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A STUDY ON PERFORMANCE OF SELECTED PUBLIC SECTOR AND PRIVATE SECTOR BANKS WITH SPECIAL 
REFERENCE TO A CAMEL MODEL 

 

JAYKUMAR G. PARMAR 

ASST. PROFESSOR 

SDJ INTERNATIONAL COLLEGE 

VESU 

 

Dr. DIVYESH R. SOLANKI 

ASST. PROFESSOR 

SDJ INTERNATIONAL COLLEGE 

VESU 

 
ABSTRACT 

Banking industry is one of the most important economic wing and fastest growing industry in India and assessing the performance of such industry is always vital 

for the economy and its stake holder. Banking industry aids in improving capital formation, smoothing of trade and commerce functions, generate an employment 

opportunity, supporting agriculture development and monetization along with facilitation of monetary policies of government. This study analyses the performance 

of top five public sector as well as private sector banks working in India using CAMEL model. Public sector banks namely State Bank of India, Bank of Baroda, Bank 

of India, Central Bank of India, Indian bank and Private sector banks are namely Axis Bank, HDFC Bank, ICICI Bank, IDBI Bank and Kotak Mahindra Bank are selected 

for the study. Five years data of all banks has taken into consideration from 2014-15 to 2018-19 for the CAMEL model. CAMEL model is an effective and accurate 

tool to evaluate and analyse the performance of banks. CAMEL stands for Capital Adequacy, Assets Quality, Management, Earning and Liquidity. To study every 

important variable, the different ratios have been calculated to analyse the performance according to CAMEL model. 

 

KEYWORDS 
public sector banks, private sector banks, capital adequacy, assets quality, earning and liquidity. 

 

JEL CODE 
G20 

 

INTRODUCTION  
anking system of any country plays an important role in development of particular country. It brings revolutionary changes in economic situation of country 

and its stake holders. As like in human body flow of blood is control by heart, same like that in the economy of country bank works as hearts which 

smoothens the all transaction in country. In many ways the performance of banking system of country work as a mirror of performance of economy of the 

country. 

After the independence of India in the year 1947, the Reserve Bank of India was nationalized and given more powers. The Indian banking industry in 1960 became 

an important tool to facilitate the financial development of Indian economy. Simultaneously it emerged as a large employer and debate prevailed that ensured 

about the possibility of nationalization of banking industry. Later on, 14 largest commercial banks are nationalized form July 19, 1969 and 6 more banks were 

nationalized in 1980. With this government of India controlled around 91% of banking business in India. Later in 1990s, the government formulated the policy of 

liberalization and gave a license to a small number of private banks, which are known as new generation tech-savvy bank. Liberalization along with the rapid 

growth in the economy of India boosted the banking sector in India, which has seen strong contribution from all three sector banks namely government banks or 

public banks, private banks and foreign banks. At present in the year of 2020 after a number of mergers and amalgamations the public sector banks are reduced 

to 12 from 27 with effect from 1st of April, 2020 and number of private sector banks present in India are 22. 

The performances of such banking industry can be assessed and evaluate by some well-defined regulatory framework. CAMEL rating system is on of such most 

reliable framework to analyse the performance of these banks. CAMEL is a recognized international rating system that bank supervisory authorities use in order 

to rate financial institution according to six factors represented by its acronym. CAMEL model of rating was first developed in the 1970s by the three federal 

banking supervisors of U.S. in this the ratings are given from 1 (best) to 5 (worst). In India, in 1996 on the recommendation of Padmanabham working committee, 

RBI the CAMEL rating system. It is suggested by the committee to determine the financial strength of the banks and to suggest relevant measures to improve 

shortcomings of banking system in India. 

In this study, five categories of ratio as per CAMEL rating system are applied and summarised in relative model of those categories to well define CAMEL rating 

system in a group of ratios. Those ratios are: 

(C) Capital Adequacy shows the financial well-being of the bank. It shows the financial position of bank that whether it is in position to meet the uncertainty or 

not or it is in position to meet additional capital requirement or not. This ratio shows the financial strength of bank. Following ratios are measures under capital 

adequacy: 

• Capital Adequacy Ratio 

• Debt Equity Ratio 

• Advance to Total Assets Ratio 

• Government Securities to Total Investment Ratio 

• Coverage Ratio 

(A) Asset Quality shows the risk prevailing in the bank. It assesses the soundness of bank against loss in the value of assets. As the loan has the highest default 

risk, an increasing number of NPA loan indicates weakening of assets quality. The ratios calculated under asset quality are: 

• Gross NPA Ratio 

• Net NPA Ratio 

• Total Investment to Total Assets Ratio 

(M) Management Efficiency shows the ability of banks apex management to take correct decision. The ratios in this segment involves subjective analysis to 

measure the ability, soundness and effectiveness of management. The management efficiency can be measured by help of some important ratios; those are: 

• Total Advance to Total Deposit Ratio 

• Business per Employee Ratio 

• Profit per Employee Ratio 

• Business per Branch Ratio 

B
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• Profit per Branch Ratio 

(E) Earning shows the bank’s ability to earn with consistency. Stability in earning and growth in future earnings defines the quality of earnings. The following ratios 

are used to evaluate the quality of earnings: 

• Dividend Pay-out Ratio 

• Return on Assets Ratio 

• Interest Income to Total Income Ratio 

• Other Income to Total Income Ratio 

(L) Liquidity that the bank has enough liquid assets to meet its day to day operation. It also measures bank’s ability to encounter unforeseen funds that are claimed 

by depositors. Lower the liquidity shows that banks are unable to meet their obligation and much higher liquidity shows that the banks are not utilise their liquid 

assets in proper way. Following ratios are calculated to find the position of liquidity: 

• Liquid Assets to Total Assets ration 

• Government Securities to Total Assets Ratio 

• Liquid Assets to Demand Deposit Ratio 

• Liquid Assets to Total Deposit Ratio 

• Approved Securities to Total Assets Ratio 

 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Majumder, M., Hossain, T., & Rahman, M. M. (2017) studied “A CAMEL Model Analysis of Selected Banks in Bangladesh” This study attempts mainly to measure 

the financial performance of the fifteen (15) selected banks in Bangladesh and to identify whether any significant difference exists in the performance of the 

selected banks for the period 2009-2013. CAMEL Model has been used to examine the financial strength of the selected banks. Composite Rankings, Average, and 

ANOVA-test by using SPSS are applied here to reach conclusion through the comparative and significant analysis of different parameters of CAMEL. It is found that 

under the capital adequacy ratio parameter IBBL is the top position, while IFICBL got lowest rank. Under the asset quality parameter, AIBL held the top rank while 

RBL held the lowest rank. Under management efficiency parameter, it is observed that top rank taken by EBL and lowest rank taken by RBL. In terms of earning 

quality parameter the capability of EBL got the top rank while TBL was at the lowest position. Under the liquidity parameter DBBL stood on the top position and 

NCCBL & BAL both are on the lowest position. By considering all of the parameters of CAMEL, it is seen that EBL is the top position assessed by the CAMEL Model 

compared to other banks under the study because of its strong performance on the Capital Adequacy, Asset Quality, Management and Earnings Ability. EIBBL is 

the second position, followed by DBBL, AIBL, IBBL and other banks respectively. On the other hand, RBL is the lowest position compared to other banks under the 

study because of its poor performance on the Capital Adequacy, Asset Quality, Management Efficiency and Earnings Ability. Therefore, RBL should improve the 

weaknesses of the mentioned ratios of the CAMEL. The ANOVA test signifies that there is a significant difference in the performance of the selected banks in 

Bangladesh assessed by the CAMEL model. Therefore, the policy maker of the related lowest ranking banks should take necessary steps to improve their weak-

nesses from the findings under the study. 

Narayanrao, C. S. (2017) examined “Critical Analysis of Saraswat Co-operative Bank Limited (Scheduled Bank) by CAMEL Model”. Urban Co-operative Bank is one 

of the vital segments in Indian banking system. They essentially cater to the credit needs of persons of small means. It is imperative to carefully evaluate and 

analysis the financial soundness of urban bank. Financial soundness of a bank is the guarantee not only for its depositors but equal important for shareholders, 

employees and whole financial system also. In this paper, an effort has been made to critical analysis of Saraswat Co-operative Bank Ltd. using CAMEL Modal for 

five years period from 2011-12 to 2015-16. Management of Saraswat Co-operative Bank Ltd. succeeds to maintain Capital to Risk-weighted Assets Ratio (CRAR) 

and Credit Deposit Ratio (CD Ratio) as per prescribed norms of RBI. Net Interest Margin Ratio of SCB limited was not as per standard, so it is need to improvement 

in Net Interest Margin Ratio. On the basis of the study, it can conclude that, financial soundness & overall performance of The Saraswat Co-operative Bank Ltd. 

was satisfactory during the study period. 

Zedan, K. A., & Daas, G. (2017) focused on “Palestinian Banks Analysis Using CAMEL Model”. This study attempts to evaluate the performance and financial 

soundness of Palestinian Commercial Banks for the year 2015 using CAMEL rating model. The CAMEL model provides a means to categorized bank based on the 

overall health, financial status, and managerial operation. Banks were sustained rating based on the performance in five areas: Capital adequacy, asset quality, 

management efficiency, earning quality, and liquidity. They applied capital adequacy ratio to analyze capital adequacy parameter, non-performing loans to total 

loans to analyze of assets quality parameter, non-expense ratio for analyzing management quality parameter, return on assets and return on equity to analyze 

earnings ability and total loans to total deposits ratio to analyze liquidity management. 

Sharma, S., & Chopra, I. P. (2018) investigated “A Comparative Study of Public and Private Banks In India Using Camel Model. Research methodology” The main 

objective of the study is to evaluate and compare the financial performance of selected public and private sector banks. 30 banks in total i.e. top 15 public and 

private sector banks each according to financial rating agency Money Control have been selected for the study. Data related to CAMEL Model indicators has been 

collected from Indian banking association website and the bank’s websites for the period of 4 years i.e. 2014-2017. Ranking, t-test and Mann-Whitney U test have 

been used to meet the objectives. The result of present study indicated that private sector banks perform better than the public sector banks in India on all 

parameters of CAMEL Model. Public sector banks display low soundness as compared to private sector banks. 
KS, M. N., Thomas, A., & Abraham, C. M. (2018) examined the “Performance Evaluation of Public Sector Banks based on Camel Methodology”. Financial service 

sector has been playing a very vital role in the development of our economy. Banks are the most vital players in this sector. The performance of banks will trigger 

the spark of developments in all sectors. There has to be a standard methodology to evaluate the performance of banks which is entirely different from manufac-

turing sector. Analysts have come out with a comprehensive methodology- CAMEL model for the same. The performance of five top banks have been evaluated 

based on CAMEL methodology and a comparison has been made. The present study has been conducted to examine the economic sustainability of the biggest 

public sector banks in India using CAMEL model during the period 2013-14 to 2015-16. Through the analysis of CAMEL parameters, the State Bank of India is at 

the top position among Public Sector banks and IDBI is at the bottom position. 
 

OBJECTIVES 
1. To compare financial performance of public and private sector banks on the basis of ratios covered under CAMEL model. 

2. To evaluate the profitability and efficiency of management of public sector and private sector banks. 

3. To evaluate the difference of the liquidity position and availability of liquid fund of private sector and public sector banks. 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
The performance is analysed on CAMEL framework model. 10 banks have been selected for the study, five banks from public sector and five banks from private 

sector. Banks are analysed on various performance criteria of CAMEL rating model. For the study secondary data has been analysed for the time period of five 

years from 2014-15 to 2018-19. Secondary data has been collected through bank reports, articles and research journals. 
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DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 
TABLE 1.1: CAPITAL ADEQUACY RATIO 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 12.79 13.94 13.56 12.74 12.85 13.18 5 

2 Bank of Baroda 12.6 13.17 12.24 12.13 13.42 12.71 7 

3 Bank of India 10.73 12.01 12.14 12.94 14.19 12.40 8 

4 Central Bank of India 10.9 10.41 10.95 9.04 9.61 10.18 10 

5 Indian Bank 12.86 13.2 13.64 12.55 13.21 13.09 6 

6 Axis Bank  15.09 15.29 14.95 16.57 15.84 15.55 4 

7 HDFC bank 16.79 15.53 14.55 14.82 17.11 15.76 3 

8 ICICI Bank 17.02 16.64 17.39 18.42 16.89 17.27 1 

9 IDBI Bank 11.76 11.67 10.7 10.41 11.58 11.22 9 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 17.17 16.34 16.77 18.22 17.45 17.19 2 

Table 1 shows the details of Capital Adequacy ratio as per Basel III of the selected banks of the period 2014-15 to 2018-19. CAR measures the ability of bank in 

absorbing the losses arising from the risk weighted assets. The higher the ratio, better financial health of bank and lower the ratio, weaker the financial health of 

the bank. The minimum percentage of Capital Adequacy Ratio as per RBI guidelines is 9% but it is clear from the Table 1 that all the banks has higher CAR than the 

limit set by RBI. With the 17.27% CAR, ICICI bank ranked first and Central Bank of India ranked last with the lowest CAR of 10.88%. Kotak Mahindra Bank ranked 

second with the 17.19% CAR and shows 0.08% difference between first and second position. It can also be concluded that the private banks are leading in CAR. 
 

TABLE 1.2: DEBT EQUITY RATIO 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 14.95 14.65 13.37 14.77 15.66 14.68 4 

2 Bank of Baroda 16.95 15.70 16.24 15.59 15.89 16.07 3 

3 Bank of India 18.67 18.62 19.30 16.15 13.89 17.33 1 

4 Central Bank of India 16.87 15.38 18.27 17.14 16.45 16.82 2 

5 Indian Bank 12.00 11.53 11.72 12.70 13.44 12.28 6 

6 Axis Bank  9.34 9.15 9.79 9.90 11.01 9.84 7 

7 HDFC bank 8.52 9.45 8.93 7.97 7.34 8.44 8 

8 ICICI Bank 7.03 7.03 6.72 7.36 7.90 7.21 9 

9 IDBI Bank 13.64 12.54 15.03 15.51 7.52 12.85 5 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 6.50 7.02 6.77 6.07 6.28 6.53 10 

Table 2 shows the details of Debt Equity Ratio of the selected banks of the period 2014-15 to 2018-19. The Debt Equity Ratio indicates the bank’s financial leverage, 

lower ratio indicates that bank has less debt or no debt and their recoveries are speedy while and higher ratio indicated that bank is under the heavy debt and 

their recoveries are also slow. With 17.33% Bank of India ranked first in the Debt Equity Ratio, shows the weaker position and Kotak Mahindra Bank ranked last 

with 6.53%, indicates good position. 

TABLE 1.3: ADVANCE TO TOTAL ASSETS RATIO 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 63.48 62.08 58.06 56.01 59.38 59.80 6 

2 Bank of Baroda 59.87 57.16 55.16 59.37 60.03 58.32 8 

3 Bank of India 64.98 58.89 58.51 56.00 54.54 58.59 7 

4 Central Bank of India 60.42 58.93 41.81 47.99 44.31 50.69 10 

5 Indian Bank 65.27 63.35 58.52 61.95 64.72 62.76 3 

6 Axis Bank  60.85 62.76 62.03 63.59 61.77 62.20 4 

7 HDFC bank 61.90 62.72 64.20 61.88 65.84 63.31 2 

8 ICICI Bank 59.98 60.40 60.15 58.28 60.83 59.93 5 

9 IDBI Bank 58.53 57.51 52.75 49.06 45.83 52.74 9 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 62.41 61.72 63.41 64.06 65.89 63.50 1 

Table 3 shows the details of Total Advance to Total Assets Ratio of the selected banks of the period 2014-15 to 2018-19. Total Advance to Total Assets Ratio 

indicates the banks aggressiveness towards lending the advance, higher ratio is preferable. With the 63.50%, Kotak Mahindra Bank ranked first shows the higher 

aggressiveness and HDFC bank ranked second with the 63.31, shows the minor difference of 0.19% while Central Bank of India ranked last in Total Advance to 

Total Assets Ratio with 50.69%. 

TABLE 1.4: GOVERNMENT SECURITIES TO TOTAL INVESTMENT RATIO 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 76.29 79.83 75.10 79.96 78.79 77.99 5 

2 Bank of Baroda 79.22 83.38 85.62 86.27 87.17 84.33 3 

3 Bank of India 85.14 87.16 87.19 86.33 87.08 86.58 1 

4 Central Bank of India 84.03 74.87 80.43 67.41 76.78 76.70 7 

5 Indian Bank 84.12 74.43 83.77 84.65 79.88 81.37 4 

6 Axis Bank  61.39 71.90 70.34 66.23 67.12 67.40 8 

7 HDFC bank 72.32 80.51 75.73 77.77 82.47 77.76 6 

8 ICICI Bank 56.60 68.98 68.36 68.91 71.21 66.81 9 

9 IDBI Bank 69.02 87.23 90.24 89.89 88.70 85.02 2 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 58.86 67.97 63.02 68.49 66.89 65.04 10 

Table 4 shows the details of Government Securities to Total Investment Ratio of the selected banks of the period 2014-15 to 2018-19. Government Securities to 

Total Investment Ratio indicates the bank’s strategy of high profit - high risk or low profit - low risk, higher the ratio indicates more safety. With 86.58%, Bank of 

India ranked first and safer than the other selected bank and it shows that out of total investment, Bank of India invested 86.58% in Government securities. While 

Kotak Mahindra ranked last with 65.04% and shows less safety in compare to other banks. 
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TABLE 1.5: COVERAGE RATIO 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 87.01 82.92 87.31 88.82 90.04 87.22 6 

2 Bank of Baroda 91.31 90.49 90.99 90.82 90.38 90.80 3 

3 Bank of India 92.45 92.49 92.52 92.60 90.38 92.09 1 

4 Central Bank of India 90.26 90.15 91.77 92.13 92.25 91.31 2 

5 Indian Bank 89.13 89.24 89.42 90.24 90.77 89.76 4 

6 Axis Bank  87.07 86.43 86.36 87.03 87.55 86.89 7 

7 HDFC bank 84.00 87.76 85.90 75.29 83.58 83.31 9 

8 ICICI Bank 82.64 82.73 82.61 84.60 84.84 83.49 8 

9 IDBI Bank 90.35 89.59 89.81 88.87 85.13 88.75 5 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 82.08 83.02 83.19 82.21 82.69 82.64 10 

Table 5 shows the details of Government Securities to Total Investment Ratio of the selected banks of the period 2014-15 to 2018-19. Coverage Ratio indicates 

the availability of capital to meet any incidental loss of assets in NPA, higher the coverage ratio indicated more availability of capital so the higher ratio is preferable. 

With 92.09%, Bank of India ranked first and shows the higher availability of capital while Kotak Mahindra Bank ranked last with 82.64% and shows the lower 

availability of capital. 

TABLE 1.6: COMPOSITE AVERAGE AND RANKING OF CAPITAL ADEQUACY (YEAR WISE) 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

AVERAGE RANK AVERAGE RANK AVERAGE RANK AVERAGE RANK AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 50.90 5 50.69 5 49.48 6 50.46 5 51.35 4 

2 Bank of Baroda 51.99 4 51.98 2 52.05 2 52.83 1 53.38 1 

3 Bank of India 54.39 1 53.83 1 53.93 1 52.80 2 52.02 3 

4 Central Bank of India 52.50 3 49.95 7 48.64 8 46.74 10 47.88 8 

5 Indian Bank 52.68 2 50.35 6 51.41 4 52.42 3 52.41 2 

6 Axis Bank  46.75 8 49.10 8 48.69 7 48.66 6 48.66 6 

7 HDFC bank 48.71 6 51.19 4 49.86 5 47.55 8 51.27 5 

8 ICICI Bank 44.66 10 47.16 10 47.05 9 47.51 9 48.33 7 

9 IDBI Bank 48.66 7 51.71 3 51.71 3 50.75 4 47.75 10 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 45.40 9 47.22 9 46.63 10 47.81 7 47.84 9 

Table shows the year wise composite average and rankings of Capital Adequacy Ratio. In the year 2014-15 Bank of India ranked first and shows highest Capital 

Adequacy and Indian Bank ranked second for the same year. In the year 2015-16, again Bank of India ranked first but this time on second position there is Bank of 

Baroda. In year 2016-17, situation remains same as the year 2015-16. But in the year 2017-18, Bank of Baroda ranked first and Bank of India got second. In the 

year 2018-19, Bank of Baroda ranked first but on second position there is Indian Bank while Bank of India is on third position. In the prior three years the Bank of 

India ranked on first position while in next two year it dragged to 2nd and 3rd position respectively. It is shows that in the first three-year Bank of India’s financial 

position and loss bearing capacity was the best but in next two years it declines. The reason behind this is, its debt equity ratio and coverage ratio are got declined 

so that affect the risk level and due to that it affects the Capital Adequacy of bank. 
 

TABLE 1.7: COMPOSITE AVERAGE AND RANKING OF CAPITAL ADEQUACY (RATIO WISE) 

No. Name of Banks Capital Ade-
quacy Ratio 

Debt Equity 
Ratio 

Advance to Total 
Assets Ratio 

Government securities to to-
tal investment Ratio 

Coverage 
Ratio 

AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 13.18 14.68 59.80 77.99 87.22 50.57 4 

2 Bank of Baroda 12.71 16.07 58.32 84.33 90.80 52.45 2 

3 Bank of India 12.40 17.33 58.59 86.58 92.09 53.40 1 

4 Central Bank of India 10.18 16.82 50.69 76.70 91.31 49.14 7 

5 Indian Bank 13.09 12.28 62.76 81.37 89.76 51.85 3 

6 Axis Bank  15.55 9.84 62.20 67.40 86.89 48.37 8 

7 HDFC bank 15.76 8.44 63.31 77.76 83.31 49.72 6 

8 ICICI Bank 17.27 7.21 59.93 66.81 83.49 46.94 10 

9 IDBI Bank 11.22 12.85 52.74 85.02 88.75 50.11 5 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 17.19 6.53 63.50 65.04 82.64 46.98 9 

Table shows the ratio wise composite average and rankings of Capital Adequacy Ratio. In the ratio wise average, Bank of India stood first and followed by Bank of 

Baroda for the second position. We have seen in the year wise composite average and rankings of Capital Adequacy Ratio table that there is tough competition 

between these two banks for the 1st and 2nd position. So, in ratio wise also these banks are leading in the top. It indicates the good financial position of banks in 

compare to other banks. 

TABLE 2.1: GROSS NPA RATIO 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 4.25 6.50 6.90 10.91 7.53 7.22 5 

2 Bank of Baroda 3.72 9.99 10.46 12.26 9.61 9.21 4 

3 Bank of India 5.39 13.07 13.22 16.58 15.84 12.82 3 

4 Central Bank of India 6.09 11.95 17.81 21.48 19.29 15.33 2 

5 Indian Bank 4.40 6.66 7.47 7.37 7.11 6.60 7 

6 Axis Bank  1.45 1.78 5.53 7.53 5.83 4.42 8 

7 HDFC bank 0.93 0.94 1.05 1.30 1.36 1.12 10 

8 ICICI Bank 3.78 5.82 8.74 9.90 7.38 7.12 6 

9 IDBI Bank 5.88 12.50 24.14 27.95 27.47 19.59 1 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 1.85 2.36 2.59 2.22 2.14 2.23 9 

Table 6 shows the details of Gross NPA Ratio of the selected banks of the period 2014-15 to 2018-19. This ratio indicates the level of Gross Non-performing Assets 

in Gross Advance, low Gross NPA is more preferable. With 19.59%, IDBI Bank ranked first and indicated the worst situation because of higher Gross NPA ratio while 

with 1.12%, HDFC Bank ranked last with the lowest Gross NPA ratio and shows better situation also Kotak Mahindra Bank ranked second last with 2.23% Gross 

NPA and shows the better situation. 
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TABLE 2.2: NET NPA RATIO 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 2.12 3.81 3.71 5.73 3.01 3.68 6 

2 Bank of Baroda 1.89 5.06 4.72 5.49 3.33 4.10 4 

3 Bank of India 3.36 7.79 6.90 8.26 5.61 6.39 3 

4 Central Bank of India 3.61 7.36 10.20 11.10 7.73 8.00 2 

5 Indian Bank 2.50 4.20 4.39 3.81 3.75 3.73 5 

6 Axis Bank  0.47 0.74 2.31 3.77 2.28 1.92 8 

7 HDFC bank 0.25 0.28 0.33 0.40 0.39 0.33 10 

8 ICICI Bank 1.61 2.98 5.43 5.43 2.29 3.55 7 

9 IDBI Bank 2.88 6.78 13.21 16.69 10.11 9.93 1 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 0.92 1.06 1.26 0.98 0.75 1.00 9 

Table 7 shows the details of Net NPA Ratio of the selected banks of the period 2014-15 to 2018-19. This ratio indicates the level of Net Non-performing Assets in 

Net Advance, low Net NPA is more preferable. With 9.93%, IDBI Bank ranked first and indicated the worst situation because of higher Net NPA ratio while HDFC 

Bank ranked last with 0.33% of Net NPA ratio and shows better situation also, Kotak Mahindra Bank ranked second last with 1% Net NPA and shows the better 

situation. 
TABLE 2.3: TOTAL INVESTMENT TO TOTAL ASSETS RATIO 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 24.17 24.42 28.31 30.71 26.27 26.78 4 

2 Bank of Baroda 17.11 17.94 18.66 22.66 23.34 19.94 10 

3 Bank of India 19.36 19.49 20.41 22.49 23.61 21.07 9 

4 Central Bank of India 28.77 29.09 27.62 36.98 37.89 32.07 2 

5 Indian Bank 23.80 26.06 30.95 28.25 23.21 26.46 5 

6 Axis Bank  28.65 24.36 21.41 22.14 21.73 23.66 7 

7 HDFC bank 28.19 26.44 24.83 22.76 23.35 25.11 6 

8 ICICI Bank 28.88 22.26 20.93 22.98 21.54 23.31 8 

9 IDBI Bank 33.98 24.77 25.69 26.17 29.06 27.93 3 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 44.67 36.55 31.90 34.34 33.15 36.12 1 

Table 8 shows the details of Total Investment to Total Assets Ratio of the selected banks of the period 2014-15 to 2018-19. The ratio indicates the extent of 

deployment of total assets in investment against total assets. A high ratio put negative impact to profitability while lower ratio indicated that the bank is more 

focused on its core activities. With 19.94% Bank of Baroda leading with lowest average and Kotak Mahindra Bank highest in average with 36.12%. 

 
TABLE 2.4: COMPOSITE AVERAGE AND RANKING OF ASSET QUALITY (YEAR WISE) 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

AVERAGE RANK AVERAGE RANK AVERAGE RANK AVERAGE RANK AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 10.18 7 11.58 6 12.97 5 15.78 3 12.27 4 

2 Bank of Baroda 7.57 10 11.00 7 11.28 8 13.47 5 12.10 5 

3 Bank of India 9.37 9 13.45 3 13.51 4 15.78 4 15.02 3 

4 Central Bank of India 12.82 3 16.13 1 18.54 2 23.19 2 21.64 2 

5 Indian Bank 10.23 5 12.31 5 14.27 3 13.14 6 11.35 7 

6 Axis Bank  10.19 6 8.96 10 9.75 9 11.15 9 9.95 9 

7 HDFC bank 9.79 8 9.22 9 8.74 10 8.15 10 8.37 10 

8 ICICI Bank 11.42 4 10.35 8 11.70 7 12.77 7 10.40 8 

9 IDBI Bank 14.24 2 14.69 2 21.01 1 23.60 1 22.21 1 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 15.81 1 13.32 4 11.92 6 12.52 8 12.01 6 

Table shows the year wise composite average and rankings of Assets Quality Ratio. In the year 2014-15, Kotak Mahindra bank ranked first while bank of Baroda 

ranked last that indicates that the Bank of Baroda has the lower NPA than the others in the year. In the year 2015-16 Central Bank of India leads the position. In 

the year 2016-17 IDBI ranked first and HDFC Bank ranked last that shows that HDFC Bank is superior in context of recovering NPA in compare to IDBI. In the years 

2017-18 and 2018-19, IDBI Bank ranked first and HDFC Bank ranked last in the list so HDFC Bank continuously shows their ability to recover the credit while IDBI 

shows their inefficiency. 

TABLE 2.5: COMPOSITE AVERAGE AND RANKING OF ASSET QUALITY (RATIO WISE) 

No. Name of Banks Gross NPA Ratio Net NPA Ratio  Total Investment to Total Assets Ratio AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 7.22 3.68 26.78 12.56 5 

2 Bank of Baroda 9.21 4.10 19.94 11.08 8 

3 Bank of India 12.82 6.39 21.07 13.43 3 

4 Central Bank of India 15.33 8.00 32.07 18.47 2 

5 Indian Bank 6.60 3.73 26.46 12.26 6 

6 Axis Bank  4.42 1.92 23.66 10.00 9 

7 HDFC bank 1.12 0.33 25.11 8.85 10 

8 ICICI Bank 7.12 3.55 23.31 11.33 7 

9 IDBI Bank 19.59 9.93 27.93 19.15 1 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 2.23 1.00 36.12 13.12 4 

Table shows the ratio wise composite average and rankings of Assets Quality Ratio. In this IBDI Bank ranked first and shows worst recovering of their credit while 

HDFC Bank ranked last and indicated their higher ability to recover the credit. 
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TABLE 3.1: TOTAL ADVANCE TO TOTAL DEPOSIT RATIO 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 82.45 84.57 76.83 71.49 75.08 78.09 5 

2 Bank of Baroda 69.32 66.85 63.70 72.28 73.40 69.11 8 

3 Bank of India 75.58 70.02 67.86 65.54 65.47 68.89 9 

4 Central Bank of India 73.75 67.63 46.99 53.09 48.87 58.06 10 

5 Indian Bank 74.38 72.38 69.97 75.17 74.88 73.35 6 

6 Axis Bank  87.17 94.64 90.03 96.92 90.21 91.80 2 

7 HDFC bank 81.08 85.02 86.16 83.46 88.76 84.90 4 

8 ICICI Bank 107.18 103.28 94.73 91.34 89.85 97.28 1 

9 IDBI Bank 80.20 81.25 71.06 69.27 64.56 73.27 7 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 88.38 85.59 86.44 88.10 91.06 87.91 3 

Table 9 shows the details of Total Advance to Total Deposit Ratio of the selected banks of the period 2014-15 to 2018-19. This ratio defines the bank’s ability to 

convert their deposits into higher earning advance to the customer, so higher the ratio indicates the much ability. With the average of 97.28%, ICICI bank stood 

first and indicated their higher ability in converting their deposits into higher earning advance and it is followed by Axis Bank with 91.80%, while Central Bank of 

India stood last with 58.06%. it can also be concluded that the private banks have higher capability of converting their deposits into advances because all the top 

three ranked banks are private. 

TABLE 3.2: BUSINESS PER EMPLOYEE RATIO 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 134.91 153.77 172.54 175.78 198.14 167.03 5 

2 Bank of Baroda 211.76 184.12 187.89 183.02 198.64 193.09 2 

3 Bank of India 206.17 187.94 189.85 177.12 176.59 187.53 3 

4 Central Bank of India 113.75 118.40 117.72 122.51 125.12 119.50 9 

5 Indian Bank 145.41 152.60 148.25 183.87 215.94 169.22 4 

6 Axis Bank  142.91 138.97 139.08 149.84 168.43 147.85 6 

7 HDFC bank 107.00 115.47 142.09 163.97 177.70 141.25 7 

8 ICICI Bank 112.94 118.70 117.62 131.62 145.97 125.37 8 

9 IDBI Bank 282.82 274.11 252.58 240.16 218.59 253.65 1 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 78.35 83.00 88.91 101.45 103.37 91.02 10 

Table 10 shows the details of Business per Employee of the selected banks of the period 2014-15 to 2018-19. With the Rs. 253.65 Million per employee, IDBI 

ranked first which followed by Bank of Baroda with Rs. 193.09 Million per employee on second position. While with Rs. 91.02 Million, Kotak Mahindra Bank ranked 

last. In top 5 ranks there are 4 public sector banks. 
TABLE 3.3: PROFIT PER EMPLOYEE RATIO 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 0.61 0.48 0.50 -0.25 0.03 0.28 6 

2 Bank of Baroda 0.69 -1.04 0.26 -0.44 0.08 -0.09 7 

3 Bank of India 0.38 -1.31 -0.33 -1.24 -1.14 -0.73 8 

4 Central Bank of India 0.16 -0.30 -0.66 -1.39 -1.58 -0.75 9 

5 Indian Bank 0.50 0.35 0.67 0.63 0.16 0.46 5 

6 Axis Bank  1.74 1.64 0.65 0.05 0.76 0.97 4 

7 HDFC bank 1.34 1.40 1.73 1.98 2.15 1.72 1 

8 ICICI Bank 1.68 1.35 1.21 0.83 0.40 1.09 2 

9 IDBI Bank 0.53 -2.09 2.84 -4.71 -8.83 -2.45 10 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 1.04 0.67 1.03 1.14 1.17 1.01 3 

Table 11 shows the details of Profit per Employee of the selected banks of the period 2014-15 to 2018-19. With the Rs. 1.72 Million per employee, HDFC ranked 

first which followed by ICICI Bank with Rs. 1.09 Million per employee on second position. While with loss of Rs. 2.45 Million per employee, IDBI Bank ranked last. 

In top 5 ranks there are 1 public sector banks and 4 private sector banks 

 
TABLE 3.4: BUSINESS PER BRANCH RATIO 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 1740.99 1881.06 2082.25 2051.82 2294.20 2010.07 6 

2 Bank of Baroda 1991.67 1777.01 1797.00 1843.55 1978.40 1877.52 7 

3 Bank of India 1885.97 1717.93 1748.68 1663.58 1673.21 1737.87 8 

4 Central Bank of India 947.00 943.73 925.05 963.46 958.10 947.47 10 

5 Indian Bank 1223.42 1198.19 1156.63 1292.47 1472.48 1268.64 9 

6 Axis Bank  2331.11 2399.25 2383.32 2412.30 2575.97 2420.39 2 

7 HDFC bank 2033.61 2236.77 2541.27 3022.99 3414.74 2649.87 1 

8 ICICI Bank 1849.59 1925.15 1967.57 2205.40 2543.22 2098.19 5 

9 IDBI Bank 2726.92 2608.96 2422.81 2190.35 1977.60 2385.33 3 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 2061.71 1930.29 2143.96 2610.67 2877.17 2324.76 4 

Table 12 shows the details of Business per Branch of the selected banks of the period 2014-15 to 2018-19. Business per Branch indicates the productivity of the 

branch, higher the average higher the productivity. With average Rs. 2,649.87 Million per branch, HDFC bank ranked first and indicates the higher branch produc-

tivity while Central Bank of India indicates lower branch productivity and stood last with Rs. 947.47 Million per branch. In context of Business per Branch all top 5 

ranked banks are private sector banks. 
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TABLE 3.5: PROFIT PER BRANCH RATIO 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 7.93 5.86 6.04 -2.89 0.39 3.46 6 

2 Bank of Baroda 6.47 -10.01 2.52 -4.40 0.77 -0.93 7 

3 Bank of India 3.45 -11.99 -3.01 -11.66 -10.77 -6.80 9 

4 Central Bank of India 1.29 -2.36 -5.17 -10.90 -12.11 -5.85 8 

5 Indian Bank 4.17 2.77 5.24 4.46 1.12 3.55 5 

6 Axis Bank  28.42 28.32 11.14 0.74 11.55 16.03 4 

7 HDFC bank 25.45 27.20 30.86 36.53 41.31 32.27 1 

8 ICICI Bank 27.59 21.86 20.21 13.93 6.90 18.10 3 

9 IDBI Bank 5.09 -19.85 27.21 -43.00 -79.90 -22.09 10 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 27.28 15.68 24.92 29.43 32.44 25.95 2 

Table 13 shows the details of Profit per Branch of the selected banks of the period 2014-15 to 2018-19. Profit per Branch indicates the Management’s efficiency, 

higher the average higher the Efficiency. With average Rs. 32.27 Million Profit per branch, HDFC bank ranked first and indicates the higher Management Efficiency 

while IDBI Bank indicates lower Management Efficiency and stood last with Negative Rs. 22.09 Million per branch. In context of Profit per Branch amongst the top 

5 banks, there is only one public sector bank and remaining 4 are private sector banks. It indicates the higher management efficiency of private sector bank. 
 

TABLE 3.6: COMPOSITE AVERAGE AND RANKING OF MANAGEMENT SOUNDNESS (YEAR WISE) 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

AVERAGE RANK AVERAGE RANK AVERAGE RANK AVERAGE RANK AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 393.38 8 425.15 5 467.63 5 459.19 6 513.57 5 

2 Bank of Baroda 455.98 3 403.39 7 410.28 7 418.80 7 450.26 6 

3 Bank of India 434.31 6 392.52 8 400.61 8 378.67 8 380.67 8 

4 Central Bank of India 227.19 10 225.42 10 216.78 10 225.36 10 223.68 10 

5 Indian Bank 289.57 9 285.26 9 276.15 9 311.32 9 352.92 9 

6 Axis Bank  518.27 2 532.56 2 524.84 3 531.97 3 569.38 3 

7 HDFC bank 449.70 5 493.17 3 560.42 1 661.79 1 744.93 1 

8 ICICI Bank 419.80 7 434.07 4 440.27 6 488.63 5 557.27 4 

9 IDBI Bank 619.11 1 588.48 1 555.30 2 490.41 4 434.40 7 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 451.35 4 423.05 6 469.05 4 566.16 2 621.04 2 

Table shows the year wise composite average and rankings of Management Efficiency Ratio. In the year 2014-15 and 2015-16, IDBI bank ranked first and followed 

by Axis Bank and proves the efficiency of management. In the year 2016-17, IDBI Bank declined to 2nd position and HDFC Bank take place to first. In the year 2017-

18 and 2018-19, HDFC Bank remains on the first position and Kotak Mahindra Bank take over the second position. But Central Bank of India and Indian Bank are 

on 10th and 9th position respectively which indicates the lack of management efficiency. In the last three years, private sector banks perform well in context of 

management efficiency. 

TABLE 3.7: COMPOSITE AVERAGE AND RANKING OF MANAGEMENT SOUNDNESS (RATIO WISE) 

No. Name of Banks Total Advance to To-
tal Deposit Ratio 

Business per Em-
ployee Ratio 

Profit per Em-
ployee Ratio 

 Business per 
Branch Ratio 

 Profit per 
Branch Ratio 

AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 78.09 167.03 0.28 2010.07 3.46 451.78 6 

2 Bank of Baroda 69.11 193.09 -0.09 1877.52 -0.93 427.74 7 

3 Bank of India 68.89 187.53 -0.73 1737.87 -6.80 397.36 8 

4 Central Bank of India 58.06 119.50 -0.75 947.47 -5.85 223.69 10 

5 Indian Bank 73.35 169.22 0.46 1268.64 3.55 303.04 9 

6 Axis Bank  91.80 147.85 0.97 2420.39 16.03 535.41 3 

7 HDFC bank 84.90 141.25 1.72 2649.87 32.27 582.00 1 

8 ICICI Bank 97.28 125.37 1.09 2098.19 18.10 468.00 5 

9 IDBI Bank 73.27 253.65 -2.45 2385.33 -22.09 537.54 2 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 87.91 91.02 1.01 2324.76 25.95 506.13 4 

Table shows the ratio wise composite average and rankings of Management Efficiency Ratio. On the first rank there is HDFC Bank because it has the high total 

advance to total deposit, highest profit per branch and also the highest business per branch. On 2nd and 3rd position there is IDBI Bank and Axis Bank respectively. 

There is also one thing is highlighted that all the top five banks are private sector banks 
 

TABLE 4.1: DIVIDEND PAY-OUT RATIO 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 20.21 20.28 20.11 0.00 0.00 12.12 4 

2 Bank of Baroda 25.06 0.00 24.06 0.00 0.00 9.82 6 

3 Bank of India 23.39 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4.68 7 

4 Central Bank of India 13.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.73 10 

5 Indian Bank 20.07 10.13 20.50 0.00 0.00 10.14 5 

6 Axis Bank  14.78 14.48 38.25 509.75 0.00 115.45 1 

7 HDFC bank 23.61 23.51 23.30 23.26 23.36 23.41 2 

8 ICICI Bank 25.94 29.89 0.00 21.50 28.70 21.21 3 

9 IDBI Bank 13.77 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.75 9 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 4.40 4.39 0.00 2.80 3.29 2.98 8 

Table 14 shows the details of Dividend Pay-out Ratio of the selected banks of the period 2014-15 to 2018-19. Dividend Pay-out ratio indicates the bank’s capacity 

of paying to their shareholders and also indicates their earning capacity, higher the dividend pay-out ratio shows he better earning and sharing capacity of banks. 

With the highest Dividend Pay-out of 115.45%, Axis Bank ranked first, axis banks have paid average 508.75% dividend in the year 2017-18. While Central Bank of 

India ranked last and paid only average 2.73% dividend and in last four-year Central Bank of India not paid dividend to its shareholders. 
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TABLE 4.2: RETURN ON ASSETS RATIO 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 0.64 0.42 0.39 -0.19 0.02 0.26 6 

2 Bank of Baroda 0.48 -0.80 0.20 -0.34 0.06 -0.08 7 

3 Bank of India 0.28 -1.00 -0.25 -0.99 -0.89 -0.57 8 

4 Central Bank of India 0.19 -0.37 -0.73 -1.56 -1.71 -0.83 9 

5 Indian Bank 0.52 0.35 0.64 0.50 0.11 0.43 5 

6 Axis Bank  1.59 1.52 0.61 0.04 0.58 0.87 4 

7 HDFC bank 1.73 1.66 1.68 1.64 1.69 1.68 1 

8 ICICI Bank 1.73 1.35 1.27 0.77 0.35 1.09 3 

9 IDBI Bank 0.25 -0.98 1.43 -2.35 -4.72 -1.28 10 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 1.76 1.09 1.59 1.54 1.56 1.51 2 

Table 15 shows the details of Return on Assets Ratio of the selected banks of the period 2014-15 to 2018-19. Return on Assets Ratio indicates the returns gained 

on assets deployed by banks. Higher the return on assets ratio indicates the higher earning on assets. HDFC Bank is on the top with 1.68% return on assets and 

with the very nominal decline Kotak Mahindra Bank is on second while IDBI Bank ranked last in the list with -1.28% which shows that IDBI inefficiency. 
 

TABLE 4.3: INTEREST INCOME TO TOTAL INCOME RATIO 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 87.10 85.49 83.19 83.18 86.85 85.16 6 

2 Bank of Baroda 90.71 89.81 86.20 86.77 89.14 88.52 4 

3 Bank of India 91.12 91.96 85.30 86.91 88.82 88.82 3 

4 Central Bank of India 93.31 93.03 89.56 90.16 90.37 91.29 1 

5 Indian Bank 92.08 90.12 87.88 87.67 91.06 89.76 2 

6 Axis Bank  80.92 81.39 79.21 80.67 80.72 80.58 9 

7 HDFC bank 84.34 84.85 84.93 84.06 84.88 84.61 7 

8 ICICI Bank 80.13 77.49 73.52 75.93 81.37 77.69 10 

9 IDBI Bank 87.54 89.16 87.51 76.65 86.99 85.57 5 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 82.73 86.25 83.58 82.97 83.87 83.88 8 

Table 16 shows the details of Interest Income to Total Income Ratio of the selected banks of the period 2014-15 to 2018-19. Interest Income to Total Income Ratio 

indicates bank’s ability to earn from their landings. Higher the ratio indicates the higher interest income from landed money. In the list Central Bank of India ranked 

first because in their total income 91.29% income is an income from interest while ICICI Bank ranked last with average 77.69% interest income in their total income. 

This table 16 also shows that among the top 5 highest interest income bank, top 4 are public sector banks that indicates their ability to earn from their landed 

money. 
TABLE 4.4: OTHER INCOME TO TOTAL INCOME RATIO 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 12.90 14.51 16.81 16.82 13.15 14.84 5 

2 Bank of Baroda 9.29 10.19 13.80 13.23 10.86 11.48 7 

3 Bank of India 8.88 8.04 14.70 13.09 11.18 11.18 8 

4 Central Bank of India 6.69 6.97 10.44 9.84 9.63 8.71 10 

5 Indian Bank 7.92 9.88 12.12 12.33 8.94 10.24 9 

6 Axis Bank  19.08 18.61 20.79 19.33 19.28 19.42 2 

7 HDFC bank 15.66 15.15 15.07 15.94 15.12 15.39 4 

8 ICICI Bank 19.87 22.51 26.48 24.07 18.63 22.31 1 

9 IDBI Bank 12.46 10.84 12.49 23.35 13.01 14.43 6 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 17.27 13.75 16.42 17.03 16.13 16.12 3 

Table 17 shows the details of Other Income to Total Income Ratio of the selected banks of the period 2014-15 to 2018-19. Other Income to Total Income Ratio 

indicates bank’s earnings from their other products and core activities except income earning. In the list ICICI Bank ranked first because in their total income 

22.31% income is generated from other products and core activities while Central Bank of India ranked last with average 8.71% other income in their total income.  

 

TABLE 4.5: COMPOSITE AVERAGE AND RANKING OF EARNING QUALITY (YEAR WISE) 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

AVERAGE RANK AVERAGE RANK AVERAGE RANK AVERAGE RANK AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 30.21 5 30.18 3 30.12 5 24.95 6 25.01 7 

2 Bank of Baroda 31.38 2 24.80 8 31.06 3 24.92 7 25.01 6 

3 Bank of India 30.92 4 24.75 10 24.94 9 24.75 8 24.78 8 

4 Central Bank of India 28.47 9 24.91 7 24.82 10 24.61 9 24.57 9 

5 Indian Bank 30.15 6 27.62 5 30.29 4 25.12 5 25.03 5 

6 Axis Bank  29.09 7 29.00 4 34.72 1 152.45 1 25.15 4 

7 HDFC bank 31.34 3 31.29 2 31.25 2 31.23 2 31.26 2 

8 ICICI Bank 31.92 1 32.81 1 25.32 8 30.57 3 32.26 1 

9 IDBI Bank 28.50 8 24.76 9 25.36 7 24.41 10 23.82 10 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 26.54 10 26.37 6 25.40 6 26.08 4 26.21 3 

Table shows the year wise composite average and rankings of Earning Quality Ratio. In the year 2014-15, ICICI Bank ranked first in the highest capacity of quality 

earning and on second position there is Bank of Baroda with just the difference of 0.54%. In the year 2015-16, again ICICI Bank maintains its position to first but 

on second position there is HDFC Bank and Bank of Baroda is down to 8th position this year. In the year 2016-17 and 2017-18, Axis Bank and HDFC Bank hold 1st 

and 2nd position. In the year 2018-19, again ICICI bank hold 1st position and HDFC Bank on second position. It can be said that except HDFC Bank, no other bank 

has shown steady growth.  
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TABLE 4.6: COMPOSITE AVERAGE AND RANKING OF EARNING QUALITY (RATIO WISE) 

No. Name of Banks Dividend Payout 
Ratio 

Return on Assets 
ratio 

Interest income to Total In-
come Ratio 

Other Income to Total In-
come Ratio 

AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 12.12 0.26 85.16 14.84 28.09 4 

2 Bank of Baroda 9.82 -0.08 88.52 11.48 27.44 6 

3 Bank of India 4.68 -0.57 88.82 11.18 26.03 8 

4 Central Bank of India 2.73 -0.83 91.29 8.71 25.47 9 

5 Indian Bank 10.14 0.43 89.76 10.24 27.64 5 

6 Axis Bank  115.45 0.87 80.58 19.42 54.08 1 

7 HDFC bank 23.41 1.68 84.61 15.39 31.27 2 

8 ICICI Bank 21.21 1.09 77.69 22.31 30.58 3 

9 IDBI Bank 2.75 -1.28 85.57 14.43 25.37 10 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 2.98 1.51 83.88 16.12 26.12 7 

Table shows the ratio wise composite average and rankings of Earning Quality Ratio. Hera Axis Bank holds 1st position, HDGC Bank holds second position and ICICI 

Bank holds third. The reason behind this is that these all top three banks has higher dividend pay-out, higher return on assets and higher other income to total 

income. It is also noted that top three banks are private banks. 

 
TABLE 5.1: LIQUID ASSETS TO TOTAL ASSETS RATIO 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 8.54 7.10 6.36 5.57 6.04 6.72 9 

2 Bank of Baroda 20.75 19.94 21.65 12.90 11.43 17.34 1 

3 Bank of India 12.35 16.25 15.31 15.73 15.16 14.96 2 

4 Central Bank of India 4.75 4.69 23.63 12.02 9.43 10.91 3 

5 Indian Bank 6.78 5.89 4.60 5.51 7.15 5.99 10 

6 Axis Bank  7.81 6.17 8.36 6.29 8.39 7.40 6 

7 HDFC bank 6.15 5.25 5.67 11.55 6.54 7.03 8 

8 ICICI Bank 6.55 8.31 9.81 9.57 8.33 8.51 4 

9 IDBI Bank 4.08 6.29 9.03 9.62 6.63 7.13 7 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 5.91 5.66 10.52 7.41 7.90 7.48 5 

Table 18 shows the details of Liquid Assets to Total Assets Ratio of the selected banks of the period 2014-15 to 2018-19. This ratio indicated that which bank has 

the highest liquidity and safety assets as proportion of total assets. Higher ratio indicates better position of bank. With 17.34% liquidity, Bank of Baroda ranked 

first and Bank of India is on second position while with only 5.99% liquidity ranked last in the table. Table 17 also shows that only three banks have liquidity above 

10% while remaining seven banks liquidity are below 10%. 
 

TABLE 5.2: GOVERNMENT SECURITIES TO TOTAL ASSETS RATIO 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 18.44 19.49 21.26 24.56 20.70 20.89 5 

2 Bank of Baroda 13.55 14.96 15.97 19.55 20.35 16.88 8 

3 Bank of India 16.49 16.98 17.79 19.42 20.56 18.25 7 

4 Central Bank of India 24.17 21.78 22.22 24.93 29.09 24.44 1 

5 Indian Bank 20.02 19.40 25.93 23.92 18.54 21.56 4 

6 Axis Bank  17.59 17.52 15.06 14.66 14.58 15.88 9 

7 HDFC bank 20.39 21.28 18.80 17.70 19.26 19.49 6 

8 ICICI Bank 16.35 15.35 14.31 15.83 15.34 15.43 10 

9 IDBI Bank 23.45 21.61 23.18 23.52 25.78 23.51 2 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 26.29 24.84 20.11 23.52 22.17 23.39 3 

Table 19 shows the details of Government Securities to Total Assets Ratio of the selected banks of the period 2014-15 to 2018-19. As we know government 

securities are more liquid and safer investment, so this ratio indicates the proportion of government securities in total assets. Higher the ratio indicates more 

safety and liquidity. With average 24.44% Central Bank of India ranked first among all the banks while ICICI Bank ranked on 10th with 15.43% 
 

TABLE 5.3: LIQUID ASSETS TO DEMAND DEPOSIT RATIO 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 140.37 119.78 112.83 101.19 108.07 116.45 5 

2 Bank of Baroda 280.99 386.67 353.89 201.68 190.25 282.70 2 

3 Bank of India 355.77 419.26 335.81 324.56 344.49 355.98 1 

4 Central Bank of India 112.18 119.80 596.39 267.11 190.05 257.11 3 

5 Indian Bank 154.49 129.34 97.08 107.93 151.03 127.97 4 

6 Axis Bank  64.34 52.36 57.76 45.43 75.29 59.04 10 

7 HDFC bank 49.39 44.01 42.36 103.05 57.09 59.18 9 

8 ICICI Bank 85.43 101.70 100.97 94.62 83.41 93.22 6 

9 IDBI Bank 47.76 80.95 95.89 96.31 60.12 76.21 7 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 47.51 46.73 81.31 60.85 63.43 59.97 8 

Table 20 shows the details of Liquid Assets to Demand Deposit Ratio of the selected banks of the period 2014-15 to 2018-19. This ratio indicates that is the bank 

has invested enough in the liquid investment or not, so that they can meet the demand of depositors quickly. Higher ratio indicates that bank can easily meet the 

demand of money of their depositors. Bank of India shows the highest liquidity with average 355.98% and on second position there is Bank of Baroda with 282.70% 

while Axis Bank ranked last with only 59.04% liquidity against demand deposits. According to table 20, it can be noted that all the top 5 banks are public sector 

banks, so it indicates that public sector banks are more reliable in context of liquidity of demand deposits. It is also noted that all the public bank has liquidity 

above 100% and some of them has above 200% while all the private bank has below 100%. 
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TABLE 5.4: LIQUID ASSETS TO TOTAL DEPOSIT RATIO 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 11.09 9.68 8.41 7.11 7.64 8.79 9 

2 Bank of Baroda 24.02 23.33 25.01 15.71 13.97 20.41 1 

3 Bank of India 14.36 19.33 17.76 18.41 18.20 17.61 2 

4 Central Bank of India 5.79 5.39 26.55 13.31 10.40 12.29 4 

5 Indian Bank 7.73 6.73 5.50 6.69 8.27 6.98 10 

6 Axis Bank  11.20 9.31 12.13 9.58 12.25 10.89 5 

7 HDFC bank 8.06 7.12 7.61 15.58 8.81 9.44 8 

8 ICICI Bank 11.70 14.21 15.45 15.00 12.30 13.73 3 

9 IDBI Bank 5.59 8.88 12.17 13.59 9.34 9.91 7 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 8.37 7.85 14.34 10.18 10.92 10.33 6 

Table 21 shows the details of Liquid Assets to Total Deposit Ratio of the selected banks of the period 2014-15 to 2018-19. This ratio indicates banks capacity to 

meet their depositor’s obligation with available liquid funds. Higher ratio indicates the better liquidity of bank. Bank of Baroda ranked first with average 20.41% 

and which is followed by Bank of India with 17.61% while Indian Bank stood last with 6.98%. 
 

TABLE 5.5: APPROVED SECURITIES TO TOTAL ASSETS RATIO 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 0.17 0.16 0.27 0.27 0.37 0.25 2 

2 Bank of Baroda 0.19 0.24 0.37 0.40 0.45 0.33 1 

3 Bank of India 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.03 3 

4 Central Bank of India 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.5 

5 Indian Bank 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.01 4 

6 Axis Bank  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.5 

7 HDFC bank 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.5 

8 ICICI Bank 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.5 

9 IDBI Bank 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.5 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 7.5 

Table 22 shows the details of Approved Securities to Total Assets Ratio of the selected banks of the period 2014-15 to 2018-19. This ratio measures the risk involved 

in the assets. Approved securities are termed as much safest and liquid. Higher ratio indicates more liquidity. With average 0.33% Bank of Baroda ranked first and 

following this on second is State Bank of India with average 0.25, third is bank of India with 0.03% and fourth is Indian Bank with 0.01%, while remaining all bank 

has 0% liquidity of approved securities. 
TABLE 5.6: COMPOSITE AVERAGE AND RANKING OF LIQUIDITY (YEAR WISE) 

No. Name of Banks 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

AVERAGE RANK AVERAGE RANK AVERAGE RANK AVERAGE RANK AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 35.72 4 31.24 4 29.82 4 27.74 7 28.57 5 

2 Bank of Baroda 67.90 2 89.03 2 83.38 2 50.05 3 47.29 3 

3 Bank of India 79.80 1 94.37 1 77.34 3 75.63 1 79.69 1 

4 Central Bank of India 29.38 5 30.33 5 133.76 1 63.47 2 47.80 2 

5 Indian Bank 37.81 3 32.27 3 26.63 7 28.81 5 37.00 4 

6 Axis Bank  20.19 7 17.07 8 18.66 9 15.19 10 22.10 7 

7 HDFC bank 16.80 9 15.53 10 14.89 10 29.58 4 18.34 10 

8 ICICI Bank 24.00 6 27.91 6 28.11 5 27.01 8 23.87 6 

9 IDBI Bank 16.18 10 23.55 7 28.06 6 28.61 6 20.37 9 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 17.61 8 17.02 9 25.25 8 20.39 9 20.89 8 

Table shows the year wise composite average and rankings of Liquidity Ratio. In the year 2014-15 and 2015-16, Bank of India, Bank of Baroda, Indian Bank, State 

Bank of India and Central Bank of India are on 1st, 2nd, 3rd, 4th and 5th rank respectively while all public sector banks are in bottom five. In the year 2016-17, Central 

Bank of India jump to first from fifth position in last two years. In the year 2017-18 and 2018-19, again Bank of Baroda back to the first position, while Central Bank 

of India on second and Bank of Baroda stays on third position. It is clear that the public sector banks have the highest capacity to meet the demand of depositors 

and shows much higher liquidity and availability of liquid fund in hand in compare to private sector banks. 

 

TABLE 5.7: COMPOSITE AVERAGE AND RANKING OF LIQUIDITY (RATIO WISE) 

No. Name of Banks Liquid Assets to 
Total Assets Ra-
tio 

Government Secu-
rities to Total As-
sets Ratio 

Liquid Assets to 
Demand Deposit 
Ratio 

Liquid Assets to 
Total Deposit 
Ratio 

Approved Securi-
ties to total Assets 
Ratio 

AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 6.72 20.89 116.45 8.79 0.25 30.62 5 

2 Bank of Baroda 17.34 16.88 282.70 20.41 0.33 67.53 2 

3 Bank of India 14.96 18.25 355.98 17.61 0.03 81.37 1 

4 Central Bank of India 10.91 24.44 257.11 12.29 0.00 60.95 3 

5 Indian Bank 5.99 21.56 127.97 6.98 0.01 32.50 4 

6 Axis Bank  7.40 15.88 59.04 10.89 0.00 18.64 10 

7 HDFC bank 7.03 19.49 59.18 9.44 0.00 19.03 9 

8 ICICI Bank 8.51 15.43 93.22 13.73 0.00 26.18 6 

9 IDBI Bank 7.13 23.51 76.21 9.91 0.00 23.35 7 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 7.48 23.39 59.97 10.33 0.00 20.23 8 

Table shows the year wise composite average and rankings of Liquidity Ratio. Bank of India holds the first position and shows highest availability of liquid funds 

and can easily meet the demand of their depositors. Bank of Baroda, Central Bank of India, Indian Bank and State Bank of India are on second, third, fourth and 

fifth position respectively. From the average of all ratios, again the top five banks are public sector banks who have the highest liquidity while all public sector 

banks are at bottom and indicates that these banks are not that much efficient to hold liquidity fund. 
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TABLE 6 

 
Table shows the year wise composite ranking of CAMEL. In the year 2014-15, IDBI Bank ranked first because if their best performance in Management Efficiency 

and capital adequacy. This is followed by Axis bank on second position with its good performance in Management Efficiency and Assets Quality. during 2015-16, 

again IDBI Bank holds first position due to its best performance in Management Efficiency and much better performance in Capital Adequacy in compare to 

previous year. This year also it is followed by the Axis Bank. On third position HDFC Bank improvs its performance in context of Capital Adequacy, Assets Quality, 

Management Efficiency and also in Earning Quality in compare to previous year. In the year 2016-17, IDBI Bank tightly holds the first position with its good perfor-

mance in Capital Adequacy, Management Efficiency, Earning Quality and Liquidity. While this year it is followed by HDFC Bank on second position. HDFC Bank 

strongly improves its performance in context Capital Adequacy, Assets Quality, Management Efficiency and also in Earning Quality in compare to previous years 

and ups its position. While on third position there is axis bank which is on second position in previous two years. Axis Bank degrade its position due to decline the 

performance in context of Management Efficiency and Liquidity. In the year 2017-18, with an improved performance HDFC Bank hold first position due to high 

performance in Assets Performance, Management Efficiency, Earning Quality and liquidity. This is followed by Axis bank on second position and Kotak Mahindra 

Bank jumps to third position with its good performance in context of Capital Adequacy, Assets Quality, Management Efficiency and Earning Quality in compare to 

previous years. In the year 2018-19, again HDFC Bank is on first position with the good performance in Capital Adequacy, Assets Quality, Management Efficiency 

and Earning Quality while the performance of Liquidity is declined this year. On the second position there is Kotak Mahindra Bank which was on third position in 

last year. Kotak Mahindra Bank improves their performance in context of Assets Quality, Management Efficiency, Earning Quality and Liquidity in compare to 

previous years. On the third position there is Axis bank which declined its position from second to third this year due to poor performance in Earning quality in 

compare to last year. In all the five years Central Bank of India and Indian bank both are in the bottom position tenth and ninth respectively due to their bad 

performance in Assets Quality, Management Efficiency and Earning Quality. 

 
TABLE 7: OVERALL AVERAGES AND RANKING OF ALL THE COMPONENTS OF RATIO 

No. Name of Banks C A M E L 

AVERAGE RANK AVERAGE RANK AVERAGE RANK AVERAGE RANK AVERAGE RANK 

1 State Bank of India 50.57 4 12.56 5 451.78 6 28.09 4 30.62 5 

2 Bank of Baroda 52.45 2 11.08 8 427.74 7 27.44 6 67.53 2 

3 Bank of India 53.40 1 13.43 3 397.36 8 26.03 8 81.37 1 

4 Central Bank of India 49.14 7 18.47 2 223.69 10 25.47 9 60.95 3 

5 Indian Bank 51.85 3 12.26 6 303.04 9 27.64 5 32.50 4 

6 Axis Bank  48.37 8 10.00 9 535.41 3 54.08 1 18.64 10 

7 HDFC bank 49.72 6 8.85 10 582.00 1 31.27 2 19.03 9 

8 ICICI Bank 46.94 10 11.33 7 468.00 5 30.58 3 26.18 6 

9 IDBI Bank 50.11 5 19.15 1 537.54 2 25.37 10 23.35 7 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 46.98 9 13.12 4 506.13 4 26.12 7 20.23 8 

Table shows the overall average and ranking of all components of CAMEL. State Bank of India ranked fourth for Capital Adequacy and shows average performance, 

fifth for Assets Quality again shows an average performance, for Management Efficiency it ranked down to sixth rank and shows lower performance in compare 

to Capital Adequacy and Assets Quality while it ups the rank to fourth and fifth for Earning and Liquidity, so it can be said that, the Management Efficiency is lower 

in State Bank of India while other components are at average. Bank of Baroda ranked second in Capital adequacy and liquidity which indicates very good perfor-

mance. It ranked eighth for Assets Quality and shows lower NPA. But for Management Efficiency and Earning it ranked seventh and sixth which is indicates the 

performance below the average and this is the area where Bank of Baroda needs to focus. Bank of India ranked first in context of Capital Adequacy and Liquidity 

which indicates the best financial position and availability of liquid funds. For assets quality it ranked third which indicates that they are not efficient to recover 

their credit. While for Management Efficiency and Earning Quality, it ranked eighth and indicates poor management and earnings. Central Bank of India shows 

very poor performance in Capital Adequacy, Assets Quality, Management Efficiency and Earning Quality, but it ranked third for Liquidity. Indian Bank ranked third 

for Capital Adequacy and fourth for Liquidity which indicates good financial position and availability of liquid assets. for Assets quality and Earning it shows average 

but in context of Management Efficiency it seems such a poor and ranked ninth. Axis Bank shows bad performance in Capital Adequacy and ranked eighth and 

also ranked last among all banks in Liquidity so it indicates bad financial position and lack of liquid assets. But it holds first position for Earning Quality and shows 

highest earning capacity among all banks and also shows good performance in Assets Quality with lower NPA and ranked third for Management Efficiency. HDFC 

Bank holds first rank which indicates the superior management efficiency amongst all bank and also perform great in Assets Quality and shows highest recovering 

of credited money amongst all bank. HDFC Bank also ranked second for Earning and sixth for Capital Adequacy. But in Liquidity it ranked to ninth and indicates 

unavailability of liquid funds. ICICI Bank ranked last among all bank for Capital Adequacy which indicates worst financial position. But it holds third position in 

Earning Quality and shows the good income generating capacity, while it ranked average in the remaining parameters. IDBI Bank ranked second in Management 

Efficiency which shows good management decision by the authority. Also shows an average performance in Capital Adequacy and Liquidity while poor performance 

in Assets Quality and Earning Quality. Kotak Mahindra Bank shows decent performance in all the parameters. In an overall performance, HDFC bank perform well 

in context of most parameters. 
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1 State Bank of India 5 5 6 5 4 7 6 5 3 4 8 5 5 6 5 5 3 5 6 7 4 4 4 7 5 8 7 4 6 5

2 Bank of Baroda 4 2 2 1 1 10 7 8 5 5 3 7 7 7 6 2 8 3 7 6 2 2 2 3 3 3 4 5 7 6

3 Bank of India 1 1 1 2 3 9 3 4 4 3 6 8 8 8 8 4 10 9 8 8 1 1 3 1 1 4 5 7 8 7

4 Central Bank of India 3 7 8 10 8 3 1 2 2 2 10 10 10 10 10 9 7 10 9 9 5 5 1 2 2 10 10 9 10 10

5 Indian Bank 2 6 4 3 2 5 5 3 6 7 9 9 9 9 9 6 5 4 5 5 3 3 7 5 4 9 9 10 9 9

6 Axis Bank 8 8 7 6 6 6 10 9 9 9 2 2 3 3 3 7 4 1 1 4 7 8 9 10 7 2 2 3 2 3

7 HDFC bank 6 4 5 8 5 8 9 10 10 10 5 3 1 1 1 3 2 2 2 2 9 10 10 4 10 6 3 2 1 1

8 ICICI Bank 10 10 9 9 7 4 8 7 7 8 7 4 6 5 4 1 1 8 3 1 6 6 5 8 6 7 6 8 5 4

9 IDBI Bank 7 3 3 4 10 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 4 7 8 9 7 10 10 10 7 6 6 9 1 1 1 4 8

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 9 9 10 7 9 1 4 6 8 6 4 6 4 2 2 10 6 6 4 3 8 9 8 9 8 5 8 6 3 2

COMPOSITE

COMPOSITE RANKING OF CAMEL

M E L

Name of BanksNo.

C A
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TABLE 8: OVERALL RANKING OF CAMEL 

No. Name of Banks OVERALL AVERAGE OVERALL RANKING 

1 State Bank of India 114.73 7 

2 Bank of Baroda 117.25 5 

3 Bank of India 114.31 8 

4 Central Bank of India 75.54 10 

5 Indian Bank 85.46 9 

6 Axis Bank  133.30 2 

7 HDFC bank 138.17 1 

8 ICICI Bank 116.61 6 

9 IDBI Bank 131.11 3 

10 Kotak Mahindra Bank 122.52 4 

TESTING OF HYPOTHESIS 
Table shows and overall average and ranking of all the components of CAMEL. In this HDFC Bank hold first rank amongst all banks and Axis Bank holds second 

rank. While on the last position there is Central Bank of India which holds tenth position. It is also noted that in compare to public sector bank, private banks are 

performed very well. 

The study proposed a hypothesis that there is a significant difference between the financial performance of public sector banks and private sector banks with 

special reference to the selected variables. The study considered 22 different financial ratios as variables viz., Capital Adequacy Ratio (CAR), Debt Equity Ratio 

(DER), Advance to Total Assets Ratio (ATAR), Government Securities to Total Investment Ratio (GSTIR), Coverage Ratio (CR), Gross NPA Ratio (GNPAR), Net NPA 

Ratio (NNPAR), Total Investment to Total Assets Ratio (TITAR), Total Advance to Total Deposit Ratio (TATDR), Business per Employee Ratio (BER), Profit per Em-

ployee Ratio (PER), Business per Branch Ratio (BBR), Profit per Branch Ratio (PBR), Dividend Pay-out Ratio (DPR), Return on Assets Ratio (RAR), Interest Income to 

Total Income Ratio (IITIR), Other Income to Total Income Ratio (OITIR), Liquid Assets to Total Assets Ratio (LATIR), Government Securities to Total Assets Ratio 

(GSTAR), Liquid Assets to Demand Deposit Ratio (LADDR), Liquid Assets to Total Deposit Ratio (LATDR), Approved Securities to Total Assets Ratio (ASTAR). 

To investigate the proposed hypothesis statistical tools like Descriptive Statistics, One Way ANOVA (to examine the significant difference between the banks as 

well as among the banks), Test of Homogeneity (Levene Statistic) has been used. The following sections discuss the results of various statistical tests employed.  

 
TABLE 9: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS WITH TEST OF HOMOGENEITY 

SR. No   N Mean Std. Devi-

ation 

Std. Er-

ror 

D.F Test of Ho-

mogenity - p 

value (Sign) 

Test of Homogen-

ity of Variance 

(Levene Statistics) 

Decision Rule for vari-

ance at 5 % level of 

significance 

1 Capital Ad-

equacy Ra-

tio 

Public Banks 5 12.312 1.232 0.551 

(1, 8) 0.336 1.047 Not Significant Private Banks 5 15.398 2.466 1.103 

Total 10 13.855 2.454 0.776 

2 Debt Equity 

Ratio 

Public Banks 5 15.436 2.027 0.907 

(1, 8) 0.671 0.194 Not Significant Private Banks 5 8.974 2.507 1.121 

Total 10 12.205 4.027 1.274 

3 Advance to 

Total As-

sets Ratio 

Public Banks 5 58.032 4.466 1.997 

(1, 8) 0.888 0.021 Significant Private Banks 5 60.336 4.478 2.002 

Total 10 59.184 4.387 1.387 

4 Govern-

ment secu-

rities to to-

tal invest-

ment Ratio 

Public Banks 5 81.394 4.157 1.859 

(1, 8) 0.047 5.491 Not Significant 

Private Banks 5 72.406 8.637 3.863 

Total 10 76.900 7.955 2.516 

5 Coverage 

Ratio 

Public Banks 5 90.236 1.886 0.844 

(1, 8) 0.208 1.871 Not Significant Private Banks 5 85.016 2.662 1.190 

Total 10 87.626 3.507 1.109 

6 Gross NPA 

Ratio 

Public Banks 5 10.236 3.742 1.673 

(1, 8) 0.971 0.899 Not Significant Private Banks 5 6.896 7.457 3.335 

Total 10 8.566 5.834 1.845 

7 Net NPA 

Ratio 

Public Banks 5 5.180 1.932 0.864 

(1, 8) 0.354 0.970 Not Significant Private Banks 5 3.346 3.874 1.732 

Total 10 4.263 3.044 0.962 

8 Total In-

vestment 

to Total as-

sets Ratio 

Public Banks 5 25.264 4.899 2.191 

(1, 8) 0.986 0.000 Significant 
Private Banks 5 27.226 5.295 2.368 

Total 10 26.245 4.919 1.555 

9 Total Ad-

vance to 

Total De-

posit Ratio 

Public Banks 5 69.500 7.416 3.317 

(1, 8) 0.686 0.176 Not Significant 
Private Banks 5 87.032 8.979 4.015 

Total 10 78.266 12.069 3.816 

10 Business 

per Em-

ployee Ra-

tio 

Public Banks 5 167.274 28.996 12.967 

(1, 8) 0.317 1.141 Not Significant 
Private Banks 5 151.828 61.019 27.288 

Total 10 159.551 45.768 14.473 

11 Profit per 

Employee 

Ratio 

Public Banks 5 -0.166 0.560 0.251 

(1, 8) 0.170 2.276 Not Significant Private Banks 5 0.468 1.659 0.742 

Total 10 0.151 1.215 0.384 

12 Business 

per Branch 

Ratio 

Public Banks 5 1568.314 445.746 199.344 

(1, 8) 0.040 5.985 

 

Not Significant 

 

  

Private Banks 5 2375.708 198.031 88.562 

Total 

  

10 1972.011 535.551 169.356 

  
13 Public Banks 5 -1.314 4.931 2.205 (1, 8) 0.131 2.828 Not Significant 
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Profit per 

Branch Ra-

tio 

Private Banks 5 14.052 21.213 9.487 

Total 10 6.369 16.625 5.257 

14 Dividend 

Payout Ra-

tio 

Public Banks 5 7.898 3.988 1.783 

(1, 8) 0.054 5.088 Not Significant Private Banks 5 33.160 47.024 21.030 

Total 10 20.529 34.163 10.803 

15 Return on 

Assets ratio 

Public Banks 5 -0.158 0.536 0.240 

(1, 8) 0.306 1.193 Not Significant Private Banks 5 0.774 1.193 0.533 

Total 10 0.308 1.001 0.316 

16 Interest in-

come to 

Total In-

come Ratio 

Public Banks 5 88.710 2.259 1.010 

(1, 8) 0.232 1.675 Not Significant 
Private Banks 5 82.466 3.263 1.459 

Total 10 85.588 4.223 1.335 

17 Other In-

come to 

Total In-

come Ratio 

Public Banks 5 11.290 2.259 1.010 

(1, 8) 0.232 1.675 Not Significant 
Private Banks 5 17.534 3.263 1.459 

Total 10 14.412 4.223 1.335 

18 Liquid As-

sets to To-

tal Assets 

Ratio 

Public Banks 5 11.184 4.978 2.226 

(1, 8) 0.008 12.270 Not Significant 
Private Banks 5 7.510 0.589 0.263 

Total 10 9.347 3.862 1.221 

19 Govern-

ment Secu-

rities to To-

tal Assets 

Ratio 

Public Banks 5 20.404 2.955 1.321 

(1, 8) 0.428 0.696 Not Significant 

Private Banks 5 19.540 3.901 1.745 

Total 10 19.972 3.294 1.042 

20 Liquid As-

sets to De-

mand De-

posit Ratio 

Public Banks 5 228.042 103.281 46.189 

(1, 8) 0.005 15.018 Not Significant 
Private Banks 5 69.524 15.119 6.762 

Total 10 148.783 108.731 34.384 

21 Liquid As-

sets to To-

tal Deposit 

Ratio 

Public Banks 5 13.216 5.710 2.553 

(1, 8) 0.018 8.726 Not Significant 
Private Banks 5 10.860 1.691 0.756 

Total 10 12.038 4.159 1.315 

22 Approved 

Securities 

to total As-

sets Ratio 

Public Banks 5 0.124 0.155 0.069 

(1, 8) 0.000 48.049 Not Significant 
Private Banks 5 0.000 0.000 0.000 

Total 10 0.062 0.122 0.039 

This table presents the results of Descriptive Statistics and Levene’s Test Statistic for test of homogeneity. From the above table it was evident that means differ-

ence was found out between public sector and private sector banks. In case of Capital Adequacy Ratio, Debt Equity Ratio, Advance to Total Assets Ratio, Govern-

ment securities to total investment Ratio, Coverage Ratio, Net NPA Ratio, Total Investment to Total assets Ratio, Total Advance to Total Deposit Ratio, Business 

per Employee Ratio, Profit per Employee Ratio, Profit per Branch Ratio, Dividend Payout Ratio, Return on Assets ratio, Interest income to Total Income Ratio, Other 

Income to Total Income Ratio, Government Securities to Total Assets Ratio of the standard deviation of public sector banks is less than the private sector banks.  

Equal variances across the groups/samples is called homogeneity of variances. The Levene’s test uses an F-test to test the null hypothesis that the variance is equal 

across groups. Levene’s test statistic shows that except for two variables viz., Advance to Total Assets Ratio, Total Investment to Total assets Ratio, remaining all 

variables have equal variances across the samples. 

Ho: The variances are significantly different. 

H1: The variances are not significantly different. 
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TABLE 10: ONE WAY ANOVA 

SR. No   

Sum of 

Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

Decision Rule at 5 % level of 

significance 

1 Capital Adequacy Ratio 

Between Groups 23.808 1 23.808 6.266 0.037 

Significant Within Groups 30.396 8 3.799     

Total 54.204 9       

2 Debt Equity Ratio 

Between Groups 104.394 1 104.394 20.085 0.002 

Significant Within Groups 41.580 8 5.197     

Total 145.973 9       

3 Advance to Total Assets Ratio 

Between Groups 13.271 1 13.271 0.664 0.439 

Not Significant Within Groups 159.973 8 19.997     

Total 173.244 9       

4 
Government securities to total in-

vestment Ratio 

Between Groups 201.960 1 201.960 4.396 0.069 

Not Significant Within Groups 367.548 8 45.943     

Total 569.508 9       

5 Coverage Ratio 

Between Groups 68.121 1 68.121 12.801 0.007 

Significant Within Groups 42.571 8 5.321     

Total 110.692 9       

6 Gross NPA Ratio 

Between Groups 27.889 1 27.889 0.801 0.397 

Not Significant Within Groups 278.447 8 34.806     

Total 306.336 9       

7 Net NPA Ratio 

Between Groups 8.409 1 8.409 0.897 0.371 

Not Significant Within Groups 74.960 8 9.370     

Total 83.368 9       

8 
Total Investment to Total assets Ra-

tio 

Between Groups 9.624 1 9.624 0.370 0.560 

Not Significant Within Groups 208.113 8 26.014     

Total 217.736 9       

9 
Total Advance to Total Deposit Ra-

tio 

Between Groups 768.428 1 768.428 11.332 0.010 

Significant Within Groups 542.473 8 67.809     

Total 1310.900 9       

10 Business per Employee Ratio 

Between Groups 596.447 1 596.447 0.261 0.623 

Not Significant Within Groups 18256.050 8 2282.006     

Total 18852.497 9       

11 Profit per Employee Ratio 

Between Groups 1.005 1 1.005 0.655 0.442 

Not Significant Within Groups 12.271 8 1.534     

Total 13.275 9       

12 Business per Branch Ratio 

Between Groups 1629712.678 1 1629712.678 13.700 0.006 

Significant Within Groups 951623.535 8 118952.942     

Total 2581336.213 9       

13 Profit per Branch Ratio 

Between Groups 590.285 1 590.285 2.489 0.153 

Not Significant Within Groups 1897.269 8 237.159     

Total 2487.554 9       

14 Dividend Payout Ratio 

Between Groups 1595.422 1 1595.422 1.433 0.266 

Not Significant Within Groups 8908.719 8 1113.590     

Total 10504.141 9       

15 Return on Assets ratio 

Between Groups 2.172 1 2.172 2.540 0.150 

Not Significant Within Groups 6.838 8 0.855     

Total 9.010 9       

16 
Interest income to Total Income Ra-

tio 

Between Groups 97.469 1 97.469 12.375 0.008 

Significant Within Groups 63.008 8 7.876     

Total 160.477 9       

17 Other Income to Total Income Ratio 

Between Groups 97.469 1 97.469 12.375 0.008 

Significant Within Groups 63.008 8 7.876     

Total 160.477 9       

18 Liquid Assets to Total Assets Ratio 

Between Groups 33.746 1 33.746 2.686 0.140 

Not Significant Within Groups 100.522 8 12.565     

Total 134.268 9       

19 
Government Securities to Total As-

sets Ratio 

Between Groups 1.866 1 1.866 0.156 0.703 

Not Significant Within Groups 95.794 8 11.974     

Total 97.660 9       

20 
Liquid Assets to Demand Deposit 

Ratio 

Between Groups 62819.891 1 62819.891 11.531 0.009 

Significant Within Groups 43582.152 8 5447.769     

Total 106402.042 9       

21 Liquid Assets to Total Deposit Ratio 

Between Groups 13.877 1 13.877 0.783 0.402 

Not Significant Within Groups 141.833 8 17.729     

Total 155.710 9       

22 
Approved Securities to total Assets 

Ratio 

Between Groups 0.038 1 0.038 3.219 0.111 

Not Significant Within Groups 0.096 8 0.012     

Total 0.134 9       

This table presents the details of One-Way ANOVA results for the predictor variables in the study. From the table it can be observed that there is a significant 

difference at 5% level between public sector banks and private sector banks financial performance in terms of Capital Adequacy Ratio 0.037, Debt Equity Ratio 
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0.002, Coverage Ratio 0.007, Total Advance to Total Deposit Ratio 0.010, Business per Branch Ratio 0.006, Interest income to Total Income Ratio 0.008, Other 

Income to Total Income Ratio 0.008 and Liquid Assets to Demand Deposit Ratio 0.009, remaining variables are not exhibiting significant result. 

 

CONCLUSION 
Overall averages and rankings of all the components are outcome of the study of 5 public sector and five private sector bank using CAMEL approach. HDFC bank 

holds first position with 138.17% which is followed by Axis bank 133.30% and IDBI bank 131.11%. The study observed that the private sector banks are in top of 

the rankings. 

As per the statistical test the null hypothesis is a significant difference in financial performance of public sector and private sector banks has been proved in very 

few areas, due to the limitation of number of observations selected for study. But when comparison is made within the sample banks of the sectors the hypothesis 

does not stand true. 
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