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Abstract

In this technical report', we aim to combine different protfolio allocation techniques with covariance matrix estimators to
meet two types of clients’ requirements: client A who wants to invest money wisely, not taking too much risk, and not willing
to pay too much in rebalancing fees; and client B who wants to make money quickly, benefit from market’s short-term volatility,
and ready to pay rebalancing fees. Four portfolio techniques are considered (mean-variance, robust portfolio, minimum-variance,
and equi-risk budgeting), and four covariance estimators are applied (sample covariance, ordinary least squares (OLS) covariance,
cross-validated eigenvalue shrinkage covariance, and eigenvalue clipping). Some comparisons between the covariance estimators
in terms of eigenvalue stability and four metrics (i.e. expected risk, gross leverage, Sharpe ratio and effective diversification)
exhibit the superiority of the eigenvalue clipping covariance estimator. The experiments on the Russel1000 dataset show that the
minimum-variance with eigenvalue clipping is the model suitable for client A, whereas robust portfolio with eigenvalue clipping
is the one suitable for client B.

Index Terms

Robust portfolio, minimum-variance, eigenvalue clipping, OLS covariance.

I. INTRODUCTION

Financial crises have large deleterious effects on economic activity and have been well marked in the history since the
late 1990s. In this regard, economists have become more engaged with the study of financial crises since their probability of
occurrence has increased dramatically especially with the last 20 years [1]. Modelling financial market risk has thus become
primordial and is the reason why the focus of portfolio allocation has shifted from the return (u) side of the (u, o) coin to
the risk (o) side. The expected return of a portfolio can be expressed as

p=p"w,

where g € R? and w = [wy, -+, wp]T € RP are the vectors of asset expected returns and weights, respectively. The risk of
a portfolio can be expressed as

c=vVwlXw,

where ¥ € RP*P is the unknown covariance matrix of asset returns that has to be efficiently estimated especially in large
dimensions.

The major breakthrough came in 1952 with the publication of Harry Markowitz’s theory of portfolio selection and which
laid the groundwork for modern portfolio construction theory with the so-called mean-variance optimization [2]. The latter
aims to select the optimal portfolio by achieving a compromise between unknown portfolio expected return (1) and unknown
portfolio risk (o). More precisely, the mean-variance optimization (with soft constraint to risk aversion) is defined as

A
‘Tgﬁ{ {HTW - 5 WTZW -« ”W - Wpreviousnl or2}

st 1Twol, M
w]207 j€[17p]a

where A is the risk aversion intensity of the investor, 1, is a vector of ones of size p, « is the aversion parameter to turnover,
and W, cyious 15 Obtained from previous optimization.

The optimal portfolio selected by problem (1) is not robust against small changes in inputs especially in assets mean
returns and can lead to large changes in portfolio allocation. In addition, assets with positive estimation error will usually be
over-weighted, whereas assets with negative estimation error will be under-estimated [3]. In [4] and [5], the authors proposed
to further constraining the mean-variance optimization to keep the optimal portfolio within feasible bounds. However, the
selection of the constraints is highly subjective and the optimal portfolio is quite sensitive to such selection [3]. To reduce
statistical errors in the mean returns, the latter can be shrinked towards a sensible value. For example, in [6] and [7], the
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authors proposed to shrink the mean returns towards an equal returns and market-implied returns, respectively. These shrinkage
approaches help in increasing the robustness but are quite sensitive to the selection of the shrinkage parameter and can affect
the optimal portfolio allocation very badly [3]. In order to take into account the uncertainty in the return estimation, it would
be interesting to reformulate the mean-variance optimization problem by taking into consideration the estimation errors which
may help to reduce the sensitivity of the portfolios as the estimation of errors increases. This modification has lead to the
so-called robust portfolio optimization [3], [8], [9], [10], [11], [12]. More precisely, the mean-variance portfolio (with soft
constraint to risk aversion) can be modified as

A
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where f[i is the estimated mean returns, « is the aversion parameter to error, €2 is the covariance matrix of errors, and 6 is
the aversion parameter to turnover. Problem (2) implies that one needs to maximize the portfolio returns in the worst case
scenario which is defined by letting the estimated mean returns to travel in an uncertainty box about the true mean returns
(that is, (u— )" Q71 (4 — f1) < %),

We have

min {/,LTW} = max {ﬂTW — ;LTW}
peRP peRP

st (n—i)" Q7 (n-f) < K2,

The Lagrangian function (with a Lagrangian multiplier ®) associated with mag { ﬂTW — /,LTW} can be defined as
HERP

£ ®) = i"w—pTw =0 (= )" @ (n— i)~ ) .
Equating to zero both partial derivatives of £ (p, ®) relative to g and ® and then solving for p leads to the solution [3], [8]

N HQQ
R=B=\GTaw V"

At the end, one obtains the following robust portfolio optimization [3], [8], [9], [10], [11], [12]:

A
max {ﬂTW—HVWTQW— §WTEW — 9|W_Wpre'uious|1m2}

wEeRP
st 1Tw=1, ®
w; =0, jel[l,p].

As we can observe, if x is sufficiently small, the term kv w7 € w will vanish, and thus, problem (3) reduces to problem (1).
On the other hand, if & is large, the optimal solution to problem (3) can deviate significantly from the solution of problem (1)
[3]. It is important to note that problem (3) can no longer be solved using quadratic programming due to the presence of the
square root. It must be solved using either second-order cone programming or an optimizer that can handle general convex
expressions. These optimization algorithms are readily available in many standard statistical software packages and run almost
as fast as traditional quadratic algorithms for practical portfolio optimization applications [3].

However, the aforementioned optimization (returns-oriented) strategies depend on the expected return and the covariance
matrix 32, where both of them are completely unknown and have to be carefully estimated. As was discussed in [13], [14], several
other approaches are seen to avoid any or all of the mean returns, variance and covariances. For example, the minimum-variance
and equi-risk budgeting portfolios [15], [16] are kinds of risk-oriented portfolio strategies that aim to focus solely on the
covariance matrix 3. More precisely, the minimum-variance portfolio (with soft constraint to risk aversion) can be defined as

‘Té%p {WTEW + ﬂ HW — Wprevious‘|10r2}
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where [ is the aversion parameter to turnover.
The equi-risk budgeting portfolio is defined as
min {WTEW}
weRP
s.t. 1§logw =c, (%)
w]207 je[lvp]a

where c is a constant.

The minimum-variance portfolio is mean-variance efficient and achieves the highest Sharpe ratio if the asset mean returns are
all equal. In addition, it is known to usually give low-diversified but performing portfolios reinforcing the low-volatility anomaly
concept [3]. However, the equi-risk budgeting portfolio is mean-variance efficient with the highest Sharpe ratio portfolio if the
asset mean returns are proportional to the asset volatilities in addition to that the return correlations are all equal [3].

In this technical report, we aim to combine the aforementioned portfolio optimization techniques (mean-variance, robust
portfolio, minimum-variance, and equi-risk budgeting) with several covariance matrix estimators (sample covariance matrix
f]sc M, OLS covariance matrix ﬁ]o s [17], [18], [19], cross-validated eigenvalue shrinkage covariance matrix ﬁlcv [20], and
eigenvalue clipping ZAJClipping [21]) to meet two types of clients’ requirements:

« client A: (1) wants to invest money wisely; (2) not taking too much risk; and (3) not willing to pay too much in rebalancing
fees;

« client B: (1) wants to make money quickly; (2) benefit from market’s short-term volatility; and (3) ready to pay rebalancing
fees.

Based on some experiments on the Russel1000 dataset in section III, our results show that the robust portfolio with eigenvalue
clipping is the model suitable for client B, whereas minimum-variance with eigenvalue clipping is the one suitable for client
A.

The remainder of this technical report is organized as follows. Some of the aforementioned covariance estimators are briefly
described in section II. The experiments based on the eigenvalue stability and some metrics are presented in section III. Finally,
section IV gives concluding remarks and some directions for future work.

Notations: throughout this technical report, we depict vectors in lowercase boldface letters and matrices in uppercase boldface
letters. The notation (.)T, |.|, and Tr(.) stand for the transpose, determinant, and trace of a matrix, respectively.

II. COVARIANCE MATRIX ESTIMATORS

The estimation of the covariance matrix is of great interest in finance as it is fundamentally the building block to derive
optimal investment strategies. It is usually done via a collection of samples that can be called “secondary data”. The covariance
matrix estimators that are going to be evaluated in this paper are the following:

« Sample Covariance Matrix (SCM) estimator, ﬁlsc M

o Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) Covariance estimator ﬁ]o Ls [17], [18], [19];

« Eigenvalue clipping estimator, 2Clipping [217;

« Cross-validated (CV) eigenvalue shrinkage covariance estimator, icv [20].

In what follows, we only present in detail three covariance matrix estimators: ﬁ]gc M ﬁ]o Ls, and ﬁ]czippmg. For the details
about flcv, please refer to [20].

A. The SCM estimator: ESCM

We already know that in practice, it is rare to perfectly know the distribution of the data and the Gaussian model assumption
is the commonly widely hypothesis used in several applications. Assume we observe n independent and identically distributed

(i.i.d) p-random vectors X1, - - - , X, distributed according to a multivariate Gaussian distribution with mean g and unknown
covariance matrix 3. That is, x; ~ A (u, X) with i € [1, n].

x{

X5
The likelihood function of the matrix X = | [ € R™*? is defined as

T
X’!L
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The log-likelihood function of the matrix X is obtained as

log (L (x1, -+, Xn; p, %)) =
—np n _ 1 ¢ T
— - log(2n) + S log ST = 5 X (i — ) BT (ki - p) -
i=1
By maximizing the log-likelihood w.r.t. ;1 and 32, one obtains the following estimators
1 ¢ 1
(1= — T = *XTln )
k=% l; =

and

i=1
1 T ~aT Lo . T
== i xx] —pp’ = = X"X —
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—EXX ﬁx (1,1))X

1 1
=X" ( (I — 1,@,{)) X
n n

1
=|-X"H,X
n

)

where fi, ) scm, I, Hy, = (In — 717 lnITTL) e R™ ™ and 1,, are the sample mean, (biased) Sample Covariance matrix (SCM),
the identity matrix of size n x n, the centering matrix, and a vector of ones of size n, respectively.

(i) The matrix H2 = H,,:

(i) The matrix H,, is a projection matrix:

1 N
VveR", H,v=v— — (len) 1,=v-—vl,,
n
=%
where v is the mean of v. We can obviously observe that the matrix H,, projects v into the subspace of vectors that have
zero mean. As we know, in linear algebra, for a vector to have zero mean implies v L span (1,)). Hence, from linear
algebra point of view, the matrix H,, projects v onto the hyperplane which is orthogonal to the all-ones vector.

B. The OLS covariance estimator: 20 LS

It is important to note that the estimation of the covariance matrix through optimization of an objective function (i.e. the
likelihood function) can be a difficult numerical problem since the resulting estimates must be positive definite. In order to
address the positivity definiteness constraint problem of Ssoum, it would be important to consider that the covariance matrix
Y is made up of ¥ = T-! D T~7, where T is a unit lower triangular matrix and D is a diagonal matrix with positive entries
[19], [17], [18].

In order to build the estimator via linear regression [17], [19], [18], let us first denote X = [Z1, ..., :i:p]T € RP, and consider
each element &, ¢t € [1, p|, as the linear least squares predictor of x; based on its ¢t — 1 predecessors {x;} je[t, t—1]- More
specifically, for ¢ € [1, p], let

t—1
Iy = Z Ct,j Zj.
J=1

For each value of ¢t > 1, we get



Tl = €1,
x9 =Co1 21 + €2,
23 =0C3121 +C3222 + €3,

Tp=Cp121+Cpaxa+ -+ Cpp1Tp_1+6p,

where €; = x; — Iy for ¢ € [1, p| denotes the prediction error with variance var (¢;) = E [(et)z] = 0?. Note that for t = 1, let

#1 = E(z1) = 0, and hence, var(e;) = 62 = E [(xl)Q]

This is equivalent to

1

€1 Z1

—02’1 1
€2 X2

€= — | —C31 —C32 1 = Tx,

€ T
D j2

~—vpl TVp2 77 *Cp,p—l 1_

where T is a unit lower triangular matrix with —C}; in the (¢, j)th position for ¢t € [2,p] and j € [1,t — 1], and
x = 21, X3, -+, 2,]T € RP.

One has cov(e) = TETT = D. Thus, D™' = T-727'T! = =7!' — TTD-'T, where D is a diagonal
matrix with entries 67, 63, ---, 62. A very interesting consequence is that for any (’i‘, ]5), 3 = T!DT 7 is always
guaranteed to be positive definite.

Let us now define the estimator ﬁ)o s, where “OLS” stands for Ordinary Least Squares. Given a sample {xi}ie[l’n],
we have:

t—1
Tip = 2 Crjrij+eys tel2,p], i€[l, n].
j=1

Hence, for any t € [2, p], we haves

Tt 11 12 o Tig-1 Ot,l €1,t

Tt To1 T2 v Top—1 Ci2 €2t

= . . +

Tt Tn,1 Tn,2 - Tpt—1 Ct,t—l €n,t

As we can see, this is similar to a linear regression model. That is, we have
Yyt = An,t ﬁt + e,
T T t—1 T

where y; = [214, -+, Zne]” € R, Ay = [@ij]nxe—1) By = [Cea, -+, Coaa]T € RUETD and ey = [e1, -+, €ny]” €

R™.
Assume e, ~ N (0, 0%L,) and y; ~ N (A, 8, 0L,). Hence, by maximizing the log-likelihood under the Gaussian
assumption, one can obtain the following (minimization) optimization problem:

min {ly: — An B[} ©)

Problem (6) has a (closed-form) solution and which is unique. This solution (optimal when n > p) is defined as

L OLS -1 . . -
B = (Arj;tAn,t) Az;tyt = [Cto,lLSa CtO,taﬁ]T eR,



and the corresponding residual variance are plugged-in into T and D for each ¢ € [2, p]

The OLS regression coefficients 3,

respectively. At the end, one obtains the estimator
by LS = I5l.D L T
OLS oLs 2 OLS +oLS |

Note that Torg has -é’?fs in the (¢, 7)th position for t € [2, p] and j € [1, t — 1]

.. ~OLS . . .
G) 8. behaves poorly in large dimensions
Let A,,; = USVT, with
) 7ut71:| € RHX(til) )

U= [1117 uz, , -
VA1
. ER(t_l)X(t_l),
At—1

and
V= [Vlﬂ V2, , 0, 7Vt71:| c R(t—l)x(t_l) 7

are the matrix of left singular vectors, (diagonal) matrix of singular values, and matrix of right singular vectors of A,, ¢,

. ~OLS
respectively. Hence, 3, can be expressed as
T r T ! T r —1¢7T
((USV ) (Usv )) (USV ) vi = Vs 'UTy,
1 [ ul |
VAL
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Y. As we can obviously observe, the singular values are located in the denominator and which causes

where z; = V\J/X
ﬁ? b to explode in values especially when p is large enough compared to n
By computing the mean squared error (MSE) of 3,
MSE (BtOLS) _E [( OLS B, ]
= bias? (B?LS) + Tr (var (ﬂt ))
—0+02Tr (A, A,,) "

t—1

1
:2 _
by

we have

Hence, we obtain
OLS -1
B[] <1607 4 o1 (ALA)



~OLS ~OLS
We can observe that H B, H is in general larger than ||3,[, and thus, 3,  has in general much larger coefficients (in
absolute value) than the true 3, especially when p is large compared to n (or even when p > n).

(ii) Proving that the solution to problem (6) exists:

Let  (B,) = |AniB, — vl with B, € Q =RC~.
Assume the following lemma:

Assume there 3 ( Ek))k and a constant ¢ > 0 such that ‘ﬁgk) H2 P +00 and HAn,tﬁEk) H2 <cVk.
—+00
We have
(&) recy
dgk) _ P N HAn,tdi(gk) H2 _ 2

|1,

Hﬁgk) H k—+0
2

Clearly dgk) e £(0, 1) is compact, and thus, we can extract a convergent sub-series towards d; € ¢(0, 1), and by
continuity, we have [|A,, ;d;|l, = 0 = A, ;d; = 0. As we know that |d;[, = 1, then Lemma IL.1 does not hold, and

thus, |A, 8" H

We know that

+00.

? o4

2 2
[AnBr = yily = (1AnBily — lyel)” -

This implies |A, 3, — ytH; W +00, and thus, f(83,) is coercive. In addition f (3,) is continuous = lower
tlg—+00

semicontinuous? . Hence, f(B,) is inf-compact. In addition, as the set ) is closed, we can confirm that there exists a
solution for problem (6).

(iii) Proving that the solution that exists for problem (6) is unique:

We have Q = R*~! is convex. Assume the following lemma:

Suppose v €]0, 1[, u, ve Rf"! and u # v.

We have

| A (yu+ (1=7)v) —yi|2
= |y (Ansu—yo) + (1 =) (Anev —yo)5
2

HAn,tu - yt”Q + (1 - 7) ”An,tv - YtHQ)

< (
2 2
<7 [Ana=yify + (1 =) [Anv = yil3 -

Y
v
Hence, f (3,) is convex. In order for the equality to hold, we should have the following:
e Y(Apsu—yt) =k(1—7)(Ansv —yt), with k > 0;

o [Aniu—yi|, = |Ansv = yil,, and thus, 220 =1,

Assume A, ;u= A, ;v = u = v. Hence, Lemma II.2 does not hold and f (3,) is strictly convex. We can confirm that
the solution that exists for problem (6) is unique.

2For a continuous function f and Sy = {8, € Q/f(B,) <n} = f~1 (] — 0, n]), ¥n € R. The inverse image of a closed set by a continuous application
is closed, and thus, S, is closed = f is lower semicontinuous.



C. The Eigenvalue Clipping covariance estimator: ﬁ]olippmg

The proposed idea by Leplou et al. [21] was that all the eigenvalues beyond (1 + \/g )2 are interpreted as signal while the

others as a pure noise [22], [23]. More precisely, the Sample covariance matrix, Y scwm, is standardized and all its eigenvectors
are kept unchanged. Denote the standardized version by the matrix Xscns-
Let Ssonm = QAQT, with

Qz[élh"'vélp]ERpxp
and -
A1

A= - e RP*?

Ap

are the matrix of eigenvectors and diagonal matrix of eigenvalues of Ssons respectively.

The eigenvalue clipping covariance matrix estimator, Xcyipping, can be computed as

3 % ~ ~T
Z:C'lipping = A_j q; YRl

p
j=

1

with

\* ot Ay > (14 /2)
I )X otherwise ’

where )\ has to be chosen such as Tr(iSCM) = Tr(ﬁ)c“ppmg> .

III. EXPERIMENTS
A. Our procedure for the selection of assets from the Russelll000 dataset

We select a window time from 2006 onward: 85% of stocks with full data values. In order to build a K-assets portfolio, on
the training set, we perform the following:

o Clustering based on assymetry with K clusters;

« In each cluster, we select the asset with the best Sharpe ratio.
The main advantages of such a procedure is that it provides (1) a large pool of diversified stocks with interesting historical
Sharpe ratios; (2) a stability gain for the covariance matrix estimators.
For any kind of portfolio optimization problem, we normally compute the optimal parameters for a given sample data (i.e.,
the portfolio returns for the last 2000 days). In order to run our strategy (with a particular covariance matrix estimator) over
a given data, we do it in-sample where we expect to “technically” obtain the best possible result. However, by evaluating our
covariance estimation strategy over a different period that was used for the in-sample data (i.e., the next 252 days), then we
have to do it out-of-sample. That is, we are evaluating the covariance estimation strategy on a period which is different from
the one we optimized the strategy on. Our evaluation (as a back-testing) on the out-of-sample will be quite important mainly
because we will only be able to invest today the result of the optimization that has been made today. Hence, it is like we are
earning tomorrow’s strategy performance and not the one of yesterday.

B. Calculating probabilities between ﬁ]gc M and ﬁ)o LS

In order to compare between the fraction of times [24] that the risk of b)) sc M is smaller than 20 s and vice-versa, it would
be useful to consider the realized (out-of-sample) risk as our based performance measure. We define the realized risk [24] as

R = /252« wT B |

where 3°“! is the out-of-sample covariance matrix, and w are computed from the in-sample covariance matrix (filtered or not).

By “fraction of time”, we mean that we need to calculate the probability that Ssom outperforms Sors and vice-versa for a
particular in-sample window size (i.e. n = 30, n = 50, n = 100, n = 200, n = 500, or n = 800). To do that, we will perform
20 independent simulations of p = 100 assets in random periods.

From Figure 1, we can observe that both Ssom and Sorg perform roughly the same but Ssonm is in general slightly better
than 20 s for our specific dataset assets’ order.
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Fig. 1. Probabilities between ilsc M and i)o LS.

C. Comparison between Xscn, XoLs, Xcv, and Xciipping

1) Eigenvalue stability: In order to compare the best (unknown) covariance estimator (aka oracle estimator) with ﬁ]sc M
5)0 LS, f]cv, and ﬁ]glippmg, it would be important to compare the in- and out-of-sample persistence of the eigenvalues of
these covariance estimators [24], [25].

As the analytical solution of the optimal porfolio weight calculated via the Markowitz optimization problem (that is, the
Markowitz’s formulation in terms of a soft constraint with regards to aversion to risk) mainly depends on both the (unknown)
covariance matrix 3 and its inverse X!, thus we are going to consider two meaures in order to highlight on both the small
and large eigenvalues [24], [25].

High Eigenvalues Stability measure:

€HighEigen =

Low FEigenvalues Stability measure:

n 2
1 1 1
€LowEigen = E Z:zll <)\l - Zz>

where we have ); defined as the i eigenvalue of the in-sample (filtered or unfiltered) covariance estimator, and z; is the i*"
eigenvalue for the oracle estimator. As we can observe, the measure €s;4nEigen Must account for the discrepancy between
the highest eigenvalues, whereas the measure €z, Eigen has to attribute more weight to the discrepancy between the smallest
eigenvalues [24].
The main idea is to plot those measures as a function of the window size and compare which covariance estimator is closer
to the oracle estimator. As can be seen from Figure 2, 20”1,1,2-”9 is the closest to the oracle estimator for the high eigenvalues
stability measure.

2) Some metrics: we will use the following metrics: (1) excpected risk; (2) gross leverage; (3) log Sharpe ratio; and (4)
effective diversification. From Figure 3, we can obviously see the superiority of XAICMM)W with respect to ﬁ]gc M ﬁ]o Ls, and
flcv for all the four metrics.

D. Penalizing turnovers

We define the turnover as

T—1

15

() (+1)

A 22 ‘“’j -y :
T =1 Jj=1

It is known that the effective portfolio diversification can be defined as the ratio ﬁ that represents the effective number of

1
stocks with a significant amount of money invested. However, this ratio does not have a clear interpretation when short-selling
is allowed. In this regard, we may assume the following alternative metric for the effective diversification

l

P
N, = argmin Z lwi| = ¢ Z lw;l
! i=1 j=1
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000

which is the number of stocks that accounts for ‘¢’ percent of the total amount of money invested (i.e., ¢ = 90% may be a
good choice). As we can observe from Figure 4, the [;-norm is more stringent than the lo-norm but converges much slower.

E. Portfolio Investment Policy
We define two strategies:
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Fig. 4. Results obtained with robust portfolio.
« | very reactive strategy (client B):
— In-sample window size = 2 months;
— Out-sample window size = 1 month;
— AIM: capture short-term variations of the market.
o | long-term strategy (client A):
— In-sample window size = 1 year;
— Out-sample window size = 6 months;
— AIM: Long-term investment portfolios, less rebalancing costs.
« Trade-offs expressed in soft constraints;
« Rebalancing costs will be penalized.
For client A: We assume the following needs: (1) a risk-adverse; (2) an averse to rebalancing fees; and (3) invest with
sparsity.

1) Robust portfolio VS minimum-variance with eigenvalue clipping (with n > p):
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Fig. 5. Robust portfolio VS minimum-Variance with eigenvalue clipping.

« Parameters:

50 diversified stocks;
In-Sample = 252 days;
Out-Sample = 126 days;

- 6 =0.003;

- 8 =0.00001;
- A=0.5;

- k=0.5;

— min_short = -0.5;

-Q=Vz.

As we can observe from Figure 5, with similar risks, the minimum-variance portfolio has less rebalancing fees than the

robust portfolio.

2) Equi-risk budgeting with eigenvalue clipping (with n > p):

« Parameters:
— 10 diversified stocks;
— In-Sample = 252 days;
— Out-Sample = 126 days.

From Figure 6, we can observe that the equi-risk budgeting with eigenvalue clipping, unless specified by the client, is
a less advantageous strategy, less diversified portfolio with higher risks, and less robust than the robust portfolio with

eigenvalue clipping.

For client B: We assume the following needs: (1)
market’s movements.

risk-taking; (2) willing to pay rebalacing fees; and (3) follow short-term
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Fig. 6. Equi-risk budgeting with eigenvalue clipping.

1) Robust portfolio VS mean-variance with eigenvalue clipping (with n > p):
o Parameters:

50 diversified stocks;
In-Sample = 2 months;
Out-Sample = 1 month;

- 6 =0.0005;
- o = 0.0005;
- A=0.01;

- k=0.5

- Q=3
From Figure 7, we can conclude that the mean-variance is not a good model to follow. On the other hand, the robust
portfolio keeps a highly diversified portfolio as well as it achieves higher turnovers and Sharpe ratios (in average) than
the risk-based portfolios (minimum-variance and equi-risk budgeting).
From all the results above, we can conclude that robust portfolio with eigenvalue clipping is the model suitable for client B,
whereas minimum-variance with eigenvalue clipping is the one suitable for client A.
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Fig. 7. Robust portfolio VS mean-variance with eigenvalue clipping.

IV. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK
A. Conclusion

In this technical report, we combined four different portfolio optimization strategies (mean-variance, robust portfolio,
minimum-variance, and equi-risk budgeting) with four covariance matrix estimators (sample covariance matrix, OLS covariance
matrix, cross-validated eigenvalue shrinkage covariance matrix, and eigenvalue clipping) to meet two types of clients’
requirements: client A who wants to invest money wisely, not taking too much risk, and not willing to pay too much in
rebalancing fees; and client B who wants to make money quickly, benefit from market’s short-term volatility, and ready to pay
rebalancing fees. Our experiments on the Russel1000 dataset suggest that the robust portfolio with eigenvalue clipping is the
strategy suitable for client B, whereas minimum-variance with eigenvalue clipping is the one suitable for client A.

B. Some directions for future work

As for future enhancements, a likely first step would be to extend this work by combining the four portfolio optimization
stratc:,sgies with covariance matrix estimators in the case when p > n. For example, and as was mentioned in section II-B,
~OL

B, behaves poorly in large dimensions, and thus, one can simply think to penalize it (e.g. by the ls norm). In addition,
it would be important to propose robust (i.e. distributional-free estimators) and/or sparse covariance estimators and combine
them with the robust portfolio optimization discussed in problem (3).

. OLS ~OL _ ul
Penalizing the least squares estimator 3,  : Recall that we have 3, =VS Uy, = Z§=11 z;, where z; = V\J/—;Lyt .
3
. ~OLS . .
A general penalization of 3, can be written in the form

~ pen

t—1
B, =VST'TU Ty, = ) g(\)z,
j=1



where

T = . c R(tfl)x(tfl) ;

g (At—1)
and g (\;) is the penalization factor for je[1,t—1].
~OLS
As we can clearly observe, ,Bt reduces to 3,  when g (\)=1,Vje[l,t—1].

. ~ pen
Some properties about B:
We have

pen

- E (8]
This implies

) — VS~'TU”E (y,) = VS~'T'SV73, .

bias? (B:en) _ ( (,Bien _ Bt))TE( pen Bt
- (VS*IPSVTﬂt —ﬁt) (VS 'rsv’s, - B,

)

8)

- (VS_II‘SVT,Bt —VVT,Bt>T (VS_lI‘SVT,Bt vV ,Bt>
_ (v (S7'TS —1) VTﬁt)T V(STITS - VTﬁt)

)

=(VT,3t) (s7'rs—1)" (s7'r's — (V B,
-5 -0 (7

< var (B7) = (VSTITUT) (VSTITUT)  var (y,) = 0*VSTITUTUTS V7
This implies

Tr (var (B7") ) = 0*Tr (VST'T?S71VT) — 2
By computing the mean squared error (MSE) of Bfen, we have

wisp (57) == [ (1" -8)"] - 5 w17 a0 2 G0

=1 9

We can clearly observe that one needs to set g (A\;) # 1 and more precisely |g (A;)| < 1 in order to have lower variance than
~OLS
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