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Abstract

This article investigates a regime-switching investment strategy aimed at mitigating downside

risk by reducing market exposure during anticipated unfavorable market regimes. We highlight

the statistical jump model (JM) for market regime identification, a recently developed robust

model that distinguishes itself from traditional Markov-switching models by enhancing regime

persistence through a jump penalty applied at each state transition. Our JM utilizes a feature

set comprising risk and return measures derived solely from the return series, with the optimal

jump penalty selected through a time-series cross-validation method that directly optimizes

strategy performance. Our empirical analysis evaluates the realistic out-of-sample performance

of various strategies on major equity indices from the US, Germany, and Japan from 1990 to

2023, in the presence of transaction costs and trading delays. The results demonstrate the

consistent outperformance of the JM-guided strategy in reducing risk metrics such as volatility

and maximum drawdown, and enhancing risk-adjusted returns like the Sharpe ratio, when

compared to both hidden Markov model-guided strategy and the buy-and-hold strategy. These

findings underline the enhanced persistence, practicality, and versatility of strategies utilizing

JMs for regime-switching signals.
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1 Introduction

Historically, traded markets have exhibited cyclical and time-varying behavior, driven by a

complex interplay of economic, behavioral, and political factors. A financial regime is defined

by extended, consecutive periods displaying homogeneous market behavior, manifesting as bull or

bear markets characterized by positive or negative returns (Pagan and Sossounov, 2003), calm or

turbulent periods marked by low or high volatility (Schwert, 1989), and risk-on or risk-off episodes

reflecting market sentiment (Smales, 2016), among other patterns. A regime switch denotes a

sudden yet persistent shift in these behaviors. Evidence of regime-switching patterns has been

established across various asset classes, including equities (Hardy, 2001), fixed income (Gray, 1996),

and currencies (Reus and Mulvey, 2016). A key advantage of regime-switching models is their

interpretability; the identified regimes often align with real-world events like different phases of the

macroeconomic business cycle (Hamilton, 1989). These models not only correspond with shifting

fundamentals – typically understood only ex-post – but also enable ex-ante real-time online inference

(Ang and Timmermann, 2012).

A principal application of financial regimes lies in mitigating downside risk – the potential for

losses under adverse market conditions1. Among the various identified regimes, there often exists

one marked by increased variances and covariances alongside lower, frequently negative returns.

Commonly termed “bad times”, “bear markets” or “volatile/high volatility regime”, this char-

acterization is prevalent among both academics and financial media. As foundational works in

regime-based asset allocation (Ang and Bekaert, 2002, 2004) suggest, when a bear market is antic-

ipated, the optimal strategy typically involves shifting to safer assets, such as the risk-free asset.

This is because, “in this regime, interest rates tend to be on average higher and equity returns

more negatively correlated with the short rate”. Consequently, maintaining significant exposure

to risky assets during bear markets due to the ignorance of regime-switching dynamics can lead

to substantial economic costs, including wealth losses and drawdowns resulting from inadequate

downside risk management.

In this article, we explore a straightforward regime-switching investment strategy inspired by

1Here, “downside risk” refers to the risk of downside losses, relative to upside gains, under unfavorable conditions.
This term is distinct from the stock-level downside risk factor that measures a security’s sensitivity to negative market
movements, as proposed in Ang et al. (2006).
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Bulla et al. (2011) to mitigate downside risk, with a specific focus on comparing the out-of-sample

performance of various regime identification models under realistic conditions. This strategy, re-

ferred to as the “0/1 strategy”, is applied to an individual asset and utilizes its asset-specific regime

identification by allocating 100% to the asset if a bull market is anticipated, or conversely, shifting

100% of the investment to the risk-free asset in anticipation of a bear market – hence the strat-

egy’s name. The simplicity of this strategy makes it an effective tool for evaluating the financial

implications of the accuracy of different regime identification models.

We consider regime identification models2 from both parametric and non-parametric families,

with hidden Markov models (HMMs) and statistical jump models (JMs) as prominent representa-

tives of each family. The ability of HMMs to reduce risk and enhance risk-adjusted return when

applied to the 0/1 strategy has been substantiated in Bulla et al. (2011), and thus they serve as the

benchmark model in our study. Despite the long research history of Markov-switching models, re-

cent studies have highlighted the sensitivity of HMMs to model mis-estimation and mis-specification

(Nystrup et al., 2020b,a). Mis-estimation issues may arise from limited sample sizes, unbalanced

data, or high state persistence, while model mis-specification often results from the non-normal

and time-varying distributions, characteristics all typical and inherent to financial return series.

In response to the challenges outlined above, various non-parametric regime identification mod-

els have recently emerged, with our study focusing particularly on statistical jump models (JMs)3.

JMs are based on the principle of clustering temporal features while simultaneously imposing penal-

ties for each jump in the hidden state sequence. This penalization is regulated by a hyperparameter

known as the jump penalty, which reflects our prior belief about the desired persistence of the hid-

den state sequence. In our approach, we design our JM employing a simple feature set comprising

risk and return measures derived solely from the asset return series, ensuring a fair comparison with

HMMs, which utilize daily return series. Building on previous research that has demonstrated the

enhanced persistence of inferred state sequences and improved identification accuracy in JMs, our

primary contribution is to illustrate the financial benefits of these enhancements through a direct

application in a regime-switching investment strategy.

2The term regime identification models, also commonly known as regime-switching models in the literature, is used
here to emphasize their ability to identify unobserved regimes.

3The JMs discussed in this article are not related to jump-diffusion models, commonly used in stochastic finance.
Throughout this article, we will use the terms statistical jump model, jump model, and JM interchangeably.
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Another contribution of our work lies in showcasing the optimal jump penalty selection in

a realistic live-sample setting via a time-series cross-validation approach. As previously noted,

the jump penalty moderates the frequency of state transitions, and more intrinsically relates to

the tradeoff between accuracy and latency, a common challenge in regime-switching strategies

as discussed in Nystrup et al. (2018a). Unlike earlier methods that select jump penalties based

primarily on statistical criteria, our approach chooses the jump penalty that achieves the highest

Sharpe ratio of the JM-informed 0/1 strategy over the validation period. This method aims to

directly maximize the practical benefits for financial applications that rely on the regimes inferred

by JMs.

In our empirical analysis, we evaluate the out-of-sample performance of the 0/1 strategy using

regimes inferred by JMs and HMMs, comparing it to the buy-and-hold strategy, when applied

individually to daily equity indices from the US, Germany, and Japan. We incorporate realistic

conditions, including transaction costs and a one-day trading delay, across a testing period from

1990 to 2023. Our results reveal that the 0/1 strategy, particularly when informed by JMs, signifi-

cantly reduces risk metrics like volatility and maximum drawdown, highlighting its effectiveness in

mitigating downside risk. The JM-informed strategy improves annualized returns by approximately

1% to 4% across different regions, leading to improved risk-adjusted return metrics. Additionally,

the inherent persistence in JMs provides enhanced robustness against trading delays. Although

this article focuses on equity indices, our methodology is versatile enough to encompass various

asset classes and can be adapted for the return series of specific trading strategies, such as trend

following or long-short factor portfolios4.

The outline of the article is as follows. We begin with an overview of the data used in our

empirical analysis in Section 2. Section 3 delves into our methodology and discusses related litera-

ture, providing a detailed description of the regime-switching investment strategy and the regime

identification models. This section also includes some results from model fitting. In Section 4,

we present the empirical findings, comparing the out-of-sample performance of the strategies and

illustrating the inferred regimes. The article concludes in Section 5.

4In this context, the regime identification model aims to discern periods of strong or weak performance for the
trading strategy, with the 0/1 strategy acting to timely activate or deactivate the trading strategy based on prevailing
market conditions. An example is provided by Bosancic et al. (2024), who are inspired by our article to apply the
0/1 strategy to a collection of long-only factor portfolios. (Our original manuscript was publicly released prior to the
start of their work.)

4



2 Data

The data analyzed in this article comprises the daily total return series of three major equity

indices: S&P 500, DAX, and Nikkei 225, representing the US, Germany, and Japan, respectively.

These data are sourced from the Bloomberg Terminal5. For the risk-free rates, we use the 3-month

Treasury Bill Yield from each corresponding country, sourced from the Global Financial Data

(GFD) database. All data spans from the start of 1970 to the end of 2023. It is important to

note that our methodology is tested independently on each index, rather than constructing an

international equity portfolio that combines all three indices.

Figure 1 presents the cumulative excess returns for the three indices from 1970 to 2023. This

visualization reveals distinct patterns among the indices. The S&P 500 shows the highest total

excess return, reflecting the consistent economic growth and stability of the US market over the

analyzed period. The DAX, on the other hand, exhibits more pronounced volatility with deeper

drawdowns during turbulent periods. The Nikkei 225 illustrates the economic downturn in Japan,

especially the prolonged stagnation following the asset bubble burst in the early 1990s. Throughout

the period, all indices display persistent bear and bull markets, with significant losses during major

events such as the dot-com bubble, the 2008 financial crisis, and the 2020 COVID-19 crash. These

patterns highlight the value of regime-switching models to generate signals that can help mitigate

downside risk by shifting to safer assets during extended bear markets. Despite a few extreme

returns during these events, we do not process outlier values to minimize manual intervention.

The diverse behaviors of these indices are further supported by their relatively low correlations,

as shown in Table 1. The S&P 500 and DAX have the highest correlation at 0.44, while the S&P 500

and Nikkei 225 have the lowest correlation at 0.12. Despite generally low long-run correlations, it

is important to note that international correlations tend to increase during bear markets defined

by large negative returns, as formally confirmed by statistical tests in Longin and Solnik (2001).

The diverse behaviors, along with the low correlations, highlights the international relevance and

broad applicability of our methodology.

5All indices are denominated in their local currencies. We avoid the consideration of exchange rate risk.
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Figure 1: Cumulative excess returns of the S&P 500, DAX, and Nikkei 225 indices from 1970 to 2023.

S&P 500 DAX Nikkei 225

S&P 500 (17.2%)2 0.44 0.12

DAX 1.5% (20.1%)2 0.26

Nikkei 225 0.4% 1.1% (20.5%)2

Table 1: Annualized variances, covariances, and correlations of daily excess returns for the S&P 500, DAX,
and Nikkei 225 indices from 1970 to 2023. Variances are shown along the diagonal, covariances in the lower
diagonal, and correlations in the upper diagonal (shaded). Covariances and correlations are calculated using
data from common trading days.
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3 Methodology

In this section, we first discuss the 0/1 strategy, followed by an overview of the regime identifica-

tion models that generate switching signals for this strategy. We then provide detailed discussions

on two specific models: hidden Markov models (HMMs) and statistical jump models (JMs), includ-

ing observations from model fitting results.

3.1 Regime-Switching Investment Strategy

We focus on the 0/1 strategy, which switches between a 100% investment in either a risky asset

or a risk-free asset, based on whether the inferred prevailing regime for the risky asset is favorable,

such as a bull market or low volatility regime. The economic rationale is straightforward: we shift

to safer assets when a persistent unfavorable regime is anticipated. This binary asset universe –

comprising one risky and one risk-free asset – has long been studied in regime-based asset allocation.

For instance, Guidolin and Timmermann (2004) explore the optimal portfolio choice within these

two assets under a regime-switching return process, while Nystrup et al. (2018b) address multi-

period portfolio optimization in this universe under changing market conditions. By isolating

the potential for diversification, the performance of the 0/1 strategy offers a clear evaluation of the

added value from asset-specific regime identification, aligning perfectly with our goal to compare the

out-of-sample performance of various regime identification models. On the other hand, numerous

studies, including those by van Vliet and Blitz (2011); Sheikh and Sun (2012), have investigated

dynamic asset allocation that spans a broader range of asset classes to leverage diversification

benefits. Specifically, Shu et al. (2024) demonstrate a systematic approach using various portfolio

construction methods to integrate asset-specific regime identification, as generated by JMs in this

article, into a multi-asset portfolio.

Alternative regime-based weight allocation methods exist within this asset universe, yet they

often perform similarly to the simpler 0/1 weighting scheme. For instance, Nystrup et al. (2015)

test a long-short strategy on an equity index based on identified regimes. While this approach

enhances returns, the shorting positions fail to effectively mitigate risk, resulting in high volatility

and drawdowns. Furthermore, Nystrup et al. (2016) show that gradually adjusting the weight on

the equity index as a linear function of the forecasted probability delivers similar out-of-sample
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performance compared to switching allocations between 100% and 0%. It’s worth noting that such

a drastic change in allocation may be too extreme for practical trading applications. Although not

explored in this work, this switching signal could be incorporated into a static benchmark portfolio

in various ways. To enhance practical applicability, the persistence of regime forecasts emerges

as a critical factor in preventing excessive rebalancing while maintaining identification accuracy,

an aspect where jump models can offer advantages. The importance of the persistence of inferred

regimes is further discussed at the end of Section 3.2.

A practical issue that may arise is the delay in trading the signal. Ideally, a no-delay scenario

would allow portfolio managers to apply the switching signal generated at the end of day t directly

on the next trading day t+1. However, this immediacy might be challenging for managers overseeing

large investments. Following previous studies (Nystrup et al., 2015, 2018a), we assume a one-day

delay, meaning that if the prevailing regime inferred at the end of day t differs from the regime

on which the current allocation is based, then the switch in allocation can only be executed at the

end of next day t + 1, or, in other words, the signal applied starting from day t + 2. To assess

the impact of this delay, we conduct a robustness test in Section 4.1, where we present results for

delays of up to two weeks to evaluate the strategy’s robustness.

3.2 Overview of Regime Identification Models

Harding and Pagan (2003a) sparked a debate over the advantages and disadvantages of para-

metric versus non-parametric models in applying regime identification models to date business

cycles (Hamilton, 2003; Harding and Pagan, 2003b). Parametric models assume specific probabil-

ity distributions for observations and use estimated parameters to infer regime assignments. In

contrast, non-parametric models adopt a likelihood-free, data-driven approach that focuses on di-

rectly identifying the unobserved regime sequence, particularly the turning points. We contribute

to this discussion by evaluating the out-of-sample performance of two representative models from

each family.

Markov-switching models form a substantial portion of the parametric family, integrating regime-

switching dynamics into various models, including Gaussian distributions (Turner et al., 1989),

autoregressive models (Hamilton, 1989), and ARCH models (Hamilton and Susmel, 1994), to char-

acterize both macroeconomic variables and financial returns. At their core, these models utilize an
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unobserved finite-state Markov chain that governs the parameters of the distribution from which

observations are generated. This chain is often characterized by high diagonal values in the tran-

sition probability matrix, close to 1.0, reflecting significant state persistence. For our purposes,

hidden Markov models (HMMs) have been demonstrated by Rydén et al. (1998) to adequately

capture many temporal and distributional stylized facts in equity index returns, and by numerous

studies such as Bulla et al. (2011); Bae et al. (2014); Nystrup et al. (2015) to enhance investment

performance in regime-switching strategies. Therefore, we adopt the original Gaussian HMMs as

our benchmark parametric model. Further developments in HMMs include, for example, using

heavy-tailed conditional distributions (Bulla, 2011) and sojourn time distributions different from

the geometric distribution (Bulla and Bulla, 2006).

Parallel advancements have been made in non-parametric regime identification models, aimed

at addressing the limitations of the parametric family, including restriction to predetermined dis-

tributional assumptions, challenges in computing maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) due to

the presence of latent variables, and a lack of transparency in the identification rules. Initially,

the non-parametric business cycle dating algorithm in Harding and Pagan (2003a) comprised a set

of simple rules coupled with persistence-enhancing censoring procedures, designed specifically for

univariate time series. Over time, more sophisticated techniques have emerged, many of which in-

corporate insights from machine learning algorithms such as trend filtering (Mulvey and Liu, 2016;

Kim and Kwon, 2023), spectral clustering (Zheng et al., 2021), k-means clustering (Akioyamen

et al., 2020; Mc Greevy et al., 2024), and recurrent neural networks (Antulov-Fantulin et al., 2024).

Among these alternatives, we focus on statistical jump models that enhance k-means clustering

by imposing a jump penalty with each regime switch, offering improved regime persistence and a

potential for application in the 0/1 strategy that involves significant portfolio rebalancing.

Before examining each of the two models in detail, it is useful to highlight some of their com-

monalities. First, both models infer regimes directly from market data – specifically, daily equity

index returns – rather than macroeconomic indicators, as utilized in many studies (Kim and Kwon,

2023; Elkamhi et al., 2023). While those studies focus on economic regimes that influence all

considered assets or regions through broad economic conditions, our research aims to identify fi-

nancial regimes tailored to specific markets based on asset returns. Second, both models employ

a two-state implementation (K = 2), which, despite statistical criteria often favoring more states
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(Guidolin, 2011) (typically no more than four), has proven sufficient for capturing the dynamics

of a single return series6, and provides better model interpretability and stability. Nevertheless,

there are differences: HMMs characterize regimes solely by conditional volatilities, whereas JMs

consider a broader set of features including both return and risk measures. In our notation, st = 0

denotes the favorable regime, and st = 1 denotes the unfavorable one. Third, both models generate

daily switching signals to alleviate the impact of incorrect regime forecasts from a whole month to

shorter spans.

Finally, it is critical to emphasize the unsupervised nature of regime identification models, which

stems from the unobserved nature of the regimes themselves7. Specifically, the model is trained

to discern the unobserved state st for day t based on features xt available at the end of that day.

This contrasts with a supervised forecasting exercise where, for example, all available information

at the end of day t is used to predict asset returns for the next day t + 1. In this context, regime

identification models are interpretative rather than predictive, focusing on understanding daily

market dynamics8. The switching signal generated by these models at the end of day t, indicating

the prevailing regime, usually consists of the identified regime ŝt (potentially subject to smoothing)

for day t as the last day of the latest training window containing features xt
9. Consequently, the

profitability of regime-based strategies heavily relies on the assumption of regime persistence, hoping

that the regime identified for day t will persist into the following days and beyond. As Nystrup

et al. (2015) summarize, the purpose of regime-based strategies is “not to predict regime shifts

or future market movements, but to identify when a regime shift has occurred, and then benefit

from the persistence of equilibrium risk-return relations”. This, in turn, places a high demand on

the persistence of regimes inferred from the models, as a regime signal that flips very frequently is

6As noted by Guidolin and Timmermann (2006), “while simple two- or three-state models capture the univariate
dynamics in [a single asset return series], a more complicated four-state model . . . is required to capture the joint
distribution of [multiple assets]”.

7While observed regimes, such as the business cycles dated by the NBER, exist, their direct application for
investment purposes is limited due to substantial data availability lags, typically ranging from 4 to 21 months as
reported in Giusto and Piger (2017), and infrequent updates.

8Thus, in this article, we avoid terms like “regime prediction/forecasting”. The task of using all available infor-
mation at the end of day t to predict the market regime st+1 tomorrow is explored in studies such as James et al.
(2019); Uysal and Mulvey (2021); Shu et al. (2024), which employ classification algorithms including support vector
machines and (gradient-boosted) decision trees. The prediction label st+1 may correspond to observed regimes or
unobserved ones inferred from regime identification models, as described in this article.

9Although Markov-switching models theoretically have predictive capabilities due to the Markov chain assumption,
the high diagonal values in the transition probability matrix, especially in daily models, suggest that the predicted
state for day t+ 1 mostly remains the same as the identified state for day t.
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unlikely to be useful for investment purposes given the constraint that portfolio managers can only

change allocation from day t+ 2 or even later, based on the regime inferred for day t. This delay

between identification and trading implementation can easily offset the potential profits from a

rapidly changing signal. Differences in persistence between HMMs and JMs are detailed in Table 3

and Section 4.

3.3 Hidden Markov Models

We conduct a rolling fit of a two-state Gaussian HMM10 on daily log total returns, using a

training window of 3000 days (approximately 12 years) that moves forward daily, following the

practice in Bulla et al. (2011). Our implementation uses the Python package hmmlearn. To ad-

dress the non-convex nature of the likelihood function, we execute the algorithm ten times from

different initial values of conditional returns derived from the k-mean++ algorithm, and retain the

fitting that yields the highest log-likelihood. The two regimes are distinguished by their estimated

conditional volatilities, categorized as either low or high volatility regimes.

Figure 2 illustrates the evolution over time of the estimated conditional returns and volatilites

(annualized) for each regime from the rolling HMM fit on the S&P 500 index11 from 1982 to

2023. Each date on the x-axis marks the end of a training window. The estimated parameters

substantiate many previously reported observations. The regimes are consistently differentiated by

volatilites, with the estimated volatilities under the two regimes differing by at least a factor of two.

Furthermore, the high volatility regime predominantly experiences negative returns, reflecting the

lower risk-adjusted returns during turbulent periods.

On the training window ending at day t, we use the Viterbi algorithm to decode the hidden

state sequence and extract the last identified state ŝt as the online inferred prevailing regime. As

noted in Bulla et al. (2011), identification error rates peak at the start and end of the training

window, posing a significant challenge for our online inference application. A consequence is that

the persistence of the online inferred state sequence (ŝt) is compromised. Following the solution

in Bulla et al. (2011), we apply a median filter, equivalent to computing a rolling mean on the

10For brevity, we omit a detailed description of HMMs. Interested readers may refer the monograph by Zucchini
et al. (2016).

11For brevity, in this section, we present the model fitting results only for the S&P 500 index. The main conclusions
are consistent across the other two indices. Comprehensive out-of-sample performance of the 0/1 strategy for all three
indices is presented in Section 4.
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Figure 2: Estimated conditional returns and volatilites by regime from a rolling HMM fit on the S&P 500
index from 1982 to 2023. The HMM is fitted using a 3000-day training window that moves forward daily.
Each date on the x-axis represents the end of a training window. All values on the y-axis are annualized.
The yellow curve represents the estimated parameters for the high volatility regime, with the blue curve
representing the low volatility regime.
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sequence (ŝt) over a trailing window of length k, and only signal a high volatility regime when

the rolling mean exceeds 0.5 (recall that low/high volatility regimes are denoted by st = 0/1,

respectively). Originally, k was set at 6; in our approach, it is selected from a range of candidate

values automatically via a cross-validation framework. This same method, detailed in Section 3.4.3,

is also used to select the optimal jump penalty for JMs.

3.4 Statistical Jump Models

Bemporad et al. (2018) introduce statistical jump models (JMs) as a general unsupervised

learning algorithm that fits multiple model parameters to time series data while incorporating

temporal information. In our application, given an observation sequence of D standardized features

x0, . . . ,xT−1 ∈ RD derived from a return series r0, . . . , rT−1 (features detailed in Section 3.4.1), we

estimate a two-state JM (K = 2) by solving the following optimization problem:

min
Θ,S

T−1∑
t=0

l(xt,θst) + λ
T−1∑
t=1

1{st−1 ̸=st} . (1)

Here, the optimization variables are the K model parameters Θ :=
{
θk ∈ RD : k = 0, . . . ,K − 1

}
,

and the unobserved state sequence S := {s0, . . . , sT−1}. Each model parameter θk serves as

a centroid for the k-th state, and each state variable st takes one of the K discrete values in

{0, 1, . . . ,K − 1}, representing the assigned state for day t and linking features xt with the cor-

responding model parameter θst , whose dissimilarity is quantified by a loss function l(·, ·), here

chosen as the scaled squared ℓ2-distance, defined by l(x,θ) := 1
2 ∥x− θ∥22. After estimating the

JM, we derive the transition probability matrix from the optimal hidden state sequence and cal-

culate metrics such as return and volatility for each state. We distinguish between bull and bear

market states based on the cumulative excess return for each state over the training period. The

state with the higher cumulative return is identified as the bull regime (st = 0), while the state

typically exhibiting negative cumulative return is considered bearish (st = 1).

The objective function (1) balances fitting the data with multiple model parameters and in-

corporating our prior beliefs about the persistence of the state sequence, where λ ≥ 0 is a critical

hyperparameter known as the jump penalty. This penalty moderates the fixed-cost regularization

term, incurred whenever there is a jump between two consecutive state variables. With a zero jump
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penalty, the model reduces to a k-means clustering algorithm, ignoring temporal information. As

λ increases, state transitions become less frequent, eventually grouping all data points into a single

cluster if λ is high enough. The optimal selection of the jump penalty is discussed in 3.4.3.

To minimize the objective function (1), a coordinate descent algorithm outlined in Nystrup

et al. (2020b) is used, alternating between optimizing the model parameters Θ and the state se-

quence S while keeping the other variable fixed from the previous iteration12. Optimization over

Θ is computed within each state, while optimization over the discrete variable sequence S can

be approached via a dynamic programming (DP) algorithm in linear time. This DP algorithm is

crucial for performing online inference in a real-time live-sample setting, as described in 3.4.2. We

run the algorithm ten times and retain the fitting with the lowest objective value, using the same

approach as described for HMM fitting.

Bemporad et al. (2018) demonstrate that, under certain assumptions, JMs nest HMMs in a

probabilistic setting. Subsequently, Nystrup et al. (2020b) introduce JMs to financial applications,

illustrating that JMs can outperform HMMs in identification accuracy and state sequence persis-

tence. Aydınhan et al. (2024) expand JMs into the continuous statistical jump model (CJM) by

generalizing the discrete hidden state variable into a probability vector across all states, offering a

probabilistic interpretation where the hidden state vector represents the probability of each period

belonging to each regime. While these probability values hold potential use, the discrete nature of

the 0/1 weighting scheme we employ here shows no significant difference in strategy performance

between JM and CJM, based on our experiences.

3.4.1 Features

For JMs, we employ a feature set outlined in Table 2, consisting of three return and risk measures

derived from an excess return series. These features are applied across all three equity indices to

ensure robustness without further customization. Specifically, we use an exponentially weighted

moving (EWM) downside deviation (DD) with a halflife of 10 trading days, and EWM Sortino

ratios with halflives of 20 and 60 days. These halflife values are adaptable for applications to other

asset classes.

12An implementation of a collection of jump models is available on the first author’s GitHub page (https://
github.com/Yizhan-Oliver-Shu/jump-models).
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No. Category Feature Halflives (days)

1 Risk Downside Deviation 10

2 Return Sortino Ratio 20

3 Return Sortino Ratio 60

Note: Each feature is exponentially smoothed.

Table 2: List of features used in jump models, exponentially smoothed over specified halflives, derived from
an excess return series.

Downside deviation, calculated as E
[
R21{R<0}

]
where R denotes the excess return and the

expectation is based on exponentially decaying weights over historical periods, is our preferred risk

measure. This preference stems from the observation in early works, such as the model by Roy

(1952) and the “semi-variance” proposed by Markowitz (1959), that investors are more concerned

with downside losses than the uncertainty of upside gains. Given the relatively smooth evolution

of risk measures over time, we choose a shorter halflife of 10 days. For the return measure, we

opt for the EWM Sortino ratio, calculated as the ratio of EWM average returns to EWM DD,

each computed over a specified halflife, to assess risk-adjusted returns. Considering the high level

of noise typically associated with return measures, we incorporate EWM Sortino ratios over two

longer halflives – 20 and 60 days – to mitigate the impact of rapidly changing features which could

result in too frequent state changes in the inferred state sequence, even under significant jump

penalties. To maintain a balanced emphasis on both risk and return aspects – unlike HMMs which

focus solely on volatility – we include two return measures and one risk measure, taking into account

the substantial noise in return measures.

To ensure a fair comparison with HMMs, which utilizes the daily return series itself, this article

develops only a parsimonious set of features for JMs. Although JMs can perform similarly to HMMs

when given the return series itself as a one-dimensional input, the true advantage of JMs lies in their

capacity to integrate a more extensive feature set, as compared in Nystrup et al. (2021) for high-

dimensional HMMs and JMs. When considering an expanded feature set, the sparse statistical jump

model proposed by Nystrup et al. (2021) could be of potential utility. This model performs feature

selection based on the in-sample clustering effect of each feature, with applications in identifying

cryptocurrency market regimes (Cortese et al., 2023). Alternatively, Bosancic et al. (2024) suggest

a heuristic for feature subset selection. Additional exogenous features such as macroeconomic

15



indicators (Kim and Kwon, 2023) and cross-asset variables like stock-bond correlation (Yang et al.,

2009) could be included into the feature set of JMs.

In our JM implementation, the optimal model parameters Θ̂ are updated every six months by

solving the full optimization problem in equation (1) over a 3000-day training window. We fit the

JM at this reduced frequency to ensure the stability and consistency of the optimal Θ̂. Figure 3

illustrates the evolution over time of the optimal Θ̂ (annualized) for each regime from the rolling

JM fit on the S&P 500 index from 1982 to 2023, serving as a counterpart to the parameter plot for

HMMs in Figure 2. The jump penalty is fixed at a typical value λ = 50.0. Under the bull regime,

the optimal features are characterized by low risk and high return measures, while the bear regime

features elevated risk and negative return measures.

3.4.2 Online Inference

An online algorithm processes its input data sequentially, observation by observation, as soon

as the latest data becomes available. In our application, under a fixed jump penalty, with the

most recently updated optimal model parameters Θ̂, we need to infer the state to which day t

belongs based on the features xt available at the end of that day, without access to future data

xt+1 of tomorrow and beyond. A basic k-means style online inference would involve directly as-

signing features xt to the nearest centroid, i.e., ŝt = argmink l(xt, θ̂k), which ignores temporal

information. To enhance the persistence of the online inferred regime sequence, we incorporate a

lookback window xt−l+1, . . . ,xt with l = 3000, the same as the training window length, and run

the dynamic programming (DP) algorithm to minimize the objective function (1) over the state

sequence st−l+1, . . . , st, while keeping the model parameters fixed at the most recent optimal values

Θ̂. We then extract the last state ŝt from the optimal state sequence as the online inferred prevail-

ing regime. Nystrup et al. (2020a) describe a computationally efficient method for performing the

above calculations for a range of consecutive days.

The above procedure for generating online regime inference is applicable to any fixed jump

penalty. Here, we illustrate the differences in persistence between HMMs and JMs, and how it

is influenced by their respective smoothing hyperparameter: the window length k, over which the

rolling mean of (ŝt) is calculated for HMMs, and the jump penalty λ for JMs. In Table 3, we

present the average number of regime shifts per year in the online inferred state sequence from
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Figure 3: Optimal model parameters for all three features (referenced in Table 2) by regime from a rolling
JM fit on the S&P 500 index from 1982 to 2023. The JM uses a fixed jump penalty of 50.0 and is fitted using
a 3000-day training window that moves forward every six months. Each date on the x-axis represents the
end of a training window. All values on the y-axis are annualized; the downside deviation feature is scaled
by

√
2, and the Sortino ratio features are divided by

√
2, to ensure consistency with volatility and Sharpe

ratio calculations. The yellow curve represents the optimal model parameters for the bear regime, with the
blue curve representing the bull regime.
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1982 to 2023, generated by HMMs and JMs under fixed smoothing hyperparameters. For HMMs,

increasing k can reduce the number of regime shifts, but not very efficiently. Even with k = 20,

which corresponds to a signal latency of at least 10 days, the average number of shifts remains at

about 2 per year. In contrast, adjusting λ effectively smooths the inferred sequence, reducing the

number of shifts from 9.7 times under no jump penalty (equivalent to k-means clustering) to 2.7

times with a very small penalty λ = 5.0. At a typical value between 50.0 to 100.0, the number of

shifts per year is reduced to fewer than one, aligning with the frequency in observed regimes such

as the business cycle.

HMM JM

k = 0 2 4 8 20 λ = 0.0 5.0 15.0 35.0 70.0 150.0

# of shifts 8.5 6.6 4.9 3.2 2.0 9.7 2.7 1.7 0.8 0.5 0.4

Table 3: Average number of shifts per year in the online inferred regime sequence from 1982 to 2023,
generated by HMMs, smoothed by taking rolling means over different lookback window lengths k, and by
JMs, using different jump penalty values λ. The hyperparameter k and λ are fixed throughout the period.

Before delving into the tactic for tuning the smoothing hyperparameters, we illustrate the

latency of our online generated signal in indicating a regime shift after a turning point, typically

recognized only in hindsight, has already occurred. Here, latency refers to the model’s timeliness

in detecting a regime shift, distinct from the trading delay which pertains to practical constraints.

Such latency is inherent in regime identification models, representing a tradeoff with accuracy.

For example, immediately after the onset of a bear market (identified ex-post), the model requires

several days of negative returns to confirm a regime shift, in order to avoid frequent false alarms that

compromise identification accuracy. To demonstrate this, Figure 4 compares the regimes derived

from in-sample training (shown in red) with those inferred online (shown in green) for the S&P

500 index by JMs (λ fixed at 50.0) during the COVID-19 market crash from February to June

2020. The in-sample identified regimes are based on a 3000-day training window ending at the

end of 2020, using complete market data up to that point, while the online inferred regimes are

generated daily using only the latest available data. We observe a latency of approximately half a

month in detecting both the onset and conclusion of the market crash, which is representative in

our study and aligns with typical results in similar studies. For instance, Nystrup et al. (2018a)

report that “the median [latency] in detecting regime changes is 25 (calendar) days.” During this
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period, the US market rebounded swiftly due to the Federal Reserve’s quantitative easing. Although

using the online inferred regimes with a one-day trading delay did not necessarily improve strategy

returns – owing to latency at the end of the crash and the consequent missed market rebounds –

it effectively prevents a significant drawdown of about 20%, thereby fulfilling the primary goal of

reducing downside risk.

Figure 4: Comparison of regimes derived from in-sample training (in red) and those inferred online (in
green) for the S&P 500 index by JMs, with a fixed jump penalty of 50.0, during the COVID-19 crash period
from February to June 2020. The in-sample regimes are based on a 3000-day training window ending at the
end of 2020.

3.4.3 Optimal Jump Penalty Selection

Unlike previous studies that select the jump penalty based on statistical criteria such as classifi-

cation accuracy (Nystrup et al., 2020b; Aydınhan et al., 2024) or information criteria (Cortese et al.,

2024), we directly optimize the 0/1 strategy’s performance13 to maximize the practical benefits for

the associated financial application. Specifically, we use a time-series cross-validation approach,

updating the optimal jump penalty monthly. At the beginning of each month during the out-

of-sample testing period, for each candidate jump penalty, we generate the online inferred regime

sequence (ŝt) over an 8-year lookback validation window14, following the process as described in the

13A one-way transaction cost of 10 basis points is applied in calculating strategy performance.
14Given the noted discrepancy between in-sample fitting and online inference, it is recommended for applications

using online inferred regimes to base model selection on these online inferred regimes rather than those identified in-
sample. This recommendation diverges from practices in studies like Nystrup et al. (2020b); Aydınhan et al. (2024);
Bosancic et al. (2024), which optimize an in-sample metric for model selection in JMs.
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previous subsection. This sequence is applied to trading with a one-day delay, and we evaluate the

validation performance of the 0/1 strategy using these signals, effectively simulating a live-sample

scenario, for each jump penalty. We then select the value λ̂ that yields the highest Sharpe ratio

during this validation period and use this value for the following month to generate out-of-sample

regime inference post hyperparameter tuning. The optimally selected λ̂ is also subject to a one-day

trading delay; i.e., λ̂ selected at the end of day t is applied to day t + 2. Since our data begin in

1970, with training windows spanning 12 years and validation windows 8 years, the out-of-sample

testing period begins in 1990. We employ the same method to optimally select the smoothing

hyperparameter k for HMMs.

4 Empirical Results

Table 4 presents a performance comparison between the buy-and-old strategy and the 0/1

strategy using online inferred regimes from both the HMM and JM, with their respective hyperpa-

rameters optimally selected. These strategies are applied individually to the S&P 500, DAX and

Nikkei 225 indices over the testing period from 1990 to 2023. Throughout the study, we impose a

conservative transaction cost of 10 basis points for each one-way trade.

S&P 500 DAX Nikkei 225

B & H HMM JM B & H HMM JM B & H HMM JM

Return 10.2% 8.5% 11.2% 6.8% 6.4% 8.6% 0.8% 2.5% 4.7%
Volatility 18.2% 11.3% 13.1% 22.1% 14.0% 16.4% 23.4% 16.0% 17.1%
Sharpe 0.48 0.54 0.68 0.30 0.35 0.44 0.12 0.19 0.31
MDD -55.2% -28.9% -26.6% -72.7% -40.5% -39.4% -79.1% -48.6% -45.3%
Calmar 0.16 0.21 0.33 0.09 0.12 0.18 0.04 0.06 0.12
ES0.05 -2.7% -1.8% -2.0% -3.3% -2.2% -2.5% -3.4% -2.5% -2.6%
Turnover 0% 141% 44% 0% 246% 170% 0% 290% 72%
Leverage 100% 72% 80% 100% 73% 84% 100% 68% 75%

Table 4: Performance comparison of the buy-and-hold (“B & H”) and the 0/1 strategies using online
inferred regimes from the HMM and JM on the S&P 500, DAX and Nikkei 225 indices from 1990 to 2023.
Hyperparameters in HMMs and JMs are tuned as described in Section 3.4.3. Each row represents an
annualized performance metric: compound annual growth rate (“Return”, including the risk-free rate),
volatility, Sharpe ratio (average excess return over volatility), maximum drawdown (“MDD”), Calmar ratio
(average excess return over MDD), expected shortfall at 5% level, portfolio turnover and leverage. A one-way
transaction cost of 10 basis points is applied.

From the performance metrics presented, we first observe that the 0/1 strategy effectively
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improves several risk measures, including volatility, maximum drawdown (MDD), and expected

shortfall at 5% level. Employing HMMs already significantly reduces MDD with the 0/1 strategy,

while JMs further enhance this reduction. The expected shortfall also improves by approximately

1%. These two metrics are often considered worst-case risk measures, and their improvement

underscores the utility of the 0/1 strategy for downside risk protection, crucial for the long-term

success of portfolio managers.

Regarding return and volatility measures, their values are related to the reduced leverage in-

herent in the 0/1 strategy. Assuming, for simplicity, no transaction costs and an independent and

identically distributed (i.i.d.) process for the return series, if 100× (1− l)% of days are randomly

selected to avoid market exposure in order to achieve a reduced leverage of l < 1, then the return

would be decreased by a factor of l, while risk would be decreased by a factor of
√
l, leading to a

Sharpe ratio decreased by a factor of
√
l. For example, for the S&P 500 index, the JM-guided 0/1

strategy achieves a leverage of 80%, leading to a baseline volatility of 18.2%×
√
0.8 = 16.3%, while

our strategy further reduces volatility to 13.1%. Despite the reduced leverage, using JM improves

the strategy’s returns compared to the buy-and-hold strategy, enhancing the compound annual

growth rate (CAGR) by 1%, 1.8% and 3.9% for the three indices, respectively, and outperforming

the HMM strategy, which achieves a CAGR on par with the index itself. Consequently, our JM

strategy achieves higher risk-adjusted return metrics, including Sharpe and Calmar ratios, than

both buy-and-holding the index and the HMM-guided strategy. This illustrates the advantage of

shifting to safer assets during accurately identified persistent bear markets.

The benefits of enhanced persistence offered by JMs are further substantiated by the significantly

reduced turnover of the JM strategy, which compares favorably with the HMM strategy. The

turnover of the JM-guided 0/1 strategy applied to the S&P 500 is as low as 44%, meaning that

on average, the portfolio manager buys and sells 44% of total allocation (a combined 88% trading)

each year – a relatively mild figure despite the large portfolio rebalancing that occurs with each

regime shift. This demonstrates the practical applicability of our strategy.

Figure 5 provides a visualization of the bear regimes online inferred by JMs (shown in red

shading) for the three indices, alongside the curves of cumulative excess returns from the three

strategies compared in Table 4, spanning from 1990 to 2023. The bear regimes are shifted forward

by two days to account for the trading delay, so that the red shaded areas represent periods when the
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Figure 5: JM-inferred bear regimes and cumulative excess return curves for three strategies: the buy-and-
hold (blue), the 0/1 strategy using JM-inferred regimes (yellow), and the 0/1 strategy using HMM-inferred
regimes (green), for the S&P 500, DAX and Nikkei 225 indices from 1990 to 2023. The red shading represents
bear regimes online inferred by JMs (shifted forward by 2 days), when the JM-guided 0/1 strategy is fully
invested in the risk-free asset, leading to a flat yellow curve. A one-way transaction cost of 10 basis points
is applied.
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JM-guided 0/1 strategy allocates 100% to the risk-free asset, leading to a flat yellow curve. These

regimes generally align with significant market downturns, such as the dot-com bubble in the early

2000s, the 2008 financial crisis, the 2020 COVID-19 crash, and the 2022 market decline driven by

inflation and geopolitical tensions. Additionally, other region-specific bear regimes are captured,

such as those experienced in Japan during the 1990s following the asset bubble burst. The yellow

curve representing the JM strategy often outperforms the others, exhibiting milder drawdowns and

providing more robust protection against adverse market movements. It consistently ends up with

the highest returns across all indices.

Nonetheless, the identified regimes show some latency at the beginnings and endings of market

crashes and might sometimes misinterpret the oscillations during prolonged turbulent periods,

attributable to sharp positive and negative fluctuations. A potential enhancement could involve

including more descriptive features that either detect trending or oscillatory patterns in the return

series, or reflect broader macroeconomic conditions, to better inform JMs.

Figure 6 shows the HMM-inferred bear regimes for the S&P 500 index, alongside its strategy’s

cumulative excess return curve from 1990 to 2023. In stark contrast to the JM-inferred regimes

shown in Figure 5, the HMM-inferred regimes display numerous short-lived regimes that are un-

intuitive and difficult to trade, frequently resulting in the underperformance of the HMM strategy

compared to the buy-and-hold strategy, attributable to both increased trading costs and compro-

mised identification accuracy. These short-lived regimes arise primarily from the HMM’s sensitivity

to daily market noise, often corresponding to brief periods of market oscillations that are challeng-

ing to time effectively. Additionally, the HMM identifies several periods before 2000, during the

pre-dot-com bubble, characterized by both high volatility and high returns. The HMM’s emphasis

on volatility limits its ability to exploit the upside potential during such market anomalies.

4.1 Robustness Test: Trading Delays

We conclude with a basic robustness test concerning the trading delay. Our previous discussions

assume a one-day delay, meaning that the identified regime for day t is applied to trading at the end

of the following day t+ 1. However, operational constraints might extend this delay, for instance,

awaiting management approval. A potentially longer delay necessitates even greater persistence

from our regime switching signals to maintain effectiveness.

23



Figure 6: HMM-inferred bear regimes (red shading) and cumulative excess return curves for two strategies:
the buy-and-hold (blue), the 0/1 strategy using HMM-inferred regimes (green), for the S&P 500 index from
1990 to 2023. For additional details, refer to the caption of Figure 5.

Table 5 displays the performance of the 0/1 strategy under trading delays of 1, 5 (one week),

and 10 (two weeks) days; effectively, the signal from the end of day t is applied to days t+2, t+6,

and t+11, respectively. For brevity, we present only (risk-adjusted) return metrics here. It is worth

noting that we align the validation period with the out-of-sample testing period by assuming the

same delay, ensuring that the cross-validation method automatically selects the appropriate level of

smoothing for different trading delays. Naturally, assuming a one-day delay during validation but

experiencing longer delays in a live-sample testing setting would degrade performance monotonically

as the delay increases. The optimally selected smoothing hyperparameter is also subject to the

corresponding trading delay.

Despite accommodation during validation, strategy performance generally declines with longer

trading delays, though at varying rates. For the S&P 500, the decay is very slow for both JMs

and HMMs, likely due to the high persistence of its regimes. In the case of the DAX and Nikkei

225 indices, the persistence of JMs becomes evident; the HMM strategy underperforms the market

with a 5-day delay, whereas the JM strategy maintains a Sharpe ratio better than or comparable to

the index even at the longest two-week delay. Thus, the JM strategy exhibits enhanced robustness

to trading delays.
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S&P 500 HMM JM

B & H delay = 1 5 10 1 5 10

Return 10.2% 8.5% 8.6% 8.3% 11.2% 11.4% 11.7%
Sharpe 0.48 0.54 0.55 0.51 0.68 0.71 0.70
Calmar 0.16 0.21 0.28 0.25 0.33 0.39 0.28

DAX HMM JM

B & H delay = 1 5 10 1 5 10

Return 6.8% 6.4% 5.1% 3.1% 8.6% 7.5% 5.9%
Sharpe 0.30 0.35 0.25 0.12 0.44 0.38 0.29
Calmar 0.09 0.12 0.09 0.04 0.18 0.13 0.11

Nikkei 225 HMM JM

B & H delay = 1 5 10 1 5 10

Return 0.8% 2.5% 1.2% 0.5% 4.7% 4.0% 3.4%
Sharpe 0.12 0.19 0.11 0.07 0.31 0.27 0.24
Calmar 0.04 0.06 0.03 0.02 0.12 0.09 0.07

Table 5: Performance comparison of the buy-and-hold (“B & H”) and the 0/1 strategies using online inferred
regimes from the HMM and JM, under trading delays of 1, 5, and 10 days for the S&P 500, DAX and Nikkei
225 indices (from top to bottom) form 1990 to 2023. A corresponding trading delay is also applied in the
cross-validation when selecting the optimal smoothing hyperparameter. A one-way transaction cost of 10
basis points is applied. For details on the performance metrics, refer to the caption of Table 4.

5 Conclusion

In this article, we have presented a regime-switching investment strategy utilizing the statis-

tical jump model (JM) to mitigate downside risk by timely shifting to safer assets in response

to anticipated unfavorable market conditions. Our JM employs a set of features including risk

and return measures derived from the return series, with the optimal jump penalty determined

through a time-series cross-validation method that emphasizes the financial implications of identifi-

cation accuracy. The flexibility and persistence of JMs provide practical advantages over traditional

Markov-switching models in financial applications, such as reducing unnecessary portfolio rebal-

ancing and accommodating a broader range of features.

Empirically, we have tested the strategy on major equity indices from the US, Germany, and

Japan from 1990 to 2023, accounting for transaction costs and trading delays. The results indicate

that the JM-guided strategy consistently outperforms both the hidden Markov model-guided strat-

egy and the buy-and-hold strategy in reducing volatility and maximum drawdowns and enhancing
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risk-adjusted returns. Specifically, the JM-guided strategy improves annualized returns by ap-

proximately 1% to 4% over the buy-and-hold startegy across different regions. Furthermore, JMs’

inherent persistence lends enhanced robustness against trading delays. These empirical findings

validate the effectiveness of JMs in real-world scenarios.

There are several promising directions for further research. A more comprehensive feature set,

together with a robust feature selection procedure, could refine the model’s accuracy and adaptabil-

ity. It would be of interest to investigate how the influential features dynamically change over time.

Another opportunity is to extend the 0/1 strategy to a broader range of asset classes, including

portfolios designed with specific characteristics such as long-short factor portfolios. Additionally,

further developments in JM methodologies, such as integrating more flexible distance measures

beyond the standard ℓ2 distance, or employing distance measures in a latent space, hold potential

for enhancing strategy performance.
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