
loss selling. Reinganum (1983) use price data to compute a tax selling measure for each 
security. He then uses two ranking system, one ranks the securities year-end market 
capitalization and one ranks the tax-selling measure. These ranks will test the securities 
within their portfolio as well as between the ten portfolios. Firms that were high ranked, 
which means that the probability of the security to be sold due to tax reasons was very 
low, was classified as in the upper quartile. Firms that were of low rank were therefore 
likely to be sold due to tax reasons. (Reinganum, 1983, p.92)  
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Reinganum (1983) test shows that, on the first trading day in January, the bottom 
quartile firms averaged a daily return of more than four percent (Reinganum, 1983, 
p.97). The upper quartile firms however had an average daily return of less than zero 
point four percent (Reinganum, 1983, p.102). Thus, the significant difference between 
the stocks is therefore consistent with the tax-loss selling hypothesis. The tests also 
confirm the “size-effect” since small firms in the bottom quartile outperforms the rest of 
the population (Reinganum, 1983, p.103).  

A very interesting study by Bhabra, Dhillon and Ramirez (1999) tests the tax-loss 
hypothesis in U.S. The study shows a November effect which can only be seen after the 
passage of the Tax Reform Act of 1986 (Bhabra, Dhillon & Ramirez, 1999, p.5).  This 
Tax reform was the most comprehensive change in the U.S tax system during that 
period and it had significant impact on decisions on investors (Bhabra et al., 1999, p.6). 
The important parts of the act are 1; that the tax year for mutual funds was moved from 
January-December to November-October. 2; elimination of preferential treatment of 
capital gains (Bhabra et al., 1999, p.6). This tax reform changed the game for mutual 
funds and incentives for tax-loss selling increased in October (Bhabra et al., 1999, p.6). 
The study showed a “January effect” in November that was caused by mutual funds due 
to tax-loss selling (Bhabra et al., 1999, p.12). The study by Bhabra, Dhillon and 
Ramirez (1999) and the study of Poterba and Weisbenner (2001) explains the “January 
effect” as a “Turn-of-the-year effect” since the phenomenon is explained by the tax year 
position. The “January effect” still exists in January and is still a phenomenon. Recent 
studies show evidence of the “January effect” which is examined in chapter 3.7. 

Reinganum ‘s (1983) findings show evidence that the tax-loss selling  is consistent with 
the “January effect” (Reinganum, 1983, p.89). However, Reinganum (1983) could not 
explain the entire “January effect” through the tax-loss selling hypothesis (Reinganum, 
1983, p.103). He found that the small firms least likely to be sold for tax reasons also 
exhibited large average returns in January (Reinganum, 1983, p.103). Brown, Keim, 
Kleidon and Marsch (1983) also finds evidence of a tax-loss selling hypothesis in U.S 
but full evidence of such an act in Australia was not presented (Brown, Keim, Kleidon 
& Marsch, 1983, p.105). Jones, Lee and Apenbrink (1991) tested the tax-loss hypothesis 
in U.S before 1917, when there was no tax on capital gains. Their test proved findings 
against the tax-loss selling since they found evidence of a “January effect” even though 
no one would gain on tax selling (Jones, Lee & Apenbrink, 1991, p.1922). This study is 
highly relevant for the understanding of the “January effect” , thus very important 
during the analysis and discussion of this study.  

3.5 Swedish evidence of the “January effect” 
Claesson’s (1987) doctoral degree thesis tests the market efficiency of the Swedish 
Stock Exchange during the 1980s. A part of testing the market efficiency was to study 
the existence of a “January effect” (Claesson, 1987, p.32). Claesson (1987) study the 
differences in the January return between different firm sizes, thus she tests the “Small-
firm-in January effect” (Claesson, 1987, p.139).  

The sample size is much smaller than for other international studies. The sample 
contains 49 stocks and daily stock prices for seven years and five months (Claesson, 
1987, p.149). The 49 stocks are the largest on the Swedish stock market and thus the 
size effect is hard to investigate. Claesson (1987) argues that the size effect still can be 
seen between large firms and smaller large firms (Claesson, 1987, p.150). This is 
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possible since the smaller larger firms are more liquid then the smallest firms and thus 
the investors can more easily take advantage of a possible difference in the return 
between the two different firm sizes.  

The monthly returns were computed from the daily stock returns and Table 3 explains 
how Claesson (1987) calculates this monthly return. This calculation was recommended 
by Roll (1983) and now implemented by Claesson (1987) (Claesson, 1987, p.150). 
Claesson (1987) argues that this computation is better when implemented on a portfolio 
than many other computations. Other calculations will not give a return possible to 
obtain by investors when implemented on portfolios. This is important since it explains 
the calculation of a portfolio and it gives an understanding how it works. 

Table 3 (Claesson, 1987, p.150) 

Computation of longer period returns with the foundation from daily stock 
returns 

 Price Return Accumulated return 

Stock: 1 2 1 2 1 2 
Day       

1 100 100     
2 110 90 0.1 -0.1 0.1 -0.1 
3 121 81 0.1 -0.1 0.21 -0.19 

Average return = (121+81)/(100+100)-1 = 1% 
 or (0.21+(-0.19))/2 =1% 

Following explains table 3; an investor invest $100 in each of the stocks. After one day 
stock 1 increase with $10 which means a percentage increase of 1%. At the same date 
stock number 2 decreases with $10, a 1% decrease in the price of the stock. The third 
day stock number 1 increase with 10% while stock number two decrease with the same 
percentage. The average return is then calculated between day 1 and 3 which means 
that the average return for the stocks are (0.21+(-0.19))/2 =1%. If however the average 
return was calculated everyday and then accumulated the return would have been 0%. 
Claesson (1987) uses this calculation when computing the portfolio return since it is 
more practical reliable. If an average return was calculated each day and the 
accumulated the portfolio holder would have to rebalance the stocks each day 
(Claesson, 1987, p.151).  

To test the difference between large firms and smaller firms Claesson (1987) used the 
total market value. Claesson (1987) used a newspaper which presented a map over the 
firm sizes. This was due to the fact that the outstanding number of stocks was not 
directly available for Claesson. Thus, to compute the market value of the firms were 
impossible. The firms were put in two different quartiles, large quartile and small 
quartile. (Claesson, 1987, p.156-157)  

Claesson (1987) present evidence that January has a larger return than all other months, 
an average return of 8.7% (Claesson, 1987, p.158). This return has been positive in all 
of the 8 January months tested and the average return is much higher than for the other 
months, see figure 4 page 16(Claesson, 1987, p.158). When looking at large and small 
firms Claesson (1987) present that the average return for these two quartiles is largest in 
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January and has been a positive return in seven of the eight years (Claesson, 1987, 
p.158). The difference between large firms and smaller firms is significant and the 
average return in January for the smaller firms was 11.3% compared to 6.26% for the 
large firms (Claesson, 1987, p.158). This difference in monthly average return is much 
less in all other months than January. Claesson (1987) present evidence of a “Small-
firm-in January effect” which can be seen in figure 2 page 2. Claesson (1987) also test 
the tax-loss selling hypothesis and present evidence that strengthen the tax-loss selling 
argument. Her studies on the matter strengthen other international studies of the 
anomaly phenomenon. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Claesson’s (1987) study is of great interest for my thesis since it shows evidence of a 
“January effect” in Sweden. It is essential that such a study has been made and evidence 
of an effect has been found. Her study was made in the late 80s which means that the 
study is not up-to-date. But the fact that a “January effect” has existed before gives 
reasons to believe that there is a “January effect” today, thus gives incentives for further 
investigations. She strengthens the size-effect and the tax-loss selling hypothesis and 
thus gives this study even more significance for my study in case of the “January 
effect”. 

  

Figure 4. (Claesson, 1987, p.152) Average return per month, January 1978- May 
1985 
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3.6 Contemporaneity of the “January effect” 
A study by Haug and Hirschey (2006) updates the “January effect” since the study 
include year’s up to 2004. Their study suggests that the “January effect” in small-cap 
stock returns is significantly consistent over time and does not seem to been affected by 
the Tax Reform Act of 1986 (Haug & Hirschey, 2006, p.78). Haug and Hirschey’s 
findings suggests that behavioral explanations are relevant to the “January effect” and 
their findings bring new perspective to the tax-loss selling hypothesis (Haug & 
Hirschey, 2006, p.78). They conclude that the “January effect” still is a present 
challenge to the efficient market hypothesis (Haug & Hirschey, 2006, p.78). Haug and 
Hirschey (2006) strengthen, through both value-weighted indices and equal-weighted 
indices, the “Small-firm-in January effect” and thus show that the “January effect” is 
largely a small-cap phenomenon (Haug & Hirschey, 2006, p.80-81).    

A recent study by Anderson, Gerlach and DiTraglia (2007) explore the existence of a 
“January effect” in a very different way. Anderson, Gerlach and DiTraglia (2007) use 
two different auction environments, common value auction and double auction 
experiment (Anderson, Gerlach & DiTraglia, 2007, p.1). The experiments spanned three 
different calendar years, one pair of auctions conducted in December 2003 and January 
2004, and another pair of auctions conducted in December 2004 and January 2005 
(Anderson et al., 2007, p.2).  

The common value auction procedure consisted of 76 undergraduate students from a 
variety of classes at the College of William & Mary in Virginia, U.S. They were divided 
into groups of ten where each group participated in an hour-long session. They were 
paired and the subjects placed bids based on averaged value signals. The subjects knew 
their own private value but not the other member’s value. After all bids were placed the 
price was awarded to the higher bidder in each of the pairs, the higher bidder then 
earned the difference between true price and the bid. (Anderson et al., 2007, p.3)  

In the double auction experiment subjects were assigned to buyers and sellers. The 
participants were assigned roles as the roles are in the real world. That is that buyers 
could earn the difference between that value and the price that they negotiated and the 
sellers could earn the difference between the price that they negotiated and the cost. The 
participants in the double auction experiment were 118 undergraduate students from a 
variety of classes at the College of William & Mary in Virginia, U.S. As for the 
common value auction, the participants were divided into groups of ten where each 
group participated in an hour-long session. (Anderson et al., 2007, p.4)  

In both of the experiments Anders, Gerlach and DiTraglia (2007) found that the subjects 
are willing to pay higher prices in January then in December (Anderson et al., 2007, 
p.6). Thus, Anders, Gerlach and DiTraglia (2007) show evidence of a “January effect” 
from a very different kind of study, which broadens the research within this field. Their 
research also shows evidence of a “January effect” that is a present phenomenon and not 
something that has disappeared over the years. 
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These two studies are very important for my research. They not only show the 
contemporaneity of the “January effect”, Haug and Hirschey (2006) also show evidence 
of a “January effect” that is largely a small-cap phenomenon. Thus there is reason for 
further study in the field, which updates the “January effect” in Sweden.  

Other debates on the field also show international contemporaneity of the effect. 
Mebane Faber (2010), who is the chief investment officer at Cambria Investment 
Management and manages equity and global tactical asset allocation, posts an article on 
Forbes.com with the headline “Get Ready For A Turbo Charged January Effect”. He 
emphasizes his article on anomalies where the “January effect” is one of them. He 
advice investors to stay ready for January since small-cap stocks perform better than the 
Large-cap (Faber, 2010). Mark Hulbert (2011), a columnist at MarketWatch, also 
advice investors to exploit the “January effect” through small-cap stocks (Hulbert, 
2011). Also Robert Haum (2010) at CNBC also writes an article about the “January 
effect”, however he thinks that the “January effect” not will hold due to a strong 
December (Haum, 2010). These articles are not reviewed articles, but they are still very 
important for this research since it shows that the effect is up-to-date in an international 
aspect.   

 



 

19 

 

4 DATA COLLECTION METHOD 
This Chapter describes how the tests were conducted. It describes the methods used 
when gathering the sample, processing the data and analyzing the data. Considerations 
such as Secondary sources, access and ethics are also discussed in this part.  

4.1 Sample 
To determine the possible case of a “January effect” in Sweden the sample used will be 
from the Stockholm Stock Exchange .The sample will be daily data on price weighted 
indices from the NASDAQ OMX Stockholm Exchange (Stockholmsbörsen) between 
the years 2003-2011. The different indices, sample period and the type of indices used 
can be seen in table 4. 

Table 4, Sample indices.   
Index Sample period Type 
OMX Stockholm  PI 2003-2011 Price-Weighted 
OMX Stockholm 60 Cap  PI 2006-2011 Price-Weighted 
OMX Stockholm Small Cap PI 2003-2011 Price-Weighted 

 

The indices represent all the shares traded, the largest 60 companies and the smallest 
companies. The OMX Stockholm PI covers all shares that trade on the NASDAQ OMX 
Stockholm Exchange. OMX Stockholm 60 Cap PI consists of the 60 largest and most 
traded stocks listed on the NASDAQ OMX Stockholm Exchange. OMX Stockholm 
Small Cap PI represents the bottom 20%, in regards to firm value, of the NASDAQ 
OMX Stockholm Exchange.  

The sample period of 2003-2011 is used since I want to investigate the “January effect” 
today and I do not want earlier years to influence the study. A lot has changed on the 
stock market since Claesson’s (1987) study. I do not consider earlier years, as for 
example 80s, to be relevant since Claesson (1987) already have tested these years. As 
one can see in table 4 the indices have different sample periods, and there is a simple 
explanation for that. Small Cap PI was created in 2002-12-31 and thus the total sample 
starts from that date. That is since I consider the small firms to be most important in this 
study. The OMX Stockholm 60 Cap PI was created in 2005-12-31 and I therefore start 
to compare the small firms against the large firms in 2006. Thus, this test has two 
sample periods, 2003-2011 with small firms against all the firms listed. Small firms 
against the large firms will therefore be tested between 2006 and 2011. 

As one can see in table 4 all the indices are price-weighted indices. This means that 
each stock influence the index in proportion to its price per share. These price-weighted 
indices do not consider cash dividend to be reinvested in the index. Thus, the return 
only yields the performance of the price movements and is not influenced by cash 
dividends. Hence, the price-weighted indices show the true performance of the stock. 
This contradicts the gross indices were cash dividends are reinvested, this reflect the 
true performance of the index. However, gross indices does not reflect the true 
performance of the stock price movements, which I am looking for.   
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These portfolios are maintained by NASDAQ OMX Stockholm Exchange which means 
that they manage the index if there is a change due to a split/reverse split, stock 
dividend, cash dividend, new share issue, entry and exit.  

These indices will be seen as portfolios and the portfolios will from here on be called 
Portfolio All Share, Portfolio Large Cap and Portfolio Small Cap. With this data I can 
test each of the portfolios performance and the excess performance of small firms, 
compared to all firms listed and the largest firms.  

4.2 Secondary source 
Secondary data means that one are analyzing data which have already been collected for 
another purpose (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2003, p.188). The data gathered is a 
secondary source from NASDQ OMX Nordic. The data used is raw data where it has 
been little processing. The data is daily index quotes, as stated in chapter 4.1, this data is 
used to present historical quotes which researchers and analysts can use. This data is a 
multiple-source secondary data which means that data have been used to form another 
data set (Saunders et al., 2003, p.193). This secondary source is my primary source 
which means that I use this source to gather data which then will be used to get my 
findings. 

4.3 Access 
The daily data of the indices were easy to get over the whole sample period. All the data 
can be downloaded from NASDAQ OMX Nordic homepage. However, the information 
on the indices was very hard to find. This was of importance since I wanted indices that 
could reflect the small firms, large firms and all the firms listed. Without good 
information of the indices I could not know what the indices meant, which firms that 
were calculated, how it was calculated etc. This was overcome through NASDAQ 
OMX rules for the Construction and Maintenance of the NASDAQ OMX and Oslo 
Børs (NASDAQ OMX 2010) 

4.4 Ethical considerations 
Ethical considerations, such as objectivity during the data collection stage, is very 
important and means that one collect the data accurately and fully (Saunders et al., 
2003, p.193). This means that I should not be subjective when I collect the data, such as 
deciding a sample period that I think is most interesting. In order to consider ethical 
considerations when deciding sample period I have used the total sample period for 
OMX Stockholm Small Cap Index. This means that there are no earlier data than the 
data that I have gathered for this index. In order to compare this I have used the exact 
same period for OMX Stockholm All-Share PI Index. OMX Stockholm 60 Cap Index 
was created in 2005 and I have therefore used the total sample period for the index. My 
data range ends in the first of February 2011 for all the index and there is more data 
available after this date. However, the data after the first of February 2011 is irrelevant 
and therefore not in the research.  
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4.5 Data processing 
In order to download the data from NASDAQ OMX Nordic homepage excel is 
required, thus excel were used to process and analyze the data. The data is daily index 
quotes between the 2002-12-31 and 20011-02-01 for Portfolio All Share and Portfolio 
Small Cap. Portfolio Large Cap also used daily index quotes, but the sample period was 
2005-12-31 to 2011-02-01. The downloaded data includes date, highest price, lowest 
price, closed price and turnover. However, the only data needed for the research was 
date and closed price, thus the other variables was taken away.  

4.6 Analyzing 
In order to analyze the data I had to calculate each index return. This was calculated as 
logarithmic returns, also known as continuously compounded returns, which means that 
the returns are symmetric (Benninga, 2000, p.132). I have used logarithmic returns 
since it is better than arithmetic returns when comparing averaging rates of return 
(Benninga, 2000, p.132). Following example explains my statements; 

Arithmetic return  Logarithmic return 
 𝑟 = [𝑠𝑡+1 𝑠𝑡⁄ ] − 1  𝑟𝑡,𝑡+1 = 𝑙𝑛[𝑠𝑡+1 𝑠𝑡⁄ ] =
𝑙𝑛�1 + 𝑟𝑡,𝑡+1� 

Where;   Where;   
 𝑟 = rate of return  𝑟𝑡,𝑡+1= rate of return from t to t 
+1 
 𝑠= stock price  𝑠= stock price 
    𝑙𝑛 = natural logarithm function 

Consider a stock that has a price of $100 and it rise to $120. Then, according to the 
arithmetic procedure, the return will be[120/100] − 1 =  20% . The next day the stock 
falls to $100 and the return will be[100/120] − 1 =  −16,67%. The stock has now 
gone back to its original price but if we average the two returns the rate of return will 
be[0.2 + (−0.1667)]/2 =  1,665%. Hence, this is misleading since the stock price is 
at its original price and therefore has an effective return of 0%. 

If we instead use the Logarithmic return the rise in the stock will give 𝑙𝑛[120 100⁄ ] =
𝑙𝑛�1 + 𝑟𝑡,𝑡+1� = 18.23% and when the stock falls the return will be 𝑙𝑛[100 120⁄ ] =
𝑙𝑛�1 + 𝑟𝑡,𝑡+1� = −18.23%. If we then average these to the average return will 
be[0.1823 + (−0.1823)]/2 =  0%.Hence a logarithmic return gives a more accurate 
average return.  

Since I compare average returns between small firms with the overall market and the 
large firms, logarithmic is a better calculation than the arithmetic. However, the 
difference between the two methods is significantly very low for low price changes. As 
one can see in the example the change in returns are approximately 20% were as for the 
real changes in my data are at a maximum change of  8%, which is extremely unusual 
for an index. Hence, the choice of calculation will not have a significant effect on the 
results. 
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The first test was made on each of the portfolios in order to discover seasonality. Daily 
returns were averaged each month to compare the return between the months on a daily 
average return. Monthly average returns were also used when comparing the months. 
This data were then compared between the different portfolios in order to determine a 
“January effect” in Sweden. The study from Keim (1983), whose results were 
confirmed by other researchers as well, determined that the “January effect” is largely a 
small cap phenomenon. This is taken into consideration and the comparisons are based 
on Portfolio Small cap which is than compared with the other Portfolios. This means 
that Portfolio Large Cap is not compared with Portfolio All-Share. 

Rate of returns are also conducted for the first 5 trading days, which Keim (1983) 
conducted as well. These 5 trading days was then put in relation to the overall monthly 
return in order to see if the first 5 trading days contributes the most, or least, to the 
anomaly. Thus, it is used to see if the returns in January are most profound in the first 
days of trading. 

The month of December is also analyzed with both monthly returns on a daily average 
and monthly average returns. This means that I can determine how well the portfolios 
have performed in the last five days of trading in December. I will do this in order to see 
if the effect in January have caused investors to speculate before the yearend in order to 
gain on the “January effect”. One can therefore investigate if the last five days of 
trading in December is much higher than in the rest of the month. 

All the data gathered have been calculated and put in tables which can be found in 
Appendix. These tables have also been converted into figures, such as Staple charts. 
These figures are found in the empirical findings and they are created in order to give an 
easier understanding and a good overview of the data.  
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5 EMPIRICAL FINDINGS 
This chapter covers the empirical findings of the test of the “January effect”. It shows 
the results in the form of text, figures and tables. The chapter present the result and do 
not discuss nor conclude the findings, the discussion and conclusion can be found in 
chapter 6. All the data for both of the tests can be found in Appendix. The “January 
effect” has been tested on three main parts for Portfolio All-share, Portfolio Large Cap 
and Portfolio Small Cap. These main parts are first, the test of a seasonal anomaly 
specific for that portfolio. Second, the portfolios are compared according to different 
market capitalization value. This means that Portfolio Small Cap is compared to 
Portfolio All-share and Portfolio Large Cap. Third, the research take a “closer look” 
by looking at the first five trading days of January and the last five trading days for 
December.  

5.1 Seasonal anomaly 
The “January effect” is tested on each of the portfolios. In table 14 in Appendix one can 
find the monthly returns on portfolio All-share between 2003 and 2011. This data do not 
show evidence of a “January effect” on Portfolio All-share. January does not show 
significantly higher returns than for the other months. In table 5 and figure 5 one can see 
the average monthly returns during the sample period. One can again see that the test 
does not present higher returns for the month of January, in fact, January is the worst 
performing month over the total sample period. However, the result is very interesting 
since December gives the highest return for the sample period.  

 

July, April and March are other months that perform well over the average of 0.43%.  
May, October and June are the worst performing months after January; however, the 
gap is significantly higher than the gap between the months with highest returns. The 
total sample return for Portfolio All-share is 85.58% (see Appendix, table 20). The 
January return for the total period is -24.67% whereas the December return for the total 
period is 25.02%. This strengthens the rejection of the seasonal anomaly for Portfolio 
All-share.  

Table 5 
Average monthly 
returns (Portfolio 
All-Share) 
Month 

 January -2,74% 
February 1,00% 
March 2,01% 
April 2,43% 
May -1,58% 
June -0,95% 
July 2,89% 
August 0,74% 
September -0,33% 
October -0,97% 
November -0,48% 
December 3,13% 

-4,00%
-3,00%
-2,00%
-1,00%
0,00%
1,00%
2,00%
3,00%
4,00%

Figure 5
Average monthly returns Portfolio All-Share

Average monthly returns
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When looking at Portfolio Large cap we can see similar results as for Portfolio All-
share. The data (see Appendix, Table 23) do not show evidence of a “January effect” 
since the returns for January is significantly lower than for the other months. As one can 
see in table 6 and Figure 8, January is the worst performing month together with June 
and May.   

 

The best performing months are March, April, July and December who shows 
significantly higher returns than the average of 0.01%. The total sample return for 
Portfolio Large Cap is 24.69% (see Appendix, Table 29). The total sample return for 
January is -21.28% whereas for December the total return for the sample period is 
18.60%.  

 
 

Table 6 
Average monthly 
returns (Portfolio 
Large Cap) 
Month 

 January -4,04% 
February 0,75% 
March 4,31% 
April 4,27% 
May -3,28% 
June -4,01% 
July 2,92% 
August 0,66% 
September -0,77% 
October -2,23% 
November -2,22% 
December 3,72% 

85,58%

-24,67%

-40,00%

-20,00%

0,00%

20,00%

40,00%

60,00%

80,00%

100,00%

Figure 6, Portfolio All-Share
Return 2003-2011 and January 

return

Sample total return

January total sample returns

85,58%

25,02%
0,00%

20,00%

40,00%

60,00%

80,00%

100,00%

Figure 7, Portfolio All-Share
Return 2003-2011 and December 

return

Sample total return

December total sample returns

-6,00%
-4,00%
-2,00%
0,00%
2,00%
4,00%
6,00%

Figure 8
Average monthly returns Portfolio Large Cap

Average monthly returns
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 Portfolio Small Cap does show a possible evidence of a present seasonal anomaly. The 
data which can be found in Appendix table 32 show that January perform better than the 
average month during the years of the sample. However, December performs even 
better than January and Table 7 shows how well both January and December perform 
compare to the other months of the year. Other well performing months are November, 
September and March who all performs very well above the monthly average of 1.09%. 
The worst performing months are May, June and October who all performs well under 
0%. A significantly higher return in January cannot be shown in the data; however, 
January is the second best performing month.  

Table 7 
Average monthly 
returns (Portfolio 
Small Cap) 
Month 

 January 2,65% 
February -0,32% 
March 2,21% 
April 1,46% 
May -1,46% 
June -0,84% 
July 0,84% 
August 1,05% 
September 2,34% 
October -0,68% 
November 2,62% 
December 3,16% 

24,69%

-21,28%

-30,00%

-20,00%

-10,00%

0,00%

10,00%

20,00%

30,00%

Figure 9, Portfolio Large Cap
Return 2006-2011 and January return

Sample total return

January total sample returns

24,69%

18,60%

0,00%

5,00%

10,00%

15,00%

20,00%

25,00%

30,00%

Figure 10, Portfolio Large Cap
Return 2006-2011 and December return

Sample total return December total sample returns

-2,00%
-1,00%
0,00%
1,00%
2,00%
3,00%
4,00%

Figure 11
Average monthly returns Portfolio Small Cap

Average monthly returns
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The total sample return for Portfolio Small-Cap is 117.55% (see Appendix, Table 38). 
The January return during the sample period is 23.88% whereas December performs a 
little bit better with a total sample return of 25.29%. One can see that there is very small 
differences of the contribution from the two months for the overall sample return. 

 

From the test we can see that January is well performing for Portfolio Small Cap. 
However, for Portfolio All-Share and Portfolio Large Cap we can see that January is, if 
not the worse month, at least one of the worse performing months during the year. We 
can see that December is a very well performing month, and it is also consistent for all 
the portfolios.  
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23,88%
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Figure 12, Portfolio Small Cap
Return 2003-2011 and January return

Sample total return

January total sample returns
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Figure 13, Portfolio Small Cap
Return 2003-2011 and December 

return
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Figure 14
Portfolio All-Share and Portfolio Small Cap performance

Portfolio All-Share Portfolio Small Cap 
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5.2 Seasonal anomaly and Size effect 
This chapter shows how well the different portfolios have performed in comparison to 
each other. The goal is to see the difference between firms with low capitalization value 
and firms with high capitalization value. Hence, I test Portfolio Small Cap with 
Portfolio All-Share and Portfolio Large Cap 

On the previous page is Figure 14 which shows the performance of Portfolio All-Share 
and Portfolio Small Cap. The start is 2002-12-30 with a nominal value of 100 for each 
of the Portfolios. What one can see is that Portfolio Small Cap has performed better 
over the sample period of 2003-2011.  

The study compares the performance on the monthly returns to determine if an excess 
performance for Portfolio Small Cap exist in comparison to Portfolio All-Share. And by 
looking at table 8 we can see that Portfolio Small Cap outperforms Portfolio All-Share 
in January in all of the years.  

Table 8, Portfolio All-Share versus Portfolio Small Cap (January) 

 
Year 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

January Index 
         Average monthly 

return 
All-Share -7,28% 4,71% 0,01% 1,36% 2,16% -11,17% -10,71% -0,80% -2,97% 
Small Cap -4,62% 12,26% 2,22% 2,66% 4,60% -7,35% 6,30% 5,30% 2,52% 

Excess 
performance 

 
2,66% 7,54% 2,20% 1,29% 2,44% 3,82% 17,01% 6,10% 5,49% 

Average Excess 
Performance 5,40%                   

 

 The specific tests for all the other months can be found in Appendix table 41. By 
looking at all the tests for each of the months one can found that January is the month 
were Portfolio Small Cap significantly outperforms Portfolio All-Share. Table 9 and 
Figure 15 show the average excess performance over the sample period. Portfolio Small 
Cap outperforms Portfolio All-Share with 5.4% on average each year in January, which 
is a significant difference. As one can see in table 8 Portfolio Small Cap outperforms 
Portfolio All-Share in January in all of the sample years. Other months were Portfolio 
Small Cap outperforms Portfolio All-Share are November and September.  

However, there is more than 2% difference between the outperformance in January and 
November (which is the second best month in regards to excess returns between 
Portfolio All-Share and Portfolio Small Cap). As one could see in Figure 14 Portfolio 
Small Cap outperforms Portfolio All-share over the total sample period. Table 9 and 
Figure 15 on the following page show evidence that the main reason for the total sample 
outperformance is due to the excess performance in January. 
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In the first analysis one could see that December was a strong month for all of the 
portfolios. When looking at figure 15 and table 9 one can see that the difference in 
average returns for Portfolio All-Share and Portfolio Small Cap is very small. If one 
look at table 10 one can see each of the December samples.  Portfolio Small Cap 
actually outperforms Portfolio All-Share in 6 out of 8 December samples. All the excess 
returns are significantly higher than the average, except for December 2009. The 
average is close to 0% largely due to the big difference of returns in December 2008.  

Table 10, Portfolio All-Share versus Portfolio Small Cap (December) 

  
2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

December Index                   

Average monthly return All-Share 2,10% -0,11% 4,20% 8,50% -1,73% 8,68% 0,03% 3,35% - 
Small Cap 2,61% 4,19% 8,96% 11,61% -3,11% -5,52% 0,09% 6,47% - 

Excess performance 
 

0,50% 4,30% 4,76% 3,11% -1,39% -14,19% 0,06% 3,13% - 
Average  0,03%                   

 

As stated above January is the month where Portfolio Small Cap outperforms Portfolio 
All-Share. When looking at the data gathered for the average returns found in Appendix 
table 42 one can see that only one of the months show excess returns for Portfolio Small 
Cap during the sample period. The only month that Portfolio Small Cap show excess 
returns during the whole sample period is the month of January, as seen in table 8.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 9 
Average excess 
return for Small 
Cap (vs. Portfolio 
All-Share) 
Month 

 January 5,40% 
February -1,31% 
March 0,20% 
April -0,97% 
May 0,12% 
June 0,11% 
July -2,05% 
August 0,32% 
September 2,68% 
October 0,29% 
November 3,10% 
December 0,03% 

-3,00%
-2,00%
-1,00%
0,00%
1,00%
2,00%
3,00%
4,00%
5,00%
6,00%

Figure 15, Portfolio All-Share versus Portfolio Small 
Cap

Average excess return for Small Cap

Average excess return for Small Cap
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Figure 16 shows how well the all the different portfolios have performed during the 
period of 2006 and 2011. Portfolio Large Cap does not significantly differ from 
Portfolio All-share, it basically follows each other. Portfolio Small Cap has performed 
worse than the other portfolios during the period, this however is a very small difference 
and during the last period of the sample Portfolio Small Cap regained most of its loss.  

 

When the test compares Portfolio Large Cap and Portfolio Small Cap one can see in 
table 11 that Portfolio Small Cap show significantly better returns in January than 
Portfolio Large Cap. Portfolio Small Cap has an average of 6.38% in excess return in 
January during the sample period, which is significantly higher than the monthly 
average of 0.02%. One can also see that Portfolio Small Cap consistently show better 
returns in January than Portfolio Large cap during the sample period. When Portfolio 
Large Cap increases, Portfolio Small Cap has a higher increase. And when Portfolio 
Large Cap decreases, Portfolio Small Cap either decreases less or actually increases 
during January. The Specific tests for all the other months during the sample can be 
found in Appendix table 47. Those tests shows that January is the only month were 
Portfolio Small Cap show excess return during the whole sample period.  

Table 11 
       Analysis of excess returns between Portfolio Large Cap and Portfolio Small Cap (January)  

 
Year 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

January Index 
      Average monthly 

return 
Large Cap 1,35% 2,22% -11,33% -12,56% -0,96% -2,96% 
Small Cap 2,66% 4,60% -7,35% 6,30% 5,30% 2,52% 

Excess performance 
 

1,31% 2,38% 3,98% 18,86% 6,26% 5,48% 
Average  6,38%             
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In figure 17 and table 12 one can see the monthly average excess returns for Portfolio 
Small Cap in regards to Portfolio Large Cap. One can see that the average monthly 
excess return is significantly higher in January. One can also see that November and 
September also produce higher excess returns, those returns are however not near as 
high as for January. One can see that July, April, March, December and October all 
faces worse performance for Portfolio Small Cap.  

 

When taking closer look at December we can see in table 13 that 3 out of 5 of the 
Decembers that are tested faces lower performance for Portfolio Small Cap compared to 
Portfolio Large Cap. One can see a large difference in 2008 were Portfolio Small Cap 
performance poorly compared to Portfolio Large Cap. On average Portfolio Small Cap 
perform 1.81% worse than Portfolio Large Cap.   

Table 13 
Analysis of excess returns between Portfolio Large Cap and Portfolio Small Cap (December) 

  
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

December Index             
Average monthly 

return 
Large Cap 8,12% -1,82% 9,43% 0,12% 2,76% - 
Small Cap 11,61% -3,11% -5,52% 0,09% 6,47% - 

Excess performance 
 

3,49% -1,30% -14,95% -0,03% 3,71% - 
Average  -1,81%             

 

One can see that Portfolio Small Cap performs considerably better in January in 
comparison to Portfolio All-Share and Portfolio Large Cap. The month of January is 
also the only month were Portfolio Small Cap performs consistently in superior to the 
whole sample period. Over the entire sample period Portfolio Small Cap outperforms 
better than the other portfolios with 0.02% and 0.06 respectively. This small excess 
performance is largely due to the excess performance in January were Portfolio Small 

Table 12 
Average excess 
return for Small 
Cap (vs. Portfolio 
Large Cap) 
Month 

 January 6,38% 
February -2,53% 
March 0,28% 
April -2,20% 
May 1,39% 
June 0,03% 
July -2,97% 
August -0,55% 
September 1,57% 
October -1,78% 
November 2,47% 
December -1,81% 

-4,00%
-2,00%
0,00%
2,00%
4,00%
6,00%
8,00%

Figure 17,  Portfolio Large Cap versus Portfolio 
Small Cap

Average excess return for Small Cap

Average excess return for Small Cap
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Cap outperforms Portfolio All-Share and Portfolio Large Cap with 5.40% and 
respectively 6.38%.  

5.3 A “closer look” 
By using daily quotes on the Portfolios there is possible to show findings on shorter 
time periods. This section illustrate empirical findings on the first five trading days 
return in January and the last five trading days return in December. This section also 
looks at the remaining quotes of the months in order to evaluate if the anomaly is more 
profound the closer year end it is.  

When looking at the first five trading days 
of January one cannot observe a 
significant pattern. Figure 18 displays the 
data in a figure, and the data can be found 
in Appendix table 21. A pattern that shows 
excess performance of low performance in 
the first day cannot be observed. Neither 
can a patter which shows that the first days 
of trading are the most profound of the 
month, which means that they are very 
volatile. 

Portfolio Large Cap does not show any 
patterns in the first five days of trading. 
What we can observe is strong movements 
during the first days of trading and the 
average monthly return is highly affected 
by the first days of trading. Figure 19 
shows the data in a figure, and the data can 
be found in Appendix table 30.  

Figure 20 displays a diagram on the data 
for the first five days of trading and the 
overall performance during January month 
for Portfolio Small Cap. A pattern cannot 
be observed. It is sometimes very volatile 
and sometimes stable, sometimes it 
contradicts the movements of the overall 
month and sometimes is a base for the 
coming performance during January. The 
data for the figure can be found in 
Appendix table 39. 

None of the Portfolios displays any 
patterns for the first five days of trading 
nor the rest of the months performance.  
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Figure 18, Portfolio All-Share
First five trading days in January
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Figure 19, Portfolio Large Cap
First five trading days in January

Total January return First five trading days
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Figure 20, Portfolio Small Cap
First five trading days in January

Total January return First five trading days
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Here one can see the returns from the last 
days of trading during December and the 
return during the entire December. Figure 
21 shows a diagram from the data 
gathered, the data gathered can be found in 
Appendix table 22. One can see that the 
last five days of trading gives positive 
returns for the first 6 years of the sample. 
The last 2 years of the sample show low 
decreases in price, which means that 6 out 
of 8 last trading day samples give positive 
returns. The volatility differs for the last 
five trading days and no pattern can be 
observed.  

If one look at Portfolio Large Cap one can 
observe, by looking at Figure 22, that the 
returns are very low for the last five 
trading days compared to the total 
December return. The last five days of 
trading seems to be very low but it is 
actually the total December return that is 
very high. This means that the other 
trading days during the months perform 
very well. The last five days of trading for 
Portfolio Large Cap is positive for the first 
years, whereas the two last year’s present 
negative returns. The data presented in 
Figure 22 can be found in Appendix table 
31.  

The last Portfolio tested is Portfolio Small 
Cap and the data gathered are shown in 
Figure 23 through a diagram. The data 
gathered from the test can be found in 
Appendix table 40. One can see that the 
last five days of trading in December is 
strong and consistent over all the sample 
years. No matter if the overall December 
month has declined the last days of trading 
generate positive returns who are strong. 
For all the portfolios one can see that the 
last trading days of December is strong and 
positive. It is less profound for Portfolio 
All-Share and Large Cap. Whereas the 
returns are strong for Portfolio Small Cap 
in the last days of trading.   
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Figure 21, Portoflio All-Share
Last five trading days in December
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Figure 23, Portfolio Small Cap
Last five trading days in December

Total December return Last five trading days
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Figure 22, Portfolio Large Cap
Last five trading days in December
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6 ANALYSIS & CONCLUSION 
This chapter includes an analysis, discussion and conclusion. In the first subsection the 
analysis and discussion are written. This analysis and discussion is then concluded in 
the last subsection. 

6.1 Analysis and discussion 
I will start to analyze and discuss each of the Portfolio’s results. I will then compare 
them and analyze the market capitalization difference. I will end this subsection by 
analyze and discuss the “closer look” of the “January effect”, thus analyze and discuss 
the trading days closest to the yearend.  

If I start to look at Portfolio All-Share I cannot see a “January effect”. The month of 
January is the worst performing month of the year using an average between the years 
of 2003-2010, which can be seen in figure 5.  No pattern can be seen in the data and 
even though the hard crisis could be a factor that lowers the performance of the effect, 
the effect cannot be seen. I can see in table 14 in the Appendix that January performs 
really bad in 2008 and 2009. This can be due to the crisis, but the months close to 
January in 2008 do not perform as bad as January does.  

The vast recession during 2007-2009 start in august 2007. This crisis can be seen in the 
stock returns where the stocks surge during this time. We can see that the stock market 
performs bad in June 2007 and the bad performance is ongoing through the year with 
relatively small losses. Small losses is subjective and relative, but compared to the next 
coming January month in 2008, with a decrease of just above 11%, the losses are small.  
The next coming months go back to “normal losses”, but February actually shows a 
small increase in stock returns. Later during 2008 the stock market is highly volatile 
with vast decreases and small increases. I can however see that December 2008 present 
high returns of 8.68% which is much better than the others months during 2008.  

January 2009 shows, again, a vast decrease in stock returns which is then turned around 
for increasing returns the next coming months. I can therefore see that even though the 
crisis between mid 2007 to mid 2009 impact the returns these months, January is the 
worst performing of the months. I consider this to be an impact of the annual reports 
that are given out by both companies and governments. These reports present both 
annual performance and quarterly performance. The results from these reports were 
very bad during this time since it shows how bad the companies and the countries have 
performed during the recession. The stock market reacts very negatively to this and 
even more negatively when the results are worst than thought. So in the end, the crisis 
had a huge influence on the January returns.  

At the same time I can argue that the years ahead of the crisis 2002-2006 should have 
been high performing years, thus the January returns in January 2003 to 2007 would 
have been very good. When looking at those numbers one can see that they generate 
positive returns, they are however small. Even though the sample has been highly 
influenced by the crisis the sample contains enough years to make a conclusion, that the 
“January effect” cannot be seen in Portfolio All-Share. This is not in accordance with 
the study by Rozeff and Kinney (1976). Their study presented evidence that January 
have higher average returns compared to the other months (Rozeff & Kinney, 1976, 
p.401).  My study does not show evidence of an existing “January effect” for the overall 
Stockholm Stock Exchange. Further studies on the “January effect” have however 
concluded that the “January effect” is largely a small firm phenomenon. Thus, the 
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existence of a “January effect” on the Swedish Stock Exchange is not rejected. Further 
analysis and discussion on the difference between firm size is discussed further on in 
this chapter.  

When focusing on Portfolio Large Cap I can see that it is highly correlated with 
Portfolio All Share. It presents same patterns with slightly different numbers, thus 
Portfolio Large Cap and Portfolio All Share presents similar conclusions. This is due to 
the fact that Portfolio All Share is a price-weighted index, which means that the largest 
companies overweighs the smallest companies. This in turn means that Portfolio All 
Share is highly influenced by the largest companies and the smallest companies have 
therefore a small effect on the final results. If I look at table 14 and 23 in the Appendix I 
can see that the difference in average monthly returns are very small between Portfolio 
All-Share and Portfolio Large Cap. If I focus on January we can see that the average 
differ with approximately 1 percentage point each year. When looking at figure 24 I can 
see that Portfolio All Share and Portfolio Large Cap is highly correlated as discussed 
before. I can see that both portfolios performs very bad in the month of January 
compared to other months. The largest difference can be seen in June when Portfolio 
Large Cap present a very bad performance of 4% whereas Portfolio All-Share shows 
approximately a 1% decrease. I can therefore say that the analysis for Portfolio Large 
Cap is similar to the analysis of Portfolio All-Share. That is, A “January effect” cannot 
be seen since January is the worst performing month during the sample period. This is 
said even though the sample periods differ, which is important to take into 
consideration. I however consider the sample period and the findings enough to make a 
solid analysis.  

 

If I look at figure 24 above I can see that Portfolio Small Cap differ significantly from 
the other portfolios. Where Portfolio Large Cap and Portfolio All-Share present vast 
decreases, Portfolio Small Cap show returns of almost 3% which means that January is 
one of the best performing months. This big difference cannot be seen anywhere else in 
this test and further analysis and discussion on the difference between firm size will be 
present further on in this chapter.  
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Figure 24 
Average Monthly returns for all Portfolios

All-Share Large Cap Small Cap
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I want to start to analyze Portfolio Small Cap alone before I compare the results 
between firm size. Portfolio Small Cap show a significant high return in January and 
December. When looking at table 32 in the Appendix I can see that the month of 
January show positive returns in 7 out of 9 years. January present a decrease in 2008 
and is probably, as discussed before, due to the crisis. The portfolio also decreases in 
2003 which could be an impact of the crisis during 2001-2002. This is however hard to 
conclude since I do not have enough data during the period before, thus I will not go in 
deeper in that discussion. I can however see that January is a persistent high performing 
month. The month of January present returns that is abnormal and therefore 
significantly higher than the average over a year. I can therefore say that there is 
evidence of a “January effect” for small firms in Sweden.  

This is persistent with Keim’s (1983) findings that the “January effect” is largely a 
small firm phenomenon (Keim, 1983, p.31). The study by Claesson (1987) did also find 
that the “January effect” is largely a small firm effect, thus my study is consistent with 
Claesson’s findings (Claesson, 1987, p.139). Both Keim’s and Claesson’s studies are 
relatively old and a lot have changed on the stock market today. When looking at a 
relatively new study by Haug & Hirschey I can see that they also find evidence that the 
“January effect” is largely a small firm phenomenon (Haug & Hirschey, 2006, p.78). 
Haug and Hirschey does test the seasonal anomaly in U.S and I can therefore not make 
any conclusions on the Swedish stock market. It is therefore important to say that my 
research in Sweden is consistent with Haug and Hirschey’s study on the U.S market.  

There are however a very interesting finding in this study, findings that not is consistent 
with the other studies about the “January effect”. If I look at figure 24 I can see that 
December is a high performing month. December is actually the best performing month 
for Portfolio Small Cap and for Portfolio All-Share. Regarding Portfolio Large Cap I 
can see that it is not the best performing month, which is March, but it is significantly 
higher than the average over a year. Due to this observation I will do a further analysis 
and discussion on the December performance for the Portfolios. This is very interesting 
since the study by Claesson (1987) present evidence that December is a month with 
negative returns (Claesson, 1987, p.164).  

When looking at the data from Portfolio All-Share again I can see that January is one of 
the worst performing months. I can also see a very interesting pattern that December is 
the best performing month. Does this mean that the effect has been moved to 
December? This could mean that the market inefficiency has been used by investors, 
thus investing in December to gain on the “January effect” during January. December 
shows returns in 6 out of 8 years where the 2 decreases are small. One of the decreases 
is also during December 2007, thus highly influenced by the crisis. The average 
December return is 3.72% which means that December is the best performing month 
during the sample period. This also means that the “Tax-loss selling hypothesis” does 
not hold since the demand for equity increases during December, thus the price 
increases. Does this mean that investors ignore the tax gain that previously was one of 
the explanations of the “January effect”?  
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Claesson (1987) present 
evidence that December have 
negative returns and that it 
could derive from tax-loss 
incentives (Claesson, 1987, 
p.164). figure 25 present 
Claesson’s study on the month 
of December. My study 
present a very strong 
December month which means 
that “Tax-loss selling” have 
been heavily reduced.  

During Claesson’s (1987) 

there was a low demand for 
buying equity in Sweden due 
to the fact that investors 
wanted to take advantage of 
the tax law. Thus, December 
month presents negative 
returns. This means that the “Tax-loss selling” incentives have decreased since 
Claesson’s study and the demand for buying stocks during December have increased. 
Hence, the price for equity has increased and the returns are therefore very high in 
December.  

This could mean that investors want to gain on the “January effect”, thus explore the 
market inefficiency. Due to the fact that there are news and investment 
recommendations that regard the “January effect”, the exploration of the “January 
effect” is not surprising. Known business papers have discussions regarding the 
“January effect”, Forbes had an article that advised investors to stay ready for a 
“January effect” (Forbes.com, 2010). Other news agencies such as CNBC and 
MarketWatch also wrote articles about the “January effect”. By doing so investors get 
knowledge of a market inefficiency that yet have been explored. This means that 
investors will try to gain from the effect, thus make the effect go away.  

It could be the fact that investors consider the gain from the “January effect” to be 
higher than the gain from taking advantage from the tax law. Could it therefore exist an 
incentive to buy stocks in the beginning of December and then sell them in the last 
trading day of December? This would mean that the investor would gain both from the 
effect from the “January effect” and the “Tax-loss selling” gain.  

This finding gives incentives for further research about the “Tax-loss selling” effect. 
Studies by Reinganum (1983) and Bhabra, Dhillon & Ramirez (1999) are all very 
profound regarding the tax-loss hypothesis. They found evidence of a tax-loss selling 
prior to the year end and argue that it was the reason for the “January 
effect”(Reinganum, 1983, p.89) (Bhabra, Dhillon & Ramirez, 1999, p.5). Claesson 
(1987) also find evidence of tax-loss selling where December is one of the worst 
performing months.  

Figure 25. Difference in accumulated returns in December 
between stocks with high respectively low probability was sold 
due to tax reasons the same month. The difference is measured 
in percentage points. Average during 1978.1985.(Claesson, 
1987, p.165) 
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I can however see that December is either one of the strongest or the strongest month. 
This means that something has changed and it could be, as discussed above, that 
investors want to gain on the “January effect”. This needs to be further investigated if 
accurate conclusions are to be made. I have little knowledge of the tax laws in Sweden 
and does not want to make any assumptions or statements. Thus I call for further 
investigation and a more profound investigation that focus on the “Tax-loss selling 
hypothesis” in Sweden. Hence, I will only say that December is one of the strongest 
month of the year which is inconsistent with earlier studies. 

When analyzing the findings between Portfolio Large Cap and Portfolio Small Cap I 
can see that Portfolio Small Cap clearly outperforms Large Cap in January (Appendix, 
table 42a). This is in accordance with Claesson who concludes that small firms 
outperform large firms in the month of January (Claesson, 1987, p. 158). My findings 
tells us that small firms consistently outperform large firms in the month of January. In 
all of the years tested, the month of January is the only month were small firms 
outperform large firms.  

For the total sample period I can see that Portfolio Small Cap, on average, outperforms 
Portfolio Large Cap with 6.38%. This is very close to Claesson’s findings were small 
firms outperforms large firms with approx 5% in the month of January. This is also 
consistent with Keim’s (1983) findings that the “January effect” is largely a small firm 
effect (Keim 1983, p.31). It is also consistent with my own findings discussed above 
that the “January effect” cannot be seen for large firms. This strengthens the theory that 
the “January effect” is largely a small firm effect.  

As discussed before the month of December is very strong for all of the Portfolios. I can 
see that all the Portfolios presented abnormal returns in December. Portfolio Large Cap 
outperforms Portfolio Small Cap during this month, but the returns are not as persistent 
as for the month of January. In 3 out of 5 times Portfolio Large Cap outperforms 
Portfolio Small Cap and on average  Portfolio Large Cap outperforms Portfolio Small 
Cap with 1.81%. This is however misleading due to the fact that December 2008 
present an extreme scenario were Portfolio Large Cap outperforms Portfolio Small Cap 
with almost 15%. The rest of the sample presents small differences between 1% to 3% 
difference. Thus, I find it hard to conclude anything regarding December. This could be 
due to a sample error, which means that it is misleading.  

Since the sample is smaller for Portfolio Large Cap than for Portfolio Small Cap I will 
analyze Portfolio All-Share together with Portfolio Small Cap. I consider this action to 
be valid since, as discussed before, the difference between Portfolio All-Share and 
Portfolio Large Cap is very small, and if there is any pattern to be seen it will be a valid 
indication.  

I can again see, by looking at table 41a in the Appendix that Portfolio Small Cap present 
abnormal returns in January. Portfolio Small Cap consistently outperforms Portfolio 
All-Share in January with an average of 5.4%. This is well above average, which is 
0.66%, and above the second best month which is November with an average of 3.1%. 
This is consistent with both Claesson’s (1987) and Keim’s (1983) findings that the 
small firms outperform large firm and the market.  

I rejected the fact that December consistently show an outperformance for Portfolio 
Large Cap compared to Portfolio Small Cap. When looking at Portfolio All-share I can 
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see that the average outperformance is 0.3% in favor for Portfolio Small Cap. This is 
very close to 0% and it is therefore impossible to make a conclusion. I can however see 
that Portfolio Small Cap outperforms Portfolio All-Share in 6 out of 8 times which is a 
significant number. There is an enormous difference between the portfolios in 
December 2008, a difference of 14,19% in favor for Portfolio All-Share. The other 
months show differences of 1-4%, thus an indication of a sample error, which makes 
this finding misleading.   

So by analyzing the data we can see that the findings is not consistent with the theory 
that the Stock Market performs better in January. This is somewhat true and somewhat 
not true. It is true due to the fact that Portfolio All-share does not encounter higher 
returns in January than other months. Portfolio All-share represents the overall market 
in a price-weighted index and could therefore have been different if it were a equally-
weighted index. I say that these two index calculations would be different due to the fact 
that Portfolio Large Cap differs significantly from Portfolio Small Cap. It is true that the 
“January effect” exists in Sweden today, it exists for small firms. Small firms performs 
better in the month of January than the other months, except December. Small firms 
consistently outperforms large firms in January and it is a significant difference between 
January and any other month of the year.  

Reinganum (1983) tests the closest trading days to the year end in order to see if there is 
a pattern during January. He finds that the first five trading days are the strongest, where 
the first trading day performs the best. I test this as well in order to see if this has 
changed. I cannot see a pattern for any of the Portfolio’s.  

There is no pattern that say that the first trading days performs better than the rest of the 
month. Neither is there a pattern that say that the first trading days are persistently 
positive. This is for all the Portfolios, thus I can say that there are no reasons to believe 
that any day in January performs better than the other. This is not surprising since the 
first part of the study rejects the fact that Portfolio All-Share and Portfolio Large Cap 
encounters a “January effect”.  

Since December is the strongest month for these portfolios there are no reasons to 
believe that the first trading days in January present better returns than any other day in 
January. This also means that investors does not try to explore a “January effect”, they 
may not think that there is a “January effect” and does therefore not invest in the 
beginning of January. If anyone would believe that there is a “January effect” they 
would invest in the beginning of January.  

This means that demand would increase, thus the price will increase. An increase in 
price is not a pattern in my findings and I can therefore conclude that there is not any 
differences in returns between trading days in January. But as discussed before, if the 
“Tax-loss selling” gain is less than the gain from the “January effect”, investors will 
explore the effect earlier than January. This means that investors will explore the effect 
in December in order to gain on the “January effect”. 

According to the market efficiency hypothesis the “January effect” would not exist. 
This means that prices does not deviate from the true value, thus the “January effect” 
should not exist. The market efficiency hypothesis argue that such inefficiencies as the 
“January effect” will be explored by the market and therefore disappear. This means 
that the market will try to gain on the “January effect” by acquiring stocks prior to the 
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effect. In turn December should be a strong month since demand increases and the 
month of January would not show any existence of a market inefficiency.  

This can be seen in my study were January is the worst performing month where as 
December is one of the strongest, if not the strongest. Only for Portfolio Small Cap 
January is strong, December is however still a very strong month for Portfolio Small 
Cap. This is evidence of an exploration of a market inefficiency. This is something that 
I consider to be possible when doing my research. Thus, I tested the prior trading days 
before the turn of the year. I did this in order to see if investors tried to gain on the 
“January effect” by buying stocks prior to January.  

When looking at the last five trading days in December for Portfolio All-Share I can see 
that the first 6 years present positive returns. The last years in the sample, 2009 and 
2010 show negative returns for the last five trading days. It is therefore uncertain to say 
if there is a pattern. I cannot see that the last five trading days perform consistently 
better than the rest of the month. The demand is definitely increasing during the first 
years and could be due to the fact that investors want to gain on the “January effect”.  

The last years of the sample were December show negative returns could mean that 
investors try to gain on the investors that explore the “January effect”. This feels very 
far-fetched but in today’s modern society with advanced instruments and effective 
financial analysts, this is not impossible. There are investors working with patterns 
every day, thus have knowledge of this kind of patterns. They can therefore see 
opportunities which explores market inefficiencies. Thus this discussion is relevant, 
however it is very uncertain and a conclusion cannot be made.  

If I look at Portfolio Large Cap I can see that the last trading days of December 
persistently show positive returns. These returns are also strong, stronger than the rest of 
the trading days. This means that it is a high demand for stocks during the last days of 
trading, which in turn could mean that investors try to gain on the “January effect”. 
During the other days of trading in December the returns fluctuate between -4% to 4%. 
Even though the other days of trading show negative returns during December the last 
days of trading show positive returns. As, mentioned previously Portfolio All-Share and 
Portfolio Large Cap is highly correlated due to the fact that they are price-weighted.  

Portfolio Small Cap in this manner stands out from the other Portfolios. Portfolio Small 
Cap show consistently strong returns in the last five days of trading in December. No 
matter if the total December return is negative or the other days of trading during 
December is negative, the last five days of trading is consistently positive. They are also 
strong and count for a high percentage of the total December return. This could be due 
to the fact that investors want to gain from the “January effect”.  

The reason why it is clear and profound for Portfolio Small Cap and not for the other 
Portfolios means that investors know that the “January effect” is largely a small firm 
phenomenon. That means that they are aware of previous studies like Keim (1983) and 
Claesson (1987) which I now have confirmed. My study show evidence of a likely 
market inefficiency exploration by investors which is important for the Swedish stock 
market.  
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The effect have moved partly from January and made the last trading days in December 
a strong seasonal anomaly. This is illustrated and compared to previous studies in figure 
26. My study shows how the market efficient hypothesis work in practice and it shows 
how the “January effect” has developed during the years. This likely market 
inefficiency exploration needs to be further investigated in order to make a sound 
conclusion on that specific matter. 

 

  

Figure 26. Illustration of the January effect for small firms. 
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Figure 26 illustrate my findings and previous findings for small firms regarding the 
“January effect”. It illustrates that the effect has moved into December were the last 
five trading days are strong.  
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6.2 Conclusion 
Is the “January effect”  a present phenomenon on the Stockholm Stock Exchange? 

The “January effect” is a market inefficiency that is present on the Stockholm Stock 
Exchange. It is present for the small firms in the Small Cap index which is in 
accordance with previous studies. This means that, on average, Small Cap stocks on the 
Stockholm Stock Exchange present abnormal returns in the month of January. These 
stocks consistently give abnormal returns in January. The research can however 
conclude that December is a strong month, thus indicating an exploration of the market 
inefficiency.  

This study shows that Small Cap stocks, on average, outperform Large Cap stocks in 
the month of January. This means that small firms consistently outperforms large firms 
during the month of January and not during any other month during the year.  

The research show a shift of the effect to December which is one of the highest 
performing months. The small cap stocks performs best in December, whereas January 
is the second best performing month in a given year. Large Cap stocks performs best 
during December and so does the overall market calculated on an price-weighted index. 
This means that there are evidence of an exploration of the “January effect”, thus 
investors try to gain on the phenomenon.  

Further evidence of such an exploration can be seen on the last five days of trading 
during December for Small Cap stocks. Small Cap stocks shows consistent increased 
return during the last five days of trading prior to the year end. This means that demand 
increases during this period, thus investors try to gain on the “January effect”. The last 
five days of trading increase the overall return for December and is the reason for a 
strong December month.  

The conclusion for this study show that the “January effect“ exist today, thus increase 
the contemporaneity of the “January effect”. The effect have moved partly from January 
and made the last trading days in December a strong seasonal anomaly. This is of use 
for equity investors that are affected by this market inefficiency. The study calls for 
further investigation of the exploration of the “January effect” and for the “Tax-loss 
selling” hypothesis which is clearly rejected.  
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7 TRUTH CRITERIA 
Chapter 7 gives the reader an understanding of the truth criteria of the research. It 
describes the reliability, replication and the validity of the research.  

7.1 Criteria in business research 
When evaluating the business and management research there are three prominent 
criteria’s. These criteria’s concerns’ whether the results of the study is repeatable, 
whether the research is replicable and the integrity of the conclusions found (Bryman & 
Bell, 2007, p.40). These criteria’s are described and discussed in following subsections.    

7.1.1 Reliability 
Reliability concerns whether the study is repeatable or not and there are three main 
meanings of the term (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p.162).  

 Stability 
 Internal Reliability 
 Inter-observer consistency 

(Bryman & Bell, 2007, p.40-42) 

The first issue is “Stability” which emphasize on how stable the study is over time 
(Bryman & Bell, 2007, p.162). No matter when my research is done the result will 
always be the same. As long as exactly the same sample is used and the same method is 
used, the result will be the same. This means that my research is very stable, which is 
not surprising. Since I use raw secondary data as primary data, the findings will always 
be the same if same methods and sample is implemented.The second issue is internal 
reliability which regards whether the indicators are consistent (Bryman & Bell, 2007, 
p.163). This means that an indicator does not influence another indicator. Since I use 
raw secondary data as primary data this issue is absent in my research.  

The last and third issue is inter-observer consistency which deals with the subjective 
parts of the research (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p.164). This can be in the case when 
observers are needed since that can create an inconsistency in observations due to 
subjectivity (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p.164). This is however not a problem in my 
research since I am not conducting any observations. I use raw secondary data as 
primary data which is analyzed through calculations, thus inter-observer consistency is 
not a concern. I however use observations when the data is analyzed, thus I have to take 
into consideration that a subjective issue can be present. Reliability is always an 
important issue in business research. Due to my research method the Reliability is not 
an issue, hence the reliability of this study is very high. 

7.1.2 Replication 
Replication is very similar to reliability and deals with the matter whether a research is 
replicable or not (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p.41). This means that a researcher will be able 
to replicate my study and in order for a researcher to re do my study they have to do it 
in the exact same way. I have therefore tried to been as clear as possible when 
describing my methods. A very important chapter is therefore chapter 4 which displays 
my data collection method. I try in that chapter to be as thorough as possible when 
describing my sample, my data processing and the way of analyzing the data. By 
describing this part carefully, a researcher can understand and do a replication of my 
study.  



 

43 

 

7.1.3 Validity 
Validity are said to be the most important criterion in business research and concerns 
the integrity of the conclusions, which means that validity questions whether or not a 
measure of a concept really measures that concept (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p.164). This 
means that validity questions whether my conclusions actually can say whether a 
“January effect” exist in Sweden or not. My research is a quantitative research and 
therefore the measurement validity is applied. Bryman and Bell (2007) explains that the 
measurement validity is applied primarily quantitative methods and “have to do with the 
question whether or not a measure that is devised of a concept really does reflect the 
concept that it is supposed to be denoting” (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p.41). There are 
various distinguishes of measurement validity, I will go through the main types of 
measurement validities explained by Bryman and Bell (2007).  

 Face validity 
 Concurrent validity 
 Predictive validity 
 Construct validity 
 Convergent validity 

(Bryman & Bell, 2007, p.165-166) 

This does not mean that the research has to comply with all these measurement 
validities. Different validities suites different studies, thus the researcher should use 
those that suites in order to accomplish validity (Bryman & Bell, 2007, p.164). Due to 
my research approach as a quantitative one with raw secondary data as primary data I 
have used face validity to explain my approach to validity. Face validity concerns 
whether the measure actually reflects the content of the research question (Bryman & 
Bell, 2007, p.165). I consider my research method fully reflect my research question. 
That means that I think that my calculations and my sample can answer my research 
question and that it is a correct measure. I consider it to be so since I have a theoretical 
reference base that validates my ways of getting my findings. An price-weighted index 
is for example used by Haug and Hirschey (2006). The logarithmic calculation is 
recommended by Benninga (2000) when accurately calculating average returns on a 
stock price. Hence, I consider my research to have face validity.  
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APPENDIX  
This Appendix contains data from the test of the “January effect” 

Table 14 
Monthly returns for Portfolio All-Share 

     
 

Year 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
Month 

          January   -7,28% 4,71% 0,01% 1,36% 2,16% -11,17% -10,71% -0,80% -2,97% 
February 

 
-2,66% 3,95% 3,46% 2,65% -2,74% 0,25% 5,07% -2,00% 

 March 
 

-2,57% -2,36% 0,01% 5,41% 5,45% -0,77% 4,81% 6,10% 
 April 

 
10,97% -2,11% -4,56% -2,47% 3,44% -0,90% 13,93% 1,11% 

 May 
 

-0,36% -2,15% 4,48% -9,81% 1,43% -0,13% 2,00% -8,08% 
 June 

 
3,36% 4,16% 3,76% -0,54% -3,21% -14,38% -2,14% 1,43% 

 July 
 

8,27% -2,08% 4,16% -1,51% -1,46% 1,37% 7,47% 6,87% 
 August 

 
3,61% 0,10% -1,15% 5,59% -0,88% 2,44% 1,89% -5,69% 

 September 
 

-4,96% 2,15% 5,23% 4,07% -1,01% -15,01% 2,15% 4,72% 
 October 

 
7,71% -1,49% -2,80% 4,06% -2,52% -19,79% 6,64% 0,46% 

 November 
 

-0,54% 4,63% 3,63% -1,72% -5,60% -6,63% 1,32% 1,09% 
 December 

 
2,10% -0,11% 4,20% 8,50% -1,73% 8,68% 0,03% 3,35% 

  

Table 15 
Average daily returns for Portfolio All-Share  

  
 

Year 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
Month 

          January   -0,36% 0,29% 0,03% 0,07% 0,15% -0,59% -0,30% 0,04% -0,05% 
February 

 
-0,09% 0,18% 0,22% 0,17% -0,12% 0,15% 0,14% -0,03% 

 March 
 

-0,11% 0,18% 0,01% 0,28% 0,22% -0,11% 0,06% 0,35% 
 April 

 
0,58% -0,01% -0,16% -0,05% 0,23% 0,08% 0,86% 0,13% 

 May 
 

-0,03% -0,08% 0,25% -0,43% 0,06% 0,10% 0,06% -0,38% 
 June 

 
0,21% 0,15% 0,20% 0,03% -0,11% -0,72% 0,20% 0,07% 

 July 
 

0,29% -0,09% 0,23% -0,06% -0,07% -0,03% 0,39% 0,20% 
 August 

 
0,16% -0,02% -0,05% 0,19% -0,12% 0,06% 0,16% -0,15% 

 September 
 

-0,14% 0,14% 0,25% 0,23% -0,02% -0,67% 0,02% 0,37% 
 October 

 
0,37% 0,00% -0,20% 0,20% -0,09% -0,86% 0,21% 0,00% 

 November 
 

0,01% 0,26% 0,18% -0,05% -0,31% 0,00% 0,00% 0,06% 
 December 

 
0,17% 0,03% 0,27% 0,42% -0,12% 0,19% 0,10% 0,27% 
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Table 16 
Monthly average annual returns 
for Portfolio All-Share 

Table 17 
Daily average annual returns for 
Portfolio All-Share 

 
Year 

  
Year 

  
 

2003 1,47% 
 

2003 0,09% 
 

 
2004 0,78% 

 
2004 0,09% 

 
 

2005 1,70% 
 

2005 0,10% 
 

 
2006 1,30% 

 
2006 0,08% 

 
 

2007 -0,56% 
 

2007 -0,02% 
 

 
2008 -4,67% 

 
2008 -0,20% 

 
 

2009 2,70% 
 

2009 0,16% 
 

 
2010 0,71% 

 
2010 0,08% 

 
       
       
       
        

Table 18 
Annual and January returns for 
Portfolio All-Share 

 
Annual returns January return 

Year 
   2003 22,55% 

 
-7,28% 

2004 15,18% 
 

4,71% 
2005 27,57% 

 
0,01% 

2006 21,14% 
 

1,36% 
2007 -7,28% 

 
2,16% 

2008 -52,63% 
 

-11,17% 
2009 33,61% 

 
-10,71% 

2010 19,24% 
 

-0,80% 

    
Table 19 

Annual and December returns for 
Portfolio All-Share 

 
Annual returns 

December 
return 

Year 
   2003 22,55% 

 
2,10% 

2004 15,18% 
 

-0,11% 
2005 27,57% 

 
4,20% 

2006 21,14% 
 

8,50% 
2007 -7,28% 

 
-1,73% 

2008 -52,63% 
 

8,68% 
2009 33,61% 

 
0,03% 

2010 19,24% 
 

3,35% 
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Table 20  
Portfolio All-Share, 
Total returns 

  Sample total return January total sample returns 
85,58% 

 
-24,67% 

  
 

December total sample returns 

  
25,02% 

   

Table 21  
Portfolio All-Share 

    First five trading days 
    

 
January 

 
The other trading days Total January return 

Year 
     2003 -0,87% 

 
-7,40% 

 
-7,28% 

2004 1,10% 
 

3,39% 
 

4,71% 
2005 1,41% 

 
-0,34% 

 
0,01% 

2006 2,04% 
 

-0,67% 
 

1,36% 
2007 -1,59% 

 
3,68% 

 
2,16% 

2008 -3,65% 
 

3,75% 
 

-11,17% 
2009 -3,65% 

 
-7,68% 

 
-10,71% 

2010 1,81% 
 

-1,61% 
 

-0,80% 
2011 -1,84% 

 
-1,14% 

 
0,00% 

      Table 22 
Portfolio All-Share 

    Last five trading days 
    

 
December 

 
The other trading days 

Total December 
return 

Year 
     2003 2,51% 

 
-0,97% 

 
2,10% 

2004 0,03% 
 

-0,23% 
 

-0,11% 
2005 0,44% 

 
3,05% 

 
4,20% 

2006 1,11% 
 

7,03% 
 

8,50% 
2007 1,68% 

 
-3,33% 

 
-1,73% 

2008 0,18% 
 

9,78% 
 

8,68% 
2009 -0,42% 

 
-0,62% 

 
0,03% 

2010 -0,20% 
 

3,61% 
 

3,35% 
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Table 23 
      Monthly returns for 

Portfolio Large Cap 
      

 
Year 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

Month 
       January   1,35% 2,22% -11,33% -12,56% -0,96% -2,96% 

February 
 

2,92% -2,46% 0,06% 5,30% -2,06% 
 March 

 
5,00% 5,44% -0,94% 5,95% 6,10% 

 April 
 

-2,16% 3,97% 3,97% 13,97% 1,58% 
 May 

 
-9,81% 1,26% -0,03% -0,11% -7,73% 

 June 
 

-2,17% -3,26% -14,63% -2,11% 2,14% 
 July 

 
-1,26% -1,16% 1,91% 8,37% 6,74% 

 August 
 

5,74% -0,84% 2,69% 1,83% -6,11% 
 September 

 
4,12% -0,74% -13,28% 1,53% 4,52% 

 October 
 

3,76% -2,49% -19,99% 7,07% 0,48% 
 November 

 
-2,17% -5,35% -6,06% 0,97% 1,54% 

 December 
 

8,12% -1,82% 9,43% 0,12% 2,76% 
  

Table 24 
Average daily 
returns  for 
Portfolio Large Cap 

      
 

Year 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
Month 

       January   0,07% 0,16% -0,61% -0,40% 0,02% -0,05% 
February 

 
0,19% -0,10% -0,61% 0,14% -0,03% 

 March 
 

0,27% 0,23% 0,14% 0,10% 0,35% 
 April 

 
-0,02% 0,26% 0,13% 0,87% 0,15% 

 May 
 

-0,41% 0,05% 0,11% 0,13% -0,36% 
 June 

 
-0,04% -0,11% -0,82% 0,06% 0,10% 

 July 
 

0,03% -0,05% -0,01% 0,42% 0,19% 
 August 

 
0,19% -0,12% 0,07% 0,16% -0,17% 

 September 
 

0,23% 0,00% -0,59% -0,01% 0,37% 
 October 

 
0,19% -0,08% -0,87% 0,23% 0,02% 

 November 
 

-0,06% -0,29% -0,07% -0,02% 0,09% 
 December 

 
0,39% -0,22% 0,21% 0,11% 0,25% 
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Table 25 
Monthly average annual returns for 
Portfolio Large Cap 

Table 26 
Daily average annual 
returns for Portfolio 
Large Cap 

 
Year 

  
Year 

 
 

2006 1,12% 
 

2006 0,09% 

 
2007 -0,44% 

 
2007 -0,02% 

 
2008 -4,02% 

 
2008 -0,24% 

 
2009 2,53% 

 
2009 0,15% 

 
2010 0,75% 

 
2010 0,08% 

      
      
      
      
      
      
       

Table 27 
Annual and January returns 
for Portfolio Large Cap 

 

 
Annual returns 

January 
return 

Year 
   2006 21,49% 

 
1,35% 

2007 -5,23% 
 

2,22% 
2008 -50,21% 

 
-11,33% 

2009 34,02% 
 

-12,56% 
2010 20,26% 

 
-0,96% 

 

Table 28 

Annual and December 
returns for Portfolio Large 
Cap 

 

 
Annual returns 

December 
return 

Year 
   2006 21,49% 

 
8,12% 

2007 -5,23% 
 

-1,82% 
2008 -50,21% 

 
9,43% 

2009 34,02% 
 

0,12% 
2010 20,26% 

 
2,76% 
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Table 29 
Portfolio Large Cap, 
Total returns 

 Sample total return January total sample returns 
24,69% 

 
-21,28% 

  
December total sample returns 

  
18,60% 

 

Table 30 
Portfolio Large Cap 

    First five trading days 
    

 
January 

 
The other trading days 

Total January 
return 

Year 
     2006 1,84% 

 
0,30% 

 
1,35% 

2007 -2,06% 
 

4,25% 
 

2,22% 
2008 -3,89% 

 
-5,28% 

 
-11,33% 

2009 -1,39% 
 

-8,53% 
 

-12,56% 
2010 1,76% 

 
-1,69% 

 
-0,96% 

2011 -2,00% 
 

-2,72% 
 

-2,96% 
 

Table 31 
Portfolio Large Cap 
Last five trading days 

    

 
December 

 
The other trading days 

Total December 
return 

Year 
     2006 0,99% 

 
7,14% 

 
37,80% 

2007 1,60% 
 

-3,30% 
 

34,76% 
2008 0,30% 

 
10,54% 

 
-18,77% 

2009 -0,57% 
 

-0,49% 
 

0,34% 
2010 -0,32% 

 
3,31% 

 
13,61% 
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Table 32 
Monthly returns for Portfolio Small Cap 

     
 

Year 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
Month 

          January   -4,62% 12,26% 2,22% 2,66% 4,60% -7,35% 6,30% 5,30% 2,52% 
February 

 
-2,54% 2,45% 6,46% 2,10% -5,23% -5,23% 0,94% -1,48% 

 March 
 

-5,15% -3,24% 3,11% 5,65% 4,61% -0,39% 3,24% 9,84% 
 April 

 
7,13% -1,74% -4,06% -1,51% 2,10% 0,39% 12,20% -2,82% 

 May 
 

5,20% -3,34% -4,06% -10,45% 1,78% -0,20% 6,51% -7,14% 
 June 

 
6,58% 1,98% 4,61% -2,24% -2,62% -9,98% -2,86% -2,18% 

 July 
 

7,86% -5,09% 4,15% -2,46% -3,50% 1,30% 0,30% 4,12% 
 August 

 
6,34% -2,32% 3,84% 3,33% -4,75% 0,73% 5,07% -3,80% 

 September 
 

2,20% 5,34% 7,22% 3,74% -0,41% -14,69% 7,36% 7,99% 
 October 

 
9,14% 5,34% 0,13% 1,14% -2,34% -21,01% 1,69% 0,48% 

 November 
 

5,00% 8,57% 6,13% 1,88% -7,25% 3,61% 3,61% -0,58% 
 December 

 
2,61% 4,19% 8,96% 11,61% -3,11% -5,52% 0,09% 6,47% 

  

Table 33 
Average daily returns for Portfolio Small Cap 

   
 

Year 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
Month 

          January   -0,22% 0,58% 0,09% 0,07% 0,15% -0,30% 0,53% 0,38% 0,19% 
February 

 
-0,12% 0,15% 0,35% 0,15% -0,24% 0,31% -0,01% -0,06% 

 March 
 

-0,27% -0,13% 0,15% 0,27% 0,18% -0,09% 0,06% 0,47% 
 April 

 
0,34% -0,06% -0,18% -0,05% 0,20% 0,02% 0,62% -0,11% 

 May 
 

0,25% -0,16% 0,09% -0,47% 0,08% 0,02% 0,39% -0,34% 
 June 

 
0,34% 0,07% 0,22% -0,09% -0,14% -0,53% -0,03% -0,12% 

 July 
 

0,33% -0,21% 0,21% -0,09% -0,17% -0,01% -0,03% -0,34% 
 August 

 
0,32% -0,10% 0,17% 0,14% -0,27% 0,01% 0,27% -0,15% 

 September 
 

0,17% 0,26% 0,33% 0,19% -0,01% -0,73% 0,33% 0,41% 
 October 

 
0,39% 0,03% -0,15% 0,05% -0,10% -0,90% 0,02% 0,01% 

 November 
 

0,32% 0,39% 0,29% 0,09% -0,37% -0,40% 0,16% -0,02% 
 December 

 
0,23% 0,23% 0,44% 0,59% -0,17% -0,41% 0,05% 0,34% 
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Table 34 
Monthly average annual returns 
for Portfolio Small Cap 

Table 35 
Daily average 
annual returns for 
Portfolio Small Cap 

Year 
  

Year 
 2003 3,31% 

 
2003 0,17% 

2004 2,03% 
 

2004 0,09% 
2005 3,23% 

 
2005 0,17% 

2006 -1,34% 
 

2006 0,07% 
2007 -4,86% 

 
2007 -0,07% 

2008 -4,86% 
 

2008 -0,25% 
2009 3,70% 

 
2009 0,20% 

2010 1,35% 
 

2010 0,04% 

     
     
     
      

Table 36 Portfolio Small Cap 
 

 
Annual returns 

January 
return 

Year 
   2003 44,10% 

 
-4,62% 

2004 21,91% 
 

12,26% 
2005 43,21% 

 
2,22% 

2006 17,92% 
 

2,66% 
2007 -16,60% 

 
4,60% 

2008 -62,81% 
 

-7,35% 
2009 43,62% 

 
6,30% 

2010 18,03% 
 

5,30% 
 

Table 37 Portfolio Small Cap 
 

 
Annual returns 

December 
return 

Year 
   2003 44,10% 

 
2,61% 

2004 21,91% 
 

4,19% 
2005 43,21% 

 
8,96% 

2006 17,92% 
 

11,61% 
2007 -16,60% 

 
-3,11% 

2008 -62,81% 
 

-5,52% 
2009 43,62% 

 
0,09% 

2010 18,03% 
 

6,47% 
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Table 38 
Portfolio Small Cap, 
Total returns 

 Sample total return January total sample returns 
117,55% 

 
23,88% 

  
December total sample returns 

  
25,29% 

 

Table 39 
Portfolio Small Cap 

    First five trading days 
    

 
January 

 
The other trading days 

Total January 
return 

Year 
     2003 0,36% 

 
-5,20% 

 
-4,62% 

2004 2,57% 
 

9,68% 
 

12,26% 
2005 -0,17% 

 
1,80% 

 
2,22% 

2006 1,22% 
 

0,91% 
 

2,66% 
2007 -0,84% 

 
4,77% 

 
4,60% 

2008 -0,22% 
 

-5,53% 
 

-7,35% 
2009 4,36% 

 
0,63% 

 
6,30% 

2010 3,94% 
 

1,86% 
 

5,30% 
2011 1,07% 

 
0,75% 

 
3,28% 

 

Table 40 
Portfolio Small Cap 

    Last five trading days 
    

 
December 

 
The other trading days 

Total December 
return 

Year 
     2003 2,05% 

 
0,02% 

 
2,61% 

2004 1,80% 
 

1,33% 
 

4,19% 
2005 2,68% 

 
5,76% 

 
8,96% 

2006 3,66% 
 

7,12% 
 

11,61% 
2007 1,45% 

 
-4,18% 

 
-3,11% 

2008 0,75% 
 

-5,48% 
 

-5,52% 
2009 1,67% 

 
-1,35% 

 
0,09% 

2010 1,12% 
 

4,86% 
 

6,47% 
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Table 41a 
          Analysis of excess returns between Portfolio All-share and Portfolio Small Cap (January - June) 

 
 

Year 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
January Index 

         
Average monthly 

return 

All-
Share -7,28% 4,71% 0,01% 1,36% 2,16% -11,17% -10,71% -0,80% -2,97% 
Small 
Cap -4,62% 12,26% 2,22% 2,66% 4,60% -7,35% 6,30% 5,30% 2,52% 

Excess 
performance 

 
2,66% 7,54% 2,20% 1,29% 2,44% 3,82% 17,01% 6,10% 5,49% 

Average  5,40%                   
February Index                   

Average monthly 
return 

All-
Share -2,66% 3,95% 3,46% 2,65% -2,74% 0,25% 5,07% -2,00% - 
Small 
Cap -2,54% 2,45% 6,46% 2,10% -5,23% -5,23% 0,94% -1,48% - 

Excess 
performance 

 
0,12% -1,50% 2,99% -0,55% -2,49% -5,48% -4,13% 0,52% - 

Average  -1,31%                   
March Index                   

Average monthly 
return 

All-
Share -2,57% -2,36% 0,01% 5,41% 5,45% -0,77% 4,81% 6,10% - 
Small 
Cap -5,15% -3,24% 3,11% 5,65% 4,61% -0,39% 3,24% 9,84% - 

Excess 
performance 

 
-2,58% -0,87% 3,10% 0,23% -0,84% 0,38% -1,57% 3,75% - 

Average  0,20%                   
April Index                   

Average monthly 
return 

All-
Share 10,97% -2,11% -4,56% -2,47% 3,44% -0,90% 13,93% 1,11% - 
Small 
Cap 7,13% -1,74% -4,06% -1,51% 2,10% 0,39% 12,20% -2,82% - 

Excess 
performance 

 
-3,83% 0,37% 0,50% 0,95% -1,34% 1,29% -1,73% -3,93% - 

Average  -0,97%                   
May Index                   

Average monthly 
return 

All-
Share -0,36% -2,15% 4,48% -9,81% 1,43% -0,13% 2,00% -8,08% - 
Small 
Cap 5,20% -3,34% -4,06% -10,45% 1,78% -0,20% 6,51% -7,14% - 

Excess 
performance 

 
5,56% -1,19% -8,54% -0,64% 0,35% -0,07% 4,50% 0,94% - 

Average  0,12%                   
June Index                   

Average monthly 
return 

All-
Share 3,36% 4,16% 3,76% -0,54% -3,21% -14,38% -2,14% 1,43% - 
Small 
Cap 6,58% 1,98% 4,61% -2,24% -2,62% -9,98% -2,86% -2,18% - 

Excess 
performance 

 
3,23% -2,18% 0,85% -1,69% 0,59% 4,40% -0,71% -3,61% - 

Average  0,11%                   
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Table 41b 
          Analysis of excess returns between Portfolio All-share and Portfolio Small Cap (July-December) 

  Year 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
July Index 

         
Average monthly 

return 

All-
Share 8,27% -2,08% 4,16% -1,51% -1,46% 1,37% 7,47% 6,87% - 
Small 
Cap 7,86% -5,09% 4,15% -2,46% -3,50% 1,30% 0,30% 4,12% - 

Excess 
performance 

 
-0,41% -3,01% -0,01% -0,94% -2,05% -0,07% -7,18% -2,75% - 

Average  -2,05%                   
August Index                   

Average monthly 
return 

All-
Share 3,61% 0,10% -1,15% 5,59% -0,88% 2,44% 1,89% -5,69% - 
Small 
Cap 6,34% -2,32% 3,84% 3,33% -4,75% 0,73% 5,07% -3,80% - 

Excess 
performance 

 
2,73% -2,41% 5,00% -2,26% -3,88% -1,71% 3,18% 1,89% - 

Average  0,32%                   
September Index                   

Average monthly 
return 

All-
Share -4,96% 2,15% 5,23% 4,07% -1,01% -15,01% 2,15% 4,72% - 
Small 
Cap 2,20% 5,34% 7,22% 3,74% -0,41% -14,69% 7,36% 7,99% - 

Excess 
performance 

 
7,16% 3,19% 2,00% -0,33% 0,60% 0,32% 5,21% 3,27% - 

Average  2,68%                   
October Index                   

Average monthly 
return 

All-
Share 7,71% -1,49% -2,80% 4,06% -2,52% -19,79% 6,64% 0,46% - 
Small 
Cap 9,14% 5,34% 0,13% 1,14% -2,34% -21,01% 1,69% 0,48% - 

Excess 
performance 

 
1,43% 6,83% 2,93% -2,92% 0,18% -1,23% -4,95% 0,02% - 

Average  0,29%                   
November Index                   

Average monthly 
return 

All-
Share -0,54% 4,63% 3,63% -1,72% -5,60% -6,63% 1,32% 1,09% - 
Small 
Cap 5,00% 8,57% 6,13% 1,88% -7,25% 3,61% 3,61% -0,58% - 

Excess 
performance 

 
5,54% 3,93% 2,50% 3,60% -1,64% 10,23% 2,29% -1,67% - 

Average  3,10%                   
December Index                   

Average monthly 
return 

All-
Share 2,10% -0,11% 4,20% 8,50% -1,73% 8,68% 0,03% 3,35% - 
Small 
Cap 2,61% 4,19% 8,96% 11,61% -3,11% -5,52% 0,09% 6,47% - 

Excess 
performance 

 
0,50% 4,30% 4,76% 3,11% -1,39% -14,19% 0,06% 3,13% - 

Average  0,03%                   
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Table 42a 

       Analysis of excess returns between Portfolio Large Cap and Portfolio Small Cap 
(January - June) 

 
Year 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

January Index 
      Average monthly 

return 
Large Cap 1,35% 2,22% -11,33% -12,56% -0,96% -2,96% 
Small Cap 2,66% 4,60% -7,35% 6,30% 5,30% 2,52% 

Excess performance 
 

1,31% 2,38% 3,98% 18,86% 6,26% 5,48% 
Average  6,38%             

February Index             
Average monthly 

return 
Large Cap 2,92% -2,46% 0,06% 5,30% -2,06% - 
Small Cap 2,10% -5,23% -5,23% 0,94% -1,48% - 

Excess performance 
 

-0,82% -2,77% -5,28% -4,37% 0,58% - 
Average  -2,53%             

March Index             
Average monthly 

return 
Large Cap 5,00% 5,44% -0,94% 5,95% 6,10% - 
Small Cap 5,65% 4,61% -0,39% 3,24% 9,84% - 

Excess performance 
 

0,65% -0,83% 0,56% -2,71% 3,74% - 
Average  0,28%             

April Index             
Average monthly 

return 
Large Cap -2,16% 3,97% 3,97% 13,97% 1,58% - 
Small Cap -1,51% 2,10% 0,39% 12,20% -2,82% - 

Excess performance 
 

0,65% -1,88% -3,58% -1,77% -4,40% - 
Average  -2,20%             

May Index             
Average monthly 

return 
Large Cap -9,81% 1,26% -0,03% -0,11% -7,73% - 
Small Cap -10,45% 1,78% -0,20% 6,51% -7,14% - 

Excess performance 
 

-0,64% 0,53% -0,17% 6,61% 0,60% - 
Average  1,39%             

June Index             
Average monthly 

return 
Large Cap -2,17% -3,26% -14,63% -2,11% 2,14% - 
Small Cap -2,24% -2,62% -9,98% -2,86% -2,18% - 

Excess performance 
 

-0,07% 0,64% 4,65% -0,74% -4,32% - 
Average  0,03%             
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Table 42b 
       Analysis of excess returns between Portfolio Large Cap and Portfolio Small Cap (July - 

December) 

 Year 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 
July Index 

      Average monthly 
return 

Large Cap -1,26% -1,16% 1,91% 8,37% 6,74% - 
Small Cap -2,46% -3,50% 1,30% 0,30% 4,12% - 

Excess performance 
 

-1,19% -2,34% -0,61% -8,07% -2,62% - 
Average  -2,97%             

August Index             
Average monthly 

return 
Large Cap 5,74% -0,84% 2,69% 1,83% -6,11% - 
Small Cap 3,33% -4,75% 0,73% 5,07% -3,80% - 

Excess performance 
 

-2,42% -3,91% -1,96% 3,24% 2,31% - 
Average  -0,55%             

September Index             
Average monthly 

return 
Large Cap 4,12% -0,74% -13,28% 1,53% 4,52% - 
Small Cap 3,74% -0,41% -14,69% 7,36% 7,99% - 

Excess performance 
 

-0,38% 0,32% -1,41% 5,82% 3,47% - 
Average  1,57%             

October Index             
Average monthly 

return 
Large Cap 3,76% -2,49% -19,99% 7,07% 0,48% - 
Small Cap 1,14% -2,34% -21,01% 1,69% 0,48% - 

Excess performance 
 

-2,62% 0,14% -1,02% -5,38% 0,00% - 
Average  -1,78%             

November Index             
Average monthly 

return 
Large Cap -2,17% -5,35% -6,06% 0,97% 1,54% - 
Small Cap 1,88% -7,25% 3,61% 3,61% -0,58% - 

Excess performance 
 

4,04% -1,89% 9,66% 2,64% -2,12% - 
Average  2,47%             

December Index             
Average monthly 

return 
Large Cap 8,12% -1,82% 9,43% 0,12% 2,76% - 
Small Cap 11,61% -3,11% -5,52% 0,09% 6,47% - 

Excess performance 
 

3,49% -1,30% -14,95% -0,03% 3,71% - 
Average  -1,81%             
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Table 44 
Excess performance for  Portfolio Small Cap compared to Portfolio Large cap (In average returns) 

 
Year 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

Month 
       January   1,31% 2,38% 3,98% 18,86% 6,26% 5,48% 

February 
 

-0,82% -2,77% -5,28% -4,37% 0,58% 
 March 

 
0,65% -0,83% 0,56% -2,71% 3,74% 

 April 
 

0,65% -1,88% -3,58% -1,77% -4,40% 
 May 

 
-0,64% 0,53% -0,17% 6,61% 0,60% 

 June 
 

-0,07% 0,64% 4,65% -0,74% -4,32% 
 July 

 
-1,19% -2,34% -0,61% -8,07% -2,62% 

 August 
 

-2,42% -3,91% -1,96% 3,24% 2,31% 
 September 

 
-0,38% 0,32% -1,41% 5,82% 3,47% 

 October 
 

-2,62% 0,14% -1,02% -5,38% 0,00% 
 November 

 
4,04% -1,89% 9,66% 2,64% -2,12% 

 December 
 

3,49% -1,30% -14,95% -0,03% 3,71% 
  

 

  

Table 43 
Excess performance for Portfolio Small Cap compared to Portfolio All-Share (In average returns) 

 
Year 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

Month 
          January   2,66% 7,54% 2,20% 1,29% 2,44% 3,82% 17,01% 6,10% 5,49% 

February 
 

0,12% -1,50% 2,99% -0,55% -2,49% -5,48% -4,13% 0,52% 
 March 

 
-2,58% -0,87% 3,10% 0,23% -0,84% 0,38% -1,57% 3,75% 

 April 
 

-3,83% 0,37% 0,50% 0,95% -1,34% 1,29% -1,73% -3,93% 
 May 

 
5,56% -1,19% -8,54% -0,64% 0,35% -0,07% 4,50% 0,94% 

 June 
 

3,23% -2,18% 0,85% -1,69% 0,59% 4,40% -0,71% -3,61% 
 July 

 
-0,41% -3,01% -0,01% -0,94% -2,05% -0,07% -7,18% -2,75% 

 August 
 

2,73% -2,41% 5,00% -2,26% -3,88% -1,71% 3,18% 1,89% 
 September 

 
7,16% 3,19% 2,00% -0,33% 0,60% 0,32% 5,21% 3,27% 

 October 
 

1,43% 6,83% 2,93% -2,92% 0,18% -1,23% -4,95% 0,02% 
 November 

 
5,54% 3,93% 2,50% 3,60% -1,64% 10,23% 2,29% -1,67% 

 December 
 

0,50% 4,30% 4,76% 3,11% -1,39% -14,19% 0,06% 3,13% 
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