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We find a novel correlation structure in the residual noisetotk market returns that is remarkably linked
to the composition and stability of the top few significanttéas driving the returns, and moreover indicates
that the noise band is composed of multiple subbands thaotfully mix. Our findings allow us to construct
effective generalized random matrix theory market mod@|s4] that are closely related to correlation and
eigenvector clustering|[6, 12]. We show how to use these meade simulation that incorporates heavy tails.
Finally, we demonstrate how a subtle purely stationaryeikmnation bias can arise in the conventional cleaning
prescription|[3].

Introduction: Originally started in the context of nuclear tries [12]. So far this effect has not been observed, however
physics|[1], random matrix theory (RMT) has thereafter fdun due to the large amount of mixing that depletes the stability
numerous applications in a variety of fields such as numbeof all the noisy eigenvectors. It is important to empirigall
theory, disordered systems, neural networks, and sigial pr distinguish between the single and multiple band cases. (3)
cessingl[1, |2]. Recently the pioneering work of Lalcaal Non-stationarity effects are insufficiently understoodhey
[3], as well as much subsequent research|[4, 5], have showare suggested|[3| 4] to be the source of a residual bias in the
that RMT can also be a valuable tool for analyzing stock martisk estimates obtained after RMT cleaning. However, ihtlig
ket correlations, where noise can account for more thanf2/3 mf the abovementioned considerations, it is not clear tiat t
the eigenvalue spectrum, and a typical large portfolio s s original cleaning procedures are unbiased to begin with.
comparable to the measurement time frame. Thus, much of In this work, we consider botlV = 484 2 minute S&P500

the empirical eigenvalues are spurious and represent mnzeasuTAQ midquote returns between June 20 - Sep 20, 2007, as
ment noise and biases. The remarkable insight provided by .| as N = 451 daily S&P500 returns between Ja'm 200'1_
Lhalouxet aI_ was to shk())w_ that a S(lj“tab le fit to_(l;%M'I_’ cag _clean Dec 2007([13]. (1) We reveal a novel correlation structure of
these spurious contributions, and moreover _ent|fyt BSU 6 residuals that is linked to the structure and stabilitthe
tlc_ally 5'99'“99“ signal, or common market risk fa_ctoratth top few empirical factors. Mainly, we find that the inverse-pa
drlve.c';he |nd|V|d_ua]:I StOCl_( rehturns. ;I'he mO|St p,rorr]n'nent,sucnicipations of the localized edge-eigenmodes of the baed ar
hon-| |os?]/ncratl<.: acto: 'St_ € near yhequgo-vyelg ttt)o;peaﬂ h dominated by the outlier stocks in the composition of the top
vf(]ector, whose eigenva ge IS rgoreft an t|m?as Ig?s):t Afbw factors, thus indicating that most of the noise thereuis d

t € average s_pe_ctru_rr_L ’econ ary actors, are long-sfit poy, these stocks. The upper edge fluctuations are mainly due
fohgs of certain I|q_U|d|ty_ [3] and industry structure €], but weakly correlated stocks with the smallest relative \weig
their contribution is typically an order of magnitude sreall in the market portfolio while lower edge fluctuations are due

Most of the rest of thg elgenvectors are -unstable n time, apy, strongly correlated stocks identified as the outliershia t
pear random, and their spectral contribution can be fitt¢lokto secondary factors. The groups in the lower edge belong to

MarcenkQ-Pasteur(MP) distributio_rw [8]_derived in the (m«nt major industrial sectors [4, 12], while the upper edge con-
of Gaussian RMT (GRMT). The noisy eigenvalue correlatlongtains a large diversified portfolio of medium to small ligityd
[4] also agree with theory [1]. These results have been Veriziocks. Moreover, because we find these groups to be dis-

fied over many stock selections, as well as return frequenci%int we conclude thasslong asthetop few factorsarestable
[3.14,15]. and distinct, the noise band is composed of multiple subbands

Despite the apparent success of the theory, subsequent that do not fully mix. (2) We pinpoint the effective positive-

search suagests several empirical aspects that the dri ir:((féfinite cleaned matrices that exhibit the multi-residuad a
99 P P > ONINA, tor structure above to be the hierarchical RMT model} [11
RMT cleaning may not account for properly. (1) Tails and

. ; L. which are closely related to coarse-grained “real spaced-mo
their correlations have non-trivial effects, and are kndwn y 9 P

: els of market clustering [12], and fundamentally arise dut o

both broaden the spectrum above the upper noise-band edgg, . = i
i Orrelation scale separation. (3) We use these effectivi mo
as well sharpen it near the lower edgel[4, 8, 10], thus mak-

ing the fit to the MP distribution problematic. The above re-eIS to perform a one-factor stochastic volatility [9] siribn

ST . . . . . in order to take into account the effect of tails and theireor

distribution of spectral weight appears in conjunctiorhwéh . : : L
. o : lations. (4) We show how conventional cleaning can give rise
enhancement of the inverse participation ratios arount bot : . o .
; o to a subtle purely stationary risk-estimation bias.

ends of the noise spectrum, the so-called localizatiorceffe o _ _
[4], unlike GRMT where the participations are flat [1]. (2) In  Empirical Results. = Given our set ofV stock seriesS; (t),
addition to being partially localized, the band itself may b t = 1,..., T, from their log returnss; ; = log(St,i/St—1,:)
split due to the same separation of correlation scales fa] t we calculate the empirical correlatioiy = ((z;z;) —
is thought to give rise to clustering of stocks between irdus(z;)(z;))/oic; whereo; = \/(x?) — (z;)?. According to
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mon factors. Furthermore, as is clear from the plot, the out-

: - liers in the factor composition have certain liquidity strure.

- o S In the case oé; andes in of Fig 1, these outliers can be iden-

' tified with major sectors such as financials, oil, and ugti

whose correlations are relatively stable in time [6, 7, 12].
Despite the appearance of factors, one expects the random

residual spectral contribution to be well fitted to RMT. How-

ever, there are important issues with the fiptg» that one

needs to address. Heavy tails in the multivariate distidiout

of x; ; have non-trivial effects. They are known to broaden

the spectral weight above the upper edge, as well as sharpen

it near the lower edgel[4] 9, 10], both features readily metic

able in Fig. 1 as well as in daily datal [3]. Moreover, such

tails tend to induce outliers in the composition of the prin-

cipal components near the band edge [9] causing deviations

[ x x x : from the standard Gaussian distribution of the composéicn

° ! 2 8 4 pected by GRMT and inducing localization. Indeed, just as in

Figure 1:Main: A fit of the MP distribution to2 min data forN = daily dat"." [4] we see in thmin return_s that the eigenvectors

484, stocks in the S&P 500 witl = 3N yields Q.;; = 2.25, and ¢ Iocghzed at b‘?th ends of _the noise spec]t\;um by comput-

ess = 0.67. The top three eigenvalues; = 152.9, A\, = 8.2,  ing theinverse participation ratio [4], I, = 3,7, [ex:]* for

As = 7.6, Aa = 5.3, As = 5.2 were omitted from the plot due to €ach eigenvectat;. Intuitively, theparticipation P, = 1/1I;

their scale.Inset: The top three eigenvectors,;, k = 1,2, 3, with scales as the number of non-trivial entries in a normalized

their entrieg sorted by decreasing liquidity (from left to right). Note  p, = N for equal weight vectors, whil®, = 1 for a single

t_he significant outliers in each, as emphasized by the horizontal gn-trivial weight. As evident in Fig 2 (a), the participati

lines. is strongly localized near the band edges indicating that th

eigenvectors there are dominated by outliers.

RMT [, 2,13], if Cx were obtained from a purely random A nice trick that avoids estimating the effects

signal of bounded varianeewhose marginal tails are nottoo Of tails is to clean the noisy eigenvalueAr =

heavy [9], then in the limifV — oo with Q = N/T fixed, the ~ diag(A1, ..., Ax;i{Anoise}) Of Cp = SpApSy with a

correlations will self-average and will have an asymptitic ~ flat band with scale proportional te.;; while working

deterministic eigenvalue spectrum given by the MP distribuin the original eigenvector basiSg = (e1,...,en) [3],
tion [8]: thus obtaining a “filtered” matrix.[4]. In fact, unless the

empirically measured tail fluctuations significantly brahk
rotational invariance implied by cleaning with a flat band,
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pap(\) = Q VO =N - )_)' (1)  oefs Can be thought of as the overall scale of the residual
2mo? A noise that one can tune even without fitting to the Gaussian
In the above, the eigenvaluésare restricted to lie within formula. The feasibility of this “filtering” procedure catfsa
the hard-edge spectral band, € [A_,\;], with Ay = be justified with the resulting significant improvement of th

A+ (Q,0) = 02(1+,/1/Q)2. One can interpref1) as the the portfolio risk estimates that one obtains with clean|ng[s,

finite T'/N noise-induced broadening and bias away from the We will now show, however, that because of a novel struc-

underlying trivial spectrumjcan () = §(A—1) thatprp(X) ture of the eigenvectors, cleaning with a flat band; is in-

reduces to in the limi€) — oc. consistent with their symmetry. Suppose we look at the fol-
Of course, stock market correlations are not purely randorﬁowmg group of stocks{G1, G5, G}, k = 2,3 selected so

so a fit foro andQ is necessary if{3) if one wants to iden- that Gi contains the top/bottom outliefis;;| > é of e

tify the trully residual part of the spectrurnl [3, 4]. In Fig. abovelbelow a certain threshalgl (see Fig 1 inset)(:; are

1 we show such a fit to the noisy region of thenin data the outliers of smallest absolute weighten andG+ are all

that yieldso.;; = 0.67, Q.;; = 2.25. Note that much of the other stocks. We find that for reasonable threshold salue

the spectrum lies outside the MP band. In the inset of Fig £x ~ 1.50¢,, Gy isdigoint from Ga3 = | J G;; . Moreover, the

we plot the composition, of the top three eigenvectars},  relative contribution of each group G to the inverse participa-

k = 1,2, 3 sorted by decreasing liquidity. Unlike the predic- tion,

tion of GRMT wheree;. should be a mean-zero unit Gaus-

sian, there are clear deviations from such behavior in edieh S lewil® 7@

eigenvectors, as emphasized in the inset. In fachas non- R,(f) — s =Tk

zero meangey;); = 0.044 ~ N~'/2, representing a long- Ty T

only market portfolio, whilee; and es represent long-short is inhomogeneously distributed across the noise band as

portfolios. All threeey, can be interpreted as significant com- shown in Fig 2 (b), so thatG; contributes mostly to the upper
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Figure 2:Top: The participationP;, of the eigenvectorsy, k > 2 for Figure 3: The same quantities as in Fig 2, except all the dag w
the data in Fig 1 exhibits localization. Flat horizontaklirepresents simulated from the effective model{3) by taking into account tail
PEMET — N/3. [d]. Bottom: Relative inverse participatioﬁf) effects in the multivariate distribution via the one-facttochastic
for the groupsG; (red), Gas (green) andG (blue) defined in the ~ Volatility model [9] with tail indexy = 3.

text. Flat lines represett{ ) .

edge whileG>3 contributes mostly to the lower edge. Because CQD;‘E xDis 0.36 0.35 0.22

Fhis beha_vior is inponsis_tent with homogenec_)us cleanirg, w _ . - 0.36 CzlzéxD;s 0.33 0.20
interpret it as an indication thahe noise band is composed eff 0.35 033 P XDY (o

of multiple subbands that do not mix. In particular, the three : : L1 Dy xDs
groups above form a partition of all the stocks, where thenum 0.22 0.20 020 Gy 3)

ber of assets in each subgroup, or ¢gheup degeneracies, for . . " -
the data in FigI] 1ar<§D1uDg23 lgi} _ {42 6619 377} I which can be readily checked to be positive definite.

) . ) The entries of eachD x D diagonal block above are
Constructing Coarse-Grained Effective Models: - Thepar-  cDxD — (1 — p)Ip + p2XP with {pdy, pys piop1} =
tition above is reminiscent of partitions previously obtd 1 59 0.48,0.32,0.13} respectively being the average corre-

by “real space” hierarchical clustering of stocks into i8€u |ation of each of the four grouss andp2 ™ is a block whose
tries [12], which can be thought of as arising from a coarsegntries arer;. One can check thdfl(3) also gives risel dis-
grained separation of correlation scales, also known te giViinct factors and: distinct subbands.

rise to multiple subbands in the spectrum [_1;]: Moreover, it Note that unlike the strongly correlated ones(is, the
has been observed [6] that clustering of signifi@genvector  giocks inG, are typically not easily detectable with conven-
components results in the same industries as those obtainegqyna| hierarchical clustering approaches] [12], althotrgly
from the real space procedure, and arises out of a mean-fielgle gistinctly visible if one looks at the top factor (see Eig

duality relation between the two approacties [Tijerefore,  jnset). Indeed, being weakly correlated between each other
we interpret the multiple subband structure above asarising 55 well as with the rest of the market, these stocks will not
froma particular type of underlying separation of correlation  annear in localized real-space clusters but instead volligr
scales apparent at the time scales of measurement of C. We  yith other stocks in later stages of the hierarchy. At theesam
have observed the above multiple band structure indatin - ime poth the degenerady, and overal risk contribution of
and daily data. G, are comparable to those of the localized sectors, as also
Let us gain insight into the details of this correlation stru  directly suggested by Fig 2 (b). To properly account for the
ture for the case of the data in Fig 1. By clustering analysiseparation of correlation scales in markets, one must also i
[12] we find thatGo3 separates furthe6os = {G3;, G5}, clude the contribution of the weakly correlated stocks.
into two nearly-equally large groups of distinctly highewer Smulating with tails: A check of the validity of the effec-
mean average correlation with degeneradi®s,, D;;} =  tive model [3) is ultimately provided if one can reproduce th
{29, 32} respectively. For this sample, we find th@f, con-  empirical spectrum and participations through simulatitm
tains Electric Utilities, as well as Oil & Gas Drilling & Ex- do so, one must properly take into account heavy tailed be-
ploration stocks, whilés,; contains Oil & Gas Exploration, havior of actual returns. It is known that such tails can be in
as well as some Financial stocks. From the average correlauced by heteroskedasticities of the underlying stocktiola
tion between all four groups, we thus construct the follayin ities [14], although the details of the correlations of such
“minimal” coarse-graine@ffective model: volatility dynamics are not well understood. We thus use the
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simplest multivariate conditional Gaussian model with -one the noise spectrum. The multi-residual picture above natru
factor variance-gammavolatilities, whichis knownto pmod  ally emerges from market models with multiple correlation
a Student-t type of series [9] for the joint returns. We use arscales, that we have identified and simulated. As a direct con
inverse-gamma tail index of ~ 3. The resulting spectrum sequence, the scale separation within the noise band also pr
[9, 110] agrees well with the empirical one. Moreover, com-duces inhomogeneitiesin the effective residual risk thatin
paring Figs 2 and 3, we see that the inverse participatians ainduce purely stationary biases of the original RMT clegnin
also in good agreement. We would like to thank Marco Avellaneda and Jim Gatheral
A Subtle Sationary Bias.  The discussion so far suggests for their insightful comments and discussion.
that even for stationary data, RMT cleaning could produee bi
ased risk estimates. Let us demonstrate this for the sitnples
case of multivariate Gaussian returns simulated with the ef
fective model[(B). Without loss of generality we normalize
the returns to mean zero unit variance. Using the notation T
in [4], the predicted risk of a portfoliw = (wq,...,wN) N
IS Qf’ = W Cetcan - w”. The p_ortfollos_ we look at are § Electronic address$: dcs255@cims.nyuledu
equal-weight average representatives of different sutd&n [1] M. L. Mehta, Random Matrices (Academic Press, Boston,
WK = Y ek ¢k Where{e,} are the eigenvectors of the 1991).
effective model (3). Moreover, instead of a “budget con- [2] A. M. Sengupta and P. P. Mitra, Phys. ReV6E 3389 (1999).
straint” [4], we impose a “risk constraint” by normalizing [3] L. Laloux et al., Phys. Rev. Leti83, 1467 (1999).
to unit norm. We then compute at every forecasting period [4] V. Plerouet al., Phys. Rev. Lett83, 1471 (1999); V. Pleroet

the relative difference between realized and predicteq] ris - 2|-vuljhy5; gez;]/- %SH 06%126 (égoé)éello (2004); V. Kulkarmi
or = (92 — 02)/Q2. For the subband§K1, K+, K3} cor- - Clsugi et al, Fhys. Rev. H, ¥ rutkami

A ’ - and N. Deo, Europhys. B, 60, 101 (2007); R. Pan and S.
responding to the groups of stocks that enter in Fig 2 (b), we Sinha, Phys. Rev. 26, 046116 (2007): J. Shen and B. Zheng,

find respective biases; = {26 + 4%, 24+ 4%, —17+ 2%}. Europhys. Lett86, 28005 (2009).

Note that althougtr, anddr,s are significant, they are of  [6] P. Gopikrishnaret al., larXiv:cond-mat/0011145 (2000).
opposite sign. Indeed, we have checked that all three eontri [7] M. Avellaneda and J-H Le&\brking Paper Series. Available at
butions nearly cancel when one looks at the relative redilize ~ SSRN! http://ssrn.com/abstract=1153505.

versus predicted risk of the entire noise bahd;;, = 2+ 3%. [8] V. Martenko and L. Pastur, Math. USSR-Sbornik37 (1967).

. . . . [9] G. Biroli et al., Europhys. Lett78 (No. 1), (2007); G. Biroliet
Finally, we also observe significant biasés and drs3 in al., Acta Phys. Pol. B8 (13), 4009 (2007).

the actual data. However, in this case, there are subtletieﬁo] Z. Burdaet al., Phys. Rev. E71, 026111 (2005): Burdat al
in disentangling the effects of multiple bands, tails, andn Phys. Rev. 921, 041129 (20065_ ’ ’

stationarity. We postpone discussing these effects, dsasel [11] F. Lillo and R. N. Mantegna, Phys. Rev.72, 016219 (2005).
multi-residual generalizations of the RMT cleaning praged  [12] R. N. Mantegna, Europhys. J. BL (No. 1), 193 (1999).
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to later work [17]. [13] We have performed all the necessary tests [14] to entate
Summary:  In conclusion, we have found strong evidence the marginal min midquote returns have no residual autocor-

that instead of homogeneous, the stock market correlatioH4] ‘r]e.lgti%rl)sljchaud and M. Potterheory of Financial Risk and

residuals are composed of multiple subbands that do ngt full Derivative Pricing (Cambridge Univ. Press, Cambridge, 2003).

mix. Thi_S structure is rr-'na-nife.sted through. an asymmetry iN15] After fitting for Q. ando. s one typically normalizes so as
the relative inverse participations of the eigenvectorthiwi to preserve the conservation of the trace of correlatians][3

the noise band, which is inconsistent with purely symmetrid16] M. Potterset al., Acta Phys. Pol. B6 (9), 2767 (2005).
cleaning that doesn't distinguish between different pafts [17] I. Dimov, D. Shiber, P. Kolm, L. Maclirin preparation.
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