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Abstract

This paper considers the finite horizon portfolio rebalancing problem in terms of
mean-variance optimization, where decisions are made based on current information
on asset returns and transaction costs. The study’s novelty is that the transaction
costs are integrated within the optimization problem in a high-dimensional portfo-
lio setting where the number of assets is larger than the sample size. We propose
portfolio construction and rebalancing models with nonconvex penalty considering
two types of transaction cost, the proportional transaction cost and the quadratic
transaction cost. We establish the desired theoretical properties under mild regular-
ity conditions. Monte Carlo simulations and empirical studies using S&P 500 and
Russell 2000 stocks show the satisfactory performance of the proposed portfolio and
highlight the importance of involving the transaction costs when rebalancing a port-
folio.
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1 Introduction

Portfolio management attracts great interest in statistics, financial econometrics, and quan-
titative finance. The mean-variance portfolio allocation model proposed by Markowitz
(1952) stands as a cornerstone of modern portfolio theory. The model’s practicality in
terms of high dimensionality and trading frictions (e.g., transaction costs) is further stud-
ied in this paper.

The classic Markowitz mean-variance formulation considers the following optimization

problem in a single period:
w* = argminw ' XTw — yw ' p, (1.1)

where w is the weight vector of the assets in the portfolio, v is the inverse of the risk
aversion parameter, g = (p1,- -+, p1,) ' is the mean vector of the excess returns of p assets
and X is the covariance matrix of the excess returns. Here we assume that > 7 w; = 1, so
the portfolio is fully-invested on the pool of p risky assets. Samuelson (1975) extends the
Markowitz (1952) model, which considers discrete multi-periods portfolio allocation. The
above method has an elegant analytic solution that depends only on the excess returns’
mean and covariance matrix. The solution to (1.1) is w* = ;X ' — X711, where ¢;
and ¢y depending only on 3 and p. However, in modern portfolio management, portfo-
lios commonly exhibit high-dimensional characteristics, introducing new challenges to the
traditional framework. Notably, the inverse of the sample covariance matrix is not well
defined when the number of assets is larger than the sample size.

Besides the difficulties of covariance matrix estimation in high-dimensional portfolio
allocation, transaction costs also make the classical Markowitz mean-variance model sub-
optimal. In most empirical studies, transaction costs are retrospectively incorporated by
analyzing a portfolio strategy’s performance under given-sized transaction costs. However,
in financial practice, the costs of the portfolio are considered during the decision-making

process, meaning the costs are a part of the optimization problem. For minor trades that



have negligible effects on market prices, transaction cost is generally assumed to be pro-
portional to the trading amount. For larger trades, the literature usually assumes that
they have a nonlinear impact on the market price, resulting in quadratic transaction costs
(Olivares-Nadal and DeMiguel, 2018). Hautsch and Voigt (2019) illustrated that when
incorporating transaction costs into the optimization problem, quadratic transaction costs
can be understood as causing the covariance matrix to contract towards a diagonal matrix
and a mean shift proportionate to current holdings. Proportional transaction cost, on the
other hand, is proportional to the sum of absolute rebalancing, which imposes a stronger
penalization on turnover and thus reduces the volume and frequency of rebalancing. Some
studies have provided empirical evidence that strategies incorporating transaction fees con-
sistently demonstrate superior performance compared to the minimum variance benchmark

methods (Du et al., 2022; Hautsch and Voigt, 2019).

1.1 Main Takeaways

This paper considers the problem faced by a real mutual fund or sophisticated investor.
Transaction cost is an integral part of portfolio management, which is passed on to investors
who can get returns on the net of such costs. We propose an innovative method for
constrained portfolio selection tailored for high-dimensional portfolios, taking into account
two different types of transaction costs. Moreover, our approach allows for adaptive weight
adjustments in multi-stage scenarios. In other words, we construct the optimal portfolio
that considers cost of rebalancing in the optimization procedure.

The main contributions of our work are threefold. Firstly, we propose cost-aware port-
folio estimators with nonconvex penalty for portfolio construction and rebalancing, and
two types of transaction costs are considered in the proposed estimators. The noncon-
vex penalization can improve the estimation accuracy in contrast with the ¢; penalization

method. We show the theory of the proposed portfolio in the construction and rebalancing



stages under both cost functions. Secondly, we adopt the local linear approximation (LLA)
algorithm (Zou and Li, 2008) to solve the nonconvex optimization problem and develop
the theoretical foundations of the proposed portfolio with LLA algorithm. Thirdly, we
introduce data-dependent penalization models for large portfolios in both construction and
rebalancing periods that consider transaction costs and demonstrate its superior perfor-

mance in simulation studies and real data examples.

1.2 Brief Literature Review

Our paper connects to the literature on covariance learning and high-dimensional portfolio
optimization. Fan et al. (2015) studied a factor-based risk estimator under many assets and
introduced a high-confidence level upper bound to assess the estimation. Lam and Feng
(2018) proposed a nonparametrically eigenvalue-regularized integrated covariance matrix
estimator. Fan et al. (2019) constructed a robust covariance estimation under the approx-
imate factor model with observed factors. Hafner et al. (2020) developed a Kronecker
product model for the covariance matrix estimation and established central limit theorems
for such estimator. Ren et al. (2015), Fan and Lv (2016) and Ren et al. (2019) conducted
studies on the estimation and statistical inference of sparse precision matrix under the
assumption of conditional normal distribution. Nevertheless, practical challenges arise in
verifying the normality of high-dimensional data. Wang et al. (2020) introduced a refit-
ted cross-validation estimation method for a high-dimensional precision matrix utilizing its
Cholesky decomposition. Other recent works include but are not limited to Engle et al.
(2019); Cai et al. (2020); So et al. (2022); Ding et al. (2021). The estimates in these works
above converge to the true covariance matrix or precision matrix under certain regularity
conditions. However, whether the derived portfolio allocation provides the optimal strategy
with cost consideration is still unclear.

Another strand of literature considers various constraints on large portfolio optimiza-



tion. Jagannathan and Ma (2003) proposed no-short-selling constraints to reduce the port-
folio risks. Inspired by Jagannathan and Ma (2003), DeMiguel et al. (2009) imposed the
norm constraints to the portfolios. Fan et al. (2012) proposed a gross-exposure constraint
method to modify the Markowitz mean-variance optimization problem in a single period to
reduce the sensitivity of the resulting allocation to input vectors. Du et al. (2022) showed
that under mild conditions, solving the ¢; constrained problem yields the same expected
utility as solving the £y constrained problem, enabling effective implementation of cardinal-
ity constraints through ¢ constraints. Zou (2006); Zhao and Yu (2006); Gai et al. (2013)
suggested that ¢; regularization methods demonstrate support recovery property under re-
strictive regularity conditions while being prone to bias for large coefficients. In contrast,
nonconvex penalization methods such as SCAD (Fan and Li, 2001) and MCP (Zhang,
2010) exhibit favorable theoretical properties without relying on restrictive conditions and
effectively mitigate the estimation bias associated with Lasso.

On the other hand, the literature on transaction costs and portfolio optimization is
way more scarce, especially when large dimensions are considered. One exception is the
important work by Ledoit and Wolf (2024), where the authors also consider transaction
costs at the optimization stage when constructing mean-variance portfolios. However, their
paper focuses only on the empirical part and provides no theoretical guidance. Furthermore,
the authors do not consider extra regularization terms to discipline the portfolio in large

dimensions. In our opinion, our paper complements the analysis in Ledoit and Wolf (2024).

1.3 Organization of the Paper

The remaining of the article is organized as follows. Section 2 proposes the constrained
nonconvex penalization model for high-dimensional portfolios in both construction and
rebalacing stages with consideration of transaction cost. We also introduce the LLA to

solve the proposed model. In Section 3, we conduct a comprehensive numerical study to



examine the performance of the proposed method. Empirical analysis is included in Section
4. We summarize our contribution in Section 5.

Notations: We use the standard notational convention that constants cy,co, etc., represent
universal positive constants, with values that may change from line to line. We write
f(n) = O(g(n)) to mean f(n) < cg(n) for some constant ¢ € (0,00). For a matrix
M, we write |||M]||| to denote the Lo, norm, ||M||max = max|m;;| to denote its entry-
wise Lo, norm, and |||M]||2 to denote the spectral norm. Ayin(M) and Apax(M) are
minimum and maximum eigenvalues of M. For a vector v = (v;)}_, € RP, we write ||v]|,
k = 1,2 to denote its Ly norm, ||vl|p is the number of nonzero entries of v, and L., norm
is ||v||oc =max|v;|. For subsets A C [1,...,p] and B C [1,...,p|, let M 45 denote the
submatrix consisting of the rows indexed by A and the columns indexed by B, and v4
denote the subvector containing elements of v indexed by the set A. The cardinality of A
is represented as |A|. The symbol ® denotes the element-by-element multiplication of two

vectors. For a function h : R? — R, we write VA to denote a gradient or subgradient.

2 Methodology

2.1 Cost-aware Portfolio Estimator

We consider an investor who wants to allocate the wealth among p risky assets and assume

the asset returns to be stationary. We denote the expected asset returns as
T

r = (Ml:ﬂ%' - 7:up)
Suppose an investor enters the market at day 1 with an initial wealth, allocates the wealth

(constructing the first portfolio) at day n+1, where n € N is a positive number of trading

days between two consecutive rebalances, and reallocates the wealth ' at the beginning of

'For simplicity but without loss of generality, we assume the investor rebalances the portfolio at same

frequency, e.g., monthly, quarterly, annually.



each of the following m — 1 consecutive periods, where m is the total number of portfolio
formation decisions. At every decision day d, d = n + 1,2n + 1,...,mn + 1, we use
the historical returns [Ry_,, Rg_ni1,- - - ,Rd_l]T € R™*P  that contains observed returns
of asset j on its j-th column to estimate assets return and risk. Figure 1 illustrates the
decision process.

Define the portfolio weight vector at each transaction time point, t =1,--- ,m as w;

T
w; = (wt,lv wt,Qa s 7wt,p) )

and the weights are taken at the beginning of period ¢. Considering the transaction cost
under the Markowitz mean-variance framework (1.1), the optimal cost-aware portfolio at
first construction stage is defined as
w; = argmin w'Z;w —yw' p + Ci(w), (2.1)
weRP,wT1=1
where C;(w) is the transaction cost, depending on the trading activity (changes in portfolio
weights). Similarly, the optimal cost-aware portfolio at reallocation stage is defined as
07 ;= argmin &' 2,6 — 8 p, + C(6), (2.2)
6cRP,6T1=0
where the weight difference vector 8; = w; — w;" | and w;” ; means the pre-rebalancing

weight as the value of portfolio changes over the holding period, and w;” ;| = (f, 0 fu_1 0

w®(1+R(t72)n+i)

Trw Ry aers This method is thus called the

<o f1)(wy—q) for t > 2, where f;(w) :=
cost-aware portfolio estimator (CAPE). This paper proposes a new estimator targeting w;
under the high-dimensional model setting.
We assume the true weight vector wj and weight difference vector §; are sparse. Denote
the support sets of wi and d; as A; = {j LWy F 0} and A; = {j 100 F 0} , t > 2 respec-
tively. And the sparsity assumption means the cardinality s, = |A;| < pfort =1,2,... m.

We believe this assumption is empirically grounded as many active strategy investors only

choose a relatively small number (compared to the vast universe) of assets considering the
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Figure 1: First portfolio construction and reallocation diagram for multi-periods portfolios

selection problems

transaction and management fees. In high-dimensional regimes, we consider the following

constrained and regularized quadratic programming to obtain a sparse estimator of wyj:

W= argmin w Sw —yw fiy + Cy(w) + Py(w), (2.3)

weRP,wT1=1
where 5\31 and i are based on samples Ry, Rg ni1,...,Rg1]" € R™P d=n+ 1, and
Py(w) = 71, P\ (w;) is the penalty function. The oracle (when the true support set A,

is known) portfolio construction weight estimator is given as

~oracle ~oracle

W = (wy°,0) = argomiTri leEyw—’waﬁl + Cy(w).
w.Af: ,€w =

We assume the oracle solution is unique, namely,

VLo (@) + 1 =0 V) € Ay, (2.4)

T $—1
2= 4 Zal A P A

T —1
1A1 2./41 JA 1'A1

where heracle —

is the Lagrange parameter and L, (w) = w' Sw —
yw' g + Cp(w).

The above discussion pertains to the construction of oracle estimator w$™® during the
first portfolio construction stage. For the reallocation stage, by replacing w with § and
substituting the subscript 1 with ¢, the explanation extends naturally to the construction
of oracle estimator gfrade for the reallocation stage.

A popular choice of Py(+) is the Lasso (Tibshirani, 1996). However, the ¢; penalty

is biased, requiring a strong Irrepresentable Condition to be selection consistent (Zhao
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and Yu, 2006). Nonconvex penalization method may outperform the ¢; method in terms of
estimation accuracy and selection consistency. The nonconvex penalty function P, : R — R

satisfies the following conditions:
(i) Py(t) is increasing and concave in t € [0,00) with Py(0) = 0;
(i) Py(t) is differentiable in ¢ € (0, 00) with P§(0) := P{(04) > a1 \;
(ili) Pi(t) > a1 for t € (0, azAl;

(iv) P5(t) =0 for t € [a\, 0o) with the pre-specified constant a > as, where a; and ay are

two fixed positive constants.

The mild conditions on P,(-) are typically met by a wide range of regularizers, such as
SCAD (Fan and Li, 2001) and MCP (Zhang, 2010). It is easy to verify that a; = as =1

for the SCAD, and its derivative is defined as

Pe) =2 { st <+ L2 g5y )

for some a > 2, and Py(0+) = \.

However, the nonconvex nature of the penalty term presents computational challenges
due to the potential multiple local optima. To address this issue, Zou and Li (2008)
proposed a feasible solution using LLA. This approach transforms the nonconvex penal-
ized model into a sequence of weighted ¢; models, thereby leveraging the computational
efficiency of the ¢; method. Zou and Li (2008) suggested using the properly initialized
one-step LLA estimator instead of the computationally intensive fully converged estima-
tor. It has been demonstrated that the one-step LLA estimator enjoys the strong oracle
property when X' X /n — M for some positive definition matrix M. Subsequently, Fan
et al. (2014) extended this study to high-dimensional settings and showed that initializing
the LLA algorithm with a Lasso solution leads to an oracle solution with high probability.

The computation algorithm for first portfolio construction is summarized in Algorithm 1.



For the computation algorithm at reallocation stages, it suffices to replace w with § and

substitute the subscript 1 with t.

Algorithm 1 Local Linear Approximation (LLA) Algorithm for First Portfolio Construction

1. Initialize @\" = @t and compute the adaptive weight:

),...,P;((@fg

2: for k= 1,2, ... do repeat the LLA iteration till convergence

o~ -~ /
50— (30.....30) — (7 (|a

)

3: Obtain @gk) by solving the following optimization problem
(k) . A1)
@) = min  Loa(w)+ 3 00wl
J
4: Update the adaptive weight vector 0" with é;k) =P (‘@Y“j )
5: end for
6: Output: The portfolio allocation w4

Fort =1,2,...,m, we assume that the estimators for mean and covariance matrix sat-

isfy the following element-wise max norm deviation condition for some absolute constants
C1, Ca, M17 M2:
Pr (|l — puulle < Miy/logp/n) <1-O0(p),

Pr (||§t = S < ng/logp/n> <1-0(p).

When the returns Ry, Ry_n+1, ..., g1 are independent and identically distributed

(2.5)

sub-Gaussian random vectors with mean p and covariance 3, condition 2.5 is satisfied
by sample mean and covariance matrix (see Lemma S.1 in the supplementary materials).
Moreover, in high-dimensional settings, theoretically refined estimators, such as linear and
nonlinear shrinkage estimators, are expected to better satisfy the assumptions outlined
above. Notice that we can relax condition 2.5 and allow dependent return data, including
strong-mixing (a-mixing), m-dependent sequence, and physical (or functional) dependence

measure for casual time series (Chang et al., 2024). Nonetheless, we do not provide the full
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theory result of CAPE under dependent return data here for simplicity.
We further assume the estimator of covariance matrix 3, satisfies the following restricted

strong convexity (RSC) condition:

logp
n

VA e R?, ATS,A > o||Al2 -7

|All; where v > 0,7 > 0. (2.6)

The sample covariance matrix is typically semi-positive definite and VA € RP, ATitA >0,

so the RSC condition hold trivially for ”2“5 >z lo’;p. We only require the condition to
2

hold over a cone of the form % < %, /@. The RSC condition is widely adopted in
2
high-dimensional estimation and is satisfied with high probability if the return vector is

ii.d. sub-Gaussian random variables (Loh and Wainwright, 2015). To establish the non-

asymptotic error bounds, we impose the following assumptions:

(A1) The estimators i, and 33, the estimators satisfy the element-wise max norm deviation

condition (2.5) and the RSC condition (2.6);
(A2) There exists C1,Cy > 0, s.t. [|E5] 4 palls < O, 1B 4,70 < Ca, VP € {—1,0,1}%;

(A3) The covariance matrix satisfies 0 < Apin(X4,.4,) < Amax(Za,.4,) < 0o and there

exists Cs > 0, such that |[|3 4 4,||[ec < Cs;

(A4) Suppose the theoretical minimizer w; is sparse with cardinality s; = ||w?||p and the

minimal signal strength of w7 satisfies that ||w |lmin > (@ + 1)A.

Assumptions (A1)-(A3) hold for both the first portfolio construction stage and the
reallocation stage, implying that ¢ = 1,2,...,m. As demonstrated by Liu et al. (2024), the
sample mean and covariance matrix satisfy the condition (2.5) in Assumption (A1), if the
returns Ry_,,, ..., R4 1 are i.i.d. sub-Gaussian random vectors with mean g and covariance
matrix ¥, and logp < n. To improve the estimation accuracy, both linear and nonlinear
shrinkage estimator employed in this study are assumed to satisfy condition (2.5). In

Assumption (A2), for simplicity, we denote the submatrix of ¥; consisting of the rows and
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columns indexed by A; as ¥ 4, 4,, and similarly, the subvector of p; containing the elements
indexed by A, is represented as p4,. This notation will be adopted consistently in the
subsequent discussion. Assumption (A2) is introduced to ensure that the ¢;-norm of wj and
0; remain bounded, thereby preventing divergence. Similar assumptions can be found in
Cai et al. (2022) and Liu et al. (2024). And the assumption constraining the ¢;-norm of the
parameter to prevent divergence also appears in Loh and Wainwright (2015). Furthermore,
Assumption (A3) is less restrictive than the Irrepresentable Condition required for the
Lasso, which restricts the strength of interactions between variables in A; and A{. It ensures
that the influence of variables outside 4; are not excessively large, preserving sparsity or
stability in the covariance structure. Finally, the sparsity assumption in Assumption (A4)
is reasonable and has also been employed in Du et al. (2022). Assumption (A4) also imposes
the minimal signal strength condition, which is required for selection consistency, and the

similar condition can be found in Fan et al. (2014), Loh and Wainwright (2017).

2.2 CAPE with Quadratic Transaction Cost
2.2.1 First Portfolio Construction

We begin with considering the quadratic transaction cost from the initial period, t = 1,
Ci(w) = (BOw) w

where 8 = (B1,...,3,)",8; > 0 is the cost parameter, which means the unit transaction
cost of the risky asset j is a linear function of the trading size with slope f;, for j =1, ..., p.

The problem (2.1) then becomes
minw{ Zjw; —yw] p + (B wy) wy,  stow1=1.
w1

This is a constrained convex optimization problem. By Lagrange multiplier method and the

definition of w* and A, we have the explicit solution w = %! (7#1 +

zflei:;lml
= 2 T

1T

and wj. =0, by sparsity assumption, where ¥; = 3 + B, B = diag(fB, ..., Bp)-

12



As discussed earlier, we use the LLA algorithm for SCAD, and @,**> is the initial
and Lasso solution. In the following lemma, we show the consistency of the initial Lasso

weight estimator.

Lemma 1. For the first portfolio construction period, suppose that Assumptions (A1)-(A3)
hold and ||B]|cc < 1/Cy, where Cy is defined in Assumption (A2). Let wr***" be the unique
optimum of the program

WP = argmin w, 1wy — yw, 1 + (8 O wy) Wi + Apasso| w1 (2.7)

1Tw=1
With Argsso = M logp for some large constant M. Then with probability at least 1 — cip™ ¢

n

for some constant ¢y, co, we have

~ /logp . /s1logp
Lasso, * Lasso, * 1
[|w, B—’w1||1=0 (31 n ) ) [|w, ﬁ_'w1||2:O ( n .

Lemma 1 says that the initial Lasso estimator yields an estimate that is consistent in /o

norm if \/s1 logp/n — 0 asn,p — oco. In other words, if the portfolio has sufficient sparsity

that s; = o 1ogp)7 the estimation error can be ignored. Our error rate also matches the

rate of Lasso estimator for linear regression. For the first portfolio construction, the oracle

portfolio construction weight estimator with quadratic transaction cost is given as

~oracle,3 . T & T T
w; = argmin  wy Y4, 4, wa, — YW 1+ (Ba, Owa,) wa. (2.8)
w ¢ =0,w"1=1

The following theorem states that we can find the oracle estimator after two iterations

by implementing the LLA algorithm, and it also provides the convergence rate in £,,-norm.

Theorem 1. Suppose that Assumptions (A1)-(A4) hold and ||B|| < 1/Co with Cy defined

in Assumption (A2), we choose X > M % for some large constant M. Let 857 be
the optimum of LLA algorithm initialized by &Lasso’ﬁ. If s =0 <, /@) , gtLLA’ﬁ converges
to ~oracle,

w) p after two iterations with probability at least 1 — c1k~* for Yk € [s1, p] and some

constant ci, co. Furthermore,
~LLA,A B log k&
|} —wﬂroo—o( et

13




Theorem 1 states that under mild conditions, our estimator agrees with the oracle
~oracle,

estimator wy with high probability when k diverges to infinity. Hence, we only study

the property of non-convex penalty in the following sections.

Corollary 1. Given the same conditions as in Theorem 1, if siy/logsi/n = o(1), then we

have
~LLA, ~ * ~LLA, ~ * .
(@) Ty — (i) | = 0p(1), (@) Ty — (w) " pa| = 0,(1);
~LLABNT ALLA * * LA, ALLA « * ,
(@1 7) TS @ —wiEwi] = 0,(1), (@) Saw M — (w) TEaw]] = 0,(1);
(") o (w) T (") T i o (w) e | o (1)
\/ HLLANTS, &, \/(wf)TZle \/ B TS, @, (w3) T ow g

Corollary 1 shows that if the sparsity level and the dimension satisfy that s;4/log sy /n =
o(1), the in-sample and out-of-sample Sharpe ratio estimation error of initial period vanishes
when n goes to infinity. Caner et al. (2023) established similar results under a factor model

framework. In contrast, we impose a weaker condition on the data-generating process.

2.2.2 Portfolio Reallocation

At reallocation decision day d, the transaction costs Cy(w) are a quadratic function of the
weight difference vector &;, defined as &; := w; — w;” ;. And &, represents the difference
between the new allocation w, and the market value-adjusted allocation w;"” ;. The form

of transaction costs Cy(w) is thus given by
Ci(w) = [BO (w, —w/ )] (w, —w/y)
The program (2.1) turns out to be
nllvitnthEtwt —yw, e + [BO (wy —w;” )] (wy —w, ), stow/1=1, (2.9)
With §; = w; — w;" |, the optimization problem has the equivalent form:
m1n(5 2,0, + 2w, [ 2,8, — 8 i+ (B 8,) "6, st 8'1=0. (2.10)

Here, we need to modify Assumption (A4) and propose the following revised assumption:

14



(A4’) Suppose the theoretical minimizer 8; is sparse with cardinality s; = ||6;||o and the

minimal signal strength of §; satisfies that ||0%, |[min > (a + 1)A;

278

Similarly, using the Lagrange multiplier method, we have that §; = %53{ Nyt SRS
t

and &%, = 0, where f1; = p; — %thttl.
In high-dimensional regimes, we consider the following constrained and regularized

quadratic programming to encourage a sparse estimator of d;
min & 2,8, + 2w; | 3,8, — 48] iy + PA(8,), st. 871 =0, (2.11)

where it and f1; are the estimators of covariance matrix and mean of the asset returns of
the t period, %t = f]t + B. By incorporating the transaction costs in the mean variance
problem and regularizing the eventual rebalancing events, our portfolio achieves better
Sharpe ratio and less transaction costs, which is shown in the numerical studies.

Define the oracle estimator (with known true support of d) with quadratic transaction

cost under portfolio reallocation as

5§racleﬁ = arg min 6;53,4“&5& + Q(wj_TlEt)AtéAt — 'V(SIt“At' (212)

w 45=0,6T1=1
Theorem 2. Suppose that Assumptions (A1)-(A3) and (A4’) hold and || B3], < 1/Cy with
Cy defined in Assumption (A2), let &Lasso”g be the unique optimum of the program gf’lsso’ﬁ =
arg miny g, étTZC]tét +2wt+_T1§]t5t — 98, it + ALassor|0¢]|1. Then we have ||§Lassof o7 =

M\/% for some large constant M and let gtLLA”B be the optimum of LLA algorithm

initialized by Sf““"s" .

(i) If |w; ||, < oo, 6“448 converges to 8™ after two iterations with probabil-

ity at least 1 — c;p~® for some constant c¢y,cy.  Furthermore, H&LLA’B — 0| =

O (Vioen/n).
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(i) If ||wt+_17g||1 < oo and 'wj_l,gc = 0 for some set Q@ C [1,...,p], SLLAB converges to
8278 after two iterations with probability at least 1—c, k™= for Vk € [max{s, |Q|}, p]

and some constant cy,co. Furthermore, |61 — 6f]|oo = O <\/log k:/n)

Theorem 2 implies that in portfolio reallocation, the LLA algorithm initialized at a
Lasso solution yields a local optimum of the nonconvex regularized problem that satisfies
oracle properties with low /., error. Theorem 2 highlights the impact of different estimation
methods employed in the previous ¢t — 1 stages on the performance of our proposed method
in stage t. Specifically, if regularized estimation methods, such as the proposed CAPE or
Lasso, were consistently applied in the previous ¢ — 1 stages, the resulting w," ; will exhibit
a certain level of sparsity. This sparsity enables 3,% LA to achieve a superior convergence
rate in the current stage. Conversely, if the estimation methods used in the earlier stages
fail to produce sparse estimates, leading to a non-sparse w," ;, our method can still ensure
that 5L converges to 0; with probability approaching 1. However, the convergence rate
will be \/m, which is attributable to the lack of sparsity in w;” ;. Corollary 2 provides
detailed conclusions regarding the estimation of w; when the proposed CAPE method is

consistently applied across the previous ¢t — 1 stages.

~LLA,S SLLAS
t

Corollary 2. Define max{si,...,s;} < ky < p and w, =w ", + , and we use

CAPE to make estimation in the past t —1 stage. Given the same conditions as in Theorem

1 and Theorem 2, with kyv/logky/n = o(1), then we have

N . log k
|w; ;A thoo:Op< t>;

n
A, * ~LLA, *
(@) e — (w)) Tl = 0,(1), (@) By — (w)) T s | = 0,(1);
(@ P TS~ (w)) TS aw)| = o0,(1), (@) S — (w)) T S w)| = 0,(1);
(@A, (w) g | 1 (@, ") g1 Wy g1 Y
ALLA,B ALLA,B (w;) " Zw; = o(1); ~LLAS ALLAB B \/(w*)TE w'| (L)
\/ TZ t t Wy \/(w ’ )TE t t+1 Wy
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Corollary 2 shows that if the sparsity level and the dimension satisfy that k;/log k;/n =
o(1), the in-sample and out-of-sample Shape Ratio estimation errors of reallocation periods

vanish when n goes to infinity.

2.3 CAPE with Proportional Transaction Cost
2.3.1 First Portfolio Construction

We then consider some real trading scenarios where costs are proportional to the sum of
absolute rebalancing (¢;-norm of rebalancing). For the proportional transaction cost, the

optimization problem corresponding to the initial period is as follows:
T T T4 _
minw, jw; — yw, p1 + [|laa @ wy|; s.t. w1 =1. (2.13)
w1

where a = (ay, ...,a,) 7, a; > 0 is the cost parameter, which is similar to @ in Section 2.2.

The first-order condition of the constrained optimization (2.13) is
2w, —ypu+aog—h'1 =0, (2.14)

where g is the vector of sub-derivatives of ||w]|,, i.e., g := 0 ||ws]|; /Ow:, consisting of

elements which are 1 or —1 in case w; > 0 or w; < 0, respectively, or € [—1,1] in case

2-1TE 4172 (aog
1T 1

w; =0, and h* = ) denotes the Lagrangian multiplier. By Lagrange

multiplier method and the definition of w7} and A;, solving for w} yields

1

wi‘:ﬁEt_l <7u1—a®g—|—

21" +1T8 aog)
1721

1) and w;li;:O.

In high-dimensional regimes, we consider the following constrained and regularized

quadratic programming to encourage a sparse estimator of wj:
min w; 1wy — yw; fiy + ||a © wy |y + Pi(wy), st w1 =1. (2.15)
w1

Similar to Lemma 1 in Section 2.2, Lemma 2 shows the consistency of the initial Lasso

weight estimator under proportional transaction cost.
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~ Lasso,o

Lemma 2. For the initial period, suppose that Assumptions (A1)-(A3) hold, let w;

be the unique optimum of the program

@f“sso’a = arg minfwfglwl — fy’wlTﬁl + || @ w1 |1 + ALassol|wi |1, (2.16)

1Tw =1

With Afgeso = M 10% for some large constant M, then with probability at least 1 — c;p~

for some constants cq, ca, we have

_ logp . logp
Lasso,a * Lasso,a *
[, = wifly = O (81(a+ )>> [, = wifls = O <\/81(Oé+ )]

n n

where 0 is the minimal eigenvalue of X4, 4, and o = ||t -

Lemma 2 differs from Lemma 1 in Section 2.2 due to the distinct effects of the quadratic
and proportional transaction costs. Specifically, the quadratic transaction cost can be in-
terpreted as a perturbation to the diagonal elements of the covariance matrix. In contrast,

the proportional transaction cost has a different influence, which is reflected in the conver-

gence rate of 'Lﬁ%asso’a. If the convergence rate of a exceeds that of Ap.e0, the convergence
rate of W, will be determined by «.

Similar to (2.8), at first portfolio construction stage, we define the oracle portfolio

construction weight estimator with proportional transaction cost as

~oracle,a . T 8 T T
@ = argmin w) B, awa, — yw, i+ [loa, © wh | (2.17)
wAi:ZO,lezl

Theorem 3. Under Assumptions (A1)-(A4), we select X\ > My/*82 for some large

n

~LLA,« ~ Lasso ,a

constant M. Let w, be the optimum of LLA algorithm initialized by w, O If

LA
s1 =0 ") and ||| < Cy/ B2 for some large constant C, w; """ converges to
logp n ) t
@omcle,a

after two iterations with probability at least 1 — c1k= for Vk € [s1,p|] and some

constant ci,co. Furthermore,

log k&
~LLA,« * g
|t —wlnoo:O( - )

18



To ensure the theoretical properties of subsequent proofs, Theorem 3 reasonably as-
sumes |||/ = O(y/logp/n), which matches the convergence rate of Apawo. This differs
from the assumption in Section 2.2, where ||8|« < 1/Cy with Cy defined in Assumption
(A2). This distinction is also evident in our later sections on simulation studies and real
data applications, where 8 = 0.15 x 1, while ¢ = 0.001 x 1,,.

Hautsch and Voigt (2019) examined the empirical implications of proportional transac-
tion costs on the Sharpe ratio, demonstrating that smaller values of « yield optimal Sharpe
ratios. Our choice of « aligns with this finding, maintaining the same order of magnitude.

Building on the insights from Corollary 1, we derive that under the condition s;+/s; log p =
0(1), the estimation errors for in-sample and out-of-sample Sharpe ratios during realloca-
tion periods asymptotically vanish as n approaches infinity. This result highlights the di-
minishing impact of estimation uncertainty in high-dimensional settings when the sparsity

condition is adequately controlled.

2.3.2 Portfolio Reallocation

We model the transaction costs C;(w) as a proportional function at dynamic periods given
by

Ci(w) = [la © (w; — w1
The program (2.1) turns out to be
nllvitnthEtwt —yw/] g+ e ® (w, —w )| st w1 =1,
for t = 2,3,...m, with §; = w; — w;" |, which has the equivalent form:
min 0 3.6 + 2w, [ 2,8, — 8, pi 1 + || @ 8|1, s.t. 8,1 =0. (2.18)

Similarly, solving for d; yields

1

2471 a0 g — 1TSS
17211

1) and &% =0,
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where ot = p — %Ethr_l and g is the vector of sub-derivatives of |wy||,, ie., g :=

0 ||lw||, /Ow,. In practice, the feasible form is
min 8 300, + 2w 5,8, — 48, [l + | © 8|1 + Pr(8,), s.t. 671 =0. (2.19)

Similar to (2.12), we define the oracle estimator with proportional transaction cost
under portfolio reallocation as

Soracle,a . T 4T T
515 = argmin 5./4,52At7-’4t6~’4t + Q(wt—lzt)At(s-At - ,y(sAtl“l’-At + ||a-At © 6-At ||1
'l.UAg:O,(sTl:l

(2.20)

Theorem 4. Suppose that Assumptions (A1)-(A3) and (A4’) hold and ||o||e = C/ 252

for some large constant C. Let gtLasso’a be the unique optimum of the program gf‘mo’a =
argming s, 5;5\3,55,5 + 2w, | 3,8, — Y8 i1 + [ ® 8¢ll1 + Aasso||Oi]l1- Then we have

(5 =511s = O, (50/552 ) and 812571 = 0, ([ 22 ). 5= 0 (/5.

we choose Ay > M\/% for some large constant M and let gfLA’O‘ be the optimum of

LLA algorithm initialized by gtL o,

(i) If |w;i |, < Cu 84 converges to 87 after two iterations with probabil-

ity at least 1 — c;p~® for some constant c¢y,cy.  Furthermore, HgtLLA’a — 0| =
@) (\/logp/n) :

(i) If |w ollh < Cy and w), o. = 0 for some set Q C [1,...,p], S converges to
gomcle,oz
¢

after two iterations with probability at least 1—c k= forVk € [max{s:,|Q|}, p]
and some constant ci, ca. Furthermore, HéAtLLA’a — 0| = O («/log k/n)

Remark. Although the conditions and conclusions of Theorem 4 and Theorem 2 appear
to be very similar, the differences arise from the distinct assumptions regarding transaction
costs. For quadratic transaction costs, we assume only that ||3||.. < 1/Cy with Cy defined
in Assumption (A2). In contrast, for proportional transaction costs, we require « to satisfy
a specific convergence rate. This distinction stems from the differing impacts of transaction

costs on the optimization problem introduced in Section 2.1.
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For quadratic transaction costs, it suffices to verify that the modified covariance matrix
continues to satisfy our assumptions, as demonstrated in the Lemma 7?7 provided in the
Supplementary Material. However, for proportional transaction costs, Lemma 2 explicitly
illustrates the influence of o on both the convergence rate and consistency. This influence
persists in Theorems 3 and 4, where the assumptions regarding transaction costs lead to
similar conclusions despite the differences in the underlying hypotheses.

Analogous to Corollary 2, it can be established that if the sparsity level and dimension-
ality satisfy k;v/k;logp = o(1), the estimation errors for both in-sample and out-of-sample

Sharpe ratios during reallocation periods converge to zero as n — oo.

3 Simulation

We follow the methodology outlined by Fan et al. (2008, 2012) to simulate excess returns.
Specifically, we assume that the excess return of the ith asset is generated from a three-
factor model:

Ry =bufi +bofio+bsfis+e, 1=1,---,p.

First, the factor loadings b; are drawn from a trivariate normal distribution N (g, covy)
with parameters specified in Table 1 below. Once generated, these factor loadings remain
fixed throughout the simulations. The returns of the three factors over n periods are also
sampled from a trivariate normal distribution N (gs,covy), with the relevant parameters
provided in Table 1. Throughout this simulation study, we assume that E(e | f) = 0
and Cov(e | f) = diag (o7, -+ ,07). The standard deviations of the idiosyncratic errors ¢;
are generated from a gamma distribution with a shape parameter of 3.3586 and a scale
parameter of 0.1876. Then, the generated parameters {o;} remain fixed across simula-
tions. Finally, the idiosyncratic errors are generated from a normal distribution, where the
standard deviations are set to {o;}.

To examine the performance of the proposed method, we include the following three
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Table 1: Parameters used in the simulation

Parameters for factor loadings Parameters for factor returns
MHb COVy 125 Covy
0.78282 | 0.029145 0.023873 0.010184 0.023558 1.2507  -0.034999 -0.20419
0.51803 | 0.023873  0.053951 -0.006967 0.012989 | -0.034999 0.31564 -0.0022526
0.41003 | 0.010184 -0.006967 0.086856 0.020714 | -0.20419 -0.0022526 0.19303
models for comparison in the simulation study.
1. The conventional Markowitz mean-variance model
P
. T T~
rglln w, Yyw; —Yyw, Ky, st Zwu =1. (3.1)
=1
where the w; ; is denoted as the ith element of w;.
2. The regularized mean-variance model with ¢; penalty.
R p
min w; ,w; — yw,| fhy + A|w |1, s.t. Zwu = 1. (3.2)
wi =1
3. The mean-variance model with the transaction cost.
N P
min w; Tjw; — yw, iy + C(w), st Zwu =1. (3.3)
w1 i=1

The models described above are for comparison during the first portfolio construction stage.

By replacing w with d and substituting the subscript 1 with ¢, the corresponding three

models for the reallocation stage can be obtained.

We set p = 2000, m = 5 and n = 200, dividing the data into five stages to calculate

the out-of-sample annual Return, Cost, Turnover, Leverage and Sharpe ratio. The optimal

tuning parameter \°? is selected based on the highest in-sample Sharpe ratio.

The main method is the proposed Cost-Aware Portfolio Estimator (CAPE). For com-

parison, we utilize three different baseline models: the Mean-Variance (MV) model (3.1),
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the Penalized Mean-Variance model (PMV) (3.2), and the Cost-Aware Mean-Variance
(CMV) model (3.3) to compute portfolio weights at each stage. We employ the nonlinear
shrinkage estimator (NLSE) and the linear shrinkage estimator (LSE) used in Ledoit and
Wolf (2017) to estimate the covariance matrix 3. Specifically, we utilize the functions
nonlin shrinkLW() and cov.shrink() from the R packages HDShOP and corpcor to cal-
culate NLSE and LSE, respectively. The results from the NLSE will be presented in the
main text, while the results from the LSE are included in the Supplementary Materials.
To emulate real-world investment scenarios, we report the performance of portfolios
across four stages (S2-S5). The first stage involves forming the initial portfolio, akin to
establishing a new fund at its inception. The second stage corresponds to the first rebal-
ancing, while the third stage entails the second rebalancing, and so forth. Following the
conventions established in the literature, we define the parameters for proportional and
quadratic transaction costs as 3 = 8 x 1, and a = a x 1,,, where 8 = 0.15 and a = 0.001
respectively. The costs in the following tables are therefore interpreted as the percentage
of the normalized initial wealth that needs to cover the costs of transactions. Additionally,
we quantify portfolio turnover and leverage at each stage k = 2,3,4,5. The definitions of

these metrics are as follows:

P
Turnover, = E Wy — wi_y |, wi+; =0,
i=1

p
Leverage;, = Z | min{wy ;, 0}
i=1

The simulation results are summarized in Tables 2 and 3. The classic Markowitz mean-
variance portfolio exhibits the highest turnover, resulting in the largest transaction costs
and the lowest out-of-sample Sharpe ratio. In contrast, for both the nonlinear shrinkage
estimator (NLSE) and the linear shrinkage estimator (LSE), our proposed method, CAPE,
demonstrates the highest Sharpe ratio and the lowest transaction costs. This finding un-

derscores the importance of incorporating costs into the optimization problem.

23



Table 2: Simulation results with quadratic transaction costs, means and standard errors

are calculated based on 1000 replicates, the unit rebalancing cost of the portfolio g = 0.15

and v = 1/3.
Stage | Method Return Cost Turnover | Leverage SR
MV 8.158(0.273) | 3.370(0.004) | 16.494(0.010) | 7.747(0.005) 1.004(0.034)
S PMV 7.911(0.139) | 0.740(0.002) | 4.363(0.006) | 1.681(0.003) 2.020(0.036)
2
CMV 8.330(0.244) | 2.693(0.003) | 14.740(0.008) | 6.870(0.004) 1.162(0.034)
CAPE 7.881(0.128) | 0.616(0.002) | 3.855(0.005) | 1.428(0.003) | 2.196(0.036)
MV 4.138(0.273) | 6.482(0.024) | 22.684(0.040) | 7.754(0.005) 0.436(0.029)
S PMV 8.107(0.162) | 1.056(0.004) | 5.275(0.009) | 2.799(0.003) 1.747(0.035)
3
CMV 9.634(0.246) | 4.683(0.015) | 19.265(0.029) | 6.667(0.004) 1.201(0.031)
CAPE 8.189(0.152) | 0.839(0.003) | 4.516(0.008) | 2.458(0.003) | 1.908(0.035)
MV 4.285(0.275) | 6.541(0.024) | 22.791(0.040) | 7.736(0.005) 0.451(0.029)
S PMV 8.472(0.173) | 1.193(0.004) | 5.709(0.011) | 3.395(0.003) 1.728(0.036)
4
CMV 11.748(0.247) | 4.564(0.014) | 19.036(0.027) | 6.527(0.004) 1.476(0.031)
CAPE 8.554(0.162) | 0.950(0.004) | 4.882(0.009) | 3.034(0.003) | 1.874(0.036)
MV 4.397(0.271) | 6.517(0.024) | 22.747(0.041) | 7.742(0.005) 0.466(0.029)
S PMV 9.036(0.173) | 1.244(0.005) | 5.902(0.012) | 3.733(0.004) 1.804(0.035)
5
CMV 12.730(0.245) | 4.477(0.013) | 18.860(0.026) | 6.476(0.004) 1.609(0.031)
CAPE 9.137(0.163) | 0.994(0.004) | 5.057(0.010) | 3.369(0.004) | 1.954(0.035)

Notes: MV, PMV, CMV and CAPE are mean variance, penalized mean variance, cost-aware mean

variance, and the proposed cost-aware portfolios (all with nonlinear shrinkage estimated covariance

matrices), respectively. S1 is the portfolio construction stage, S2-S5 are rebalancing stages, respectively.

And the values in columns of Return, Cost, Turnover, and Leverage are in percentages. SR is the Sharpe

ratio post transaction costs.
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Table 3: Simulation results with proportional transaction costs, means and standard errors

are calculated based on 1000 replicates, the unit rebalancing cost of the portfolio o = 0.001

and v = 1/3.
Stage | Method | Return Cost Turnover | Leverage SR
MV 9.879(0.273) | 1.649(0.001) | 16.494(0.010) | 7.747(0.005) 1.284(0.036)
S PMV 8.214(0.139) | 0.436(0.001) | 4.363(0.006) | 1.681(0.003) 2.117(0.036)
2
CMV 9.801(0.268) | 1.578(0.001) | 15.783(0.010) | 7.391(0.005) 1.304(0.036)
CAPE 8.132(0.131) | 0.383(0.001) | 3.828(0.005) | 1.414(0.003) | 2.224(0.036)
MV 8.352(0.271) | 2.268(0.004) | 22.684(0.040) | 7.754(0.005) 1.063(0.035)
S PMV 8.635(0.162) | 0.528(0.001) | 5.275(0.009) | 2.799(0.003) 1.889(0.036)
3
CMV 8.448(0.267) | 2.171(0.004) | 21.713(0.038) | 7.610(0.005) 1.092(0.034)
CAPE 8.572(0.155) | 0.455(0.001) | 4.551(0.008) | 2.449(0.003) | 1.970(0.036)
MV 8.547(0.275) | 2.279(0.004) | 22.791(0.040) | 7.736(0.005) 1.092(0.035)
S PMV 9.094(0.173) | 0.571(0.001) | 5.709(0.011) | 3.395(0.003) 1.890(0.036)
4
CMV 8.660(0.270) | 2.198(0.004) | 21.979(0.039) | 7.612(0.005) 1.121(0.035)
CAPE 8.994(0.166) | 0.494(0.001) | 4.945(0.010) | 3.037(0.003) | 1.947(0.036)
MV 8.639(0.271) | 2.275(0.004) | 22.747(0.041) | 7.742(0.005) 1.105(0.035)
S PMV 9.690(0.173) | 0.590(0.001) | 5.902(0.012) | 3.733(0.004) 1.971(0.035)
5
CMV 8.708(0.270) | 2.197(0.004) | 21.974(0.040) | 7.627(0.005) 1.128(0.035)
CAPE 9.610(0.167) | 0.514(0.001) | 5.135(0.011) | 3.386(0.004) | 2.030(0.036)

Note: See notes in Table 2.

4 Real Data Application

4.1 S&P 500 Index

We collected daily S&P 500 Index composition stocks data covering the holding period from
02-Jan-2017 to 23-Dec-2020. Our portfolio is rebalanced every 251 trading days, resulting
in three decision days and four stages S1-S4 (construction, and then three rebalances). The

out-of-sample period extends from 01-Jan-2018 to 23-Dec-2020. On each decision day,
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the covariance matrix ¥ is estimated using two different methods: the nonlinear shrinkage
estimator (NLSE) and the linear shrinkage estimator (LSE), both based on the most recent
251 daily returns. In the main text we show the results using NLSE. The similar results
obtained using the LSE are presented in Section S3 of the supplementary materials.

In the study we consider those stocks with complete records over the holding period.
Specifically, on the first decision day, a stock has a complete set of 251 days of historical
returns, and by the last decision day, it also possesses a full set of returns for the subsequent
251 days. As a result, our stock pool comprises 462 stocks.

In addition to our proposed CAPE method and the three comparison methods (MV,
PMV and CMV) shown in the simulation studies, we also include the benchmark equally-
weighted portfolio (DeMiguel et al., 2009), where the weights are given as 1/p. Following
the convention of the literature we just label it as ‘1/N’ portfolio in the empirical tables.
We assess several performance metrics, including out-of-sample annual return, transaction
costs, turnover, leverage, out-of-sample risk, the annualized Sharpe ratio (we report it
separately for stages S2-S4) for holding the portfolio at its current rebalanced composition
until the next rebalancing, and the overall Sharpe ratio during the whole S2-S4 period.
The performances of the various methods are reported in Tables 4 and 5, which present
results for proportional and quadratic transaction costs, respectively.

Our proposed CAPE method demonstrates the best overall Sharpe ratio performance
during the S2 to S4 phases. In terms of annual returns, the CAPE method has shown
the ability to control losses during the period (S2) of overall declines in the S&P 500 and
maintaining substantial gains at the lower level of risk in the period of overall profitability
(S3-S4). Excluding the equally-weighted (‘1/N’) portfolio, the CAPE method exhibits one
of the lowest turnover among actively managed portfolios. More importantly, CAPE strikes
a balance between the required return and risk, considering transaction costs. The CAPE

is usually the best performer in annual Sharpe ratio, and has the best Sharpe ratio in
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overall out-of-sample period S2-S4. Furthermore, the CAPE method is more robust than

the other comparison methods concerning different transaction cost functions.

Table 4: S&P 500 quadratic transaction costs, the unit rebalancing cost of the portfolio

B =0.15and v = 1/3.

Method | Stage | Return | Cost | Turnover | Leverage | SR | Overall SR
S2 -3.835 0.033 1.000 0.000 -0.244

1/N S3 29.247 0.002 0.181 0.000 2.336 0.863
S4 47.154 0.002 0.153 0.000 1.067
S2 -2.797 1.034 4.382 1.691 -0.178

MV S3 29.977 2.474 6.754 2.148 2.404 0.883
S4 44.761 1.878 5.878 1.755 1.052
S2 -6.943 0.826 3.550 1.275 -0.466

PMV S3 24.586 0.796 1.859 1.530 2.387 0.704
S4 37.516 0.291 0.780 1.460 0.905
S2 -2.189 0.808 3.874 1.437 -0.145

CMV S3 42.578 3.109 7.611 2.799 2.614 0.755
S4 46.451 2.603 6.920 2.385 0.742
S2 -2.016 0.818 3.444 1.222 -0.133

CAPE S3 30.755 1.183 3.226 1.626 2.822 0.970
S4 57.831 0.588 1.842 1.433 1.204

Notes: ‘1/N’, MV, PMV, CMV and CAPE are the equally-weighted, mean variance, penalized mean

variance, cost-aware mean variance, and the proposed cost-aware portfolios (all with nonlinear shrink-

age estimated covariance matrices), respectively. S1 is the portfolio construction stage, S2-S4 are

rebalancing stages, respectively. And the values in columns of Return and Cost represent percentages.

The “overall SR” in the last column is the post-transaction cost Sharpe ratio of the portfolio for holding

it from S2-S4 to show the overall performance in our sample period. More details of other performance

measure can be found in the notes of Table 2.
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Table 5: S&P 500 proportional transaction costs, the unit rebalancing cost of the portfolio

a =0.001 and v = 1/3.

Method | Stage | Return | Cost | Turnover | Leverage | SR | Overall SR
S2 -3.903 0.100 1.000 0.000 -0.249
1/N S3 29.230 0.018 0.181 0.000 2.335 0.862
S4 47.141 0.015 0.153 0.000 1.067
S2 -2.201 0.438 4.382 1.691 -0.140
MV S3 31.775 0.675 6.754 2.148 2.603 0.930
S4 46.051 0.588 5.878 1.755 1.083
S2 -6.472 0.355 3.550 1.275 -0.434
PMV S3 31.187 0.622 6.224 2.140 2.598 0.852
S4 58.348 0.535 5.354 1.719 1.103
S2 -7.849 0.429 4.295 1.647 -0.518
CMV S3 29.955 0.707 7.067 2.299 2.514 0.844
S4 63.214 0.634 6.339 1.862 1.148
S2 -2.270 0.347 3.467 1.234 -0.149
CAPE S3 31.757 0.641 6.410 2.288 2.519 1.000
S4 52.784 0.578 5.783 1.802 1.223

Note: See notes in Table 4.

4.2 Russel 2000 Index

In this subsection we evaluate the performance of CAPE in the relatively small-cap stocks
pool. We collected daily Russell 2000 Index composition stocks data for the holding pe-
riod from 02-Jan-2017 to 23-Dec-2020. Our portfolio is rebalanced every 251 trading
days, resulting in three decision days and four stages. The out-of-sample period extends
from 01-Jan-2018 to 23-Dec-2020. We employ the same criterion of complete observa-
tions described in Section 4.1, resulting in a pool of 991 stocks. This scenario imposes

great challenges for portfolio management in practice, however, it showcases the advantage
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and applicability of our proposed method. The performance of the various methods is
reported in Tables 6 and 7, which correspond to proportional and quadratic transaction
costs, respectively.

The performances of MV and CMV methods are notably poor, as demonstrated in
Tables 6 and 7. The PMV method exhibits a slightly better overall Sharpe ratio during
the S2 to S4 phases compared to the MV and CMV methods. In contrast, our CAPE
method significantly outperforms the other approaches, achieving the highest overall Sharpe
ratio. The turnover ratio of CAPE is notably the smallest among all actively managed
portfolios. Consistent with our findings in the S&P 500 large-cap stocks, the CAPE method

demonstrates robustness to variations in transaction cost functions.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose a novel approach to integrate the transaction cost within the
optimization problem when the number of assets is larger than the sample size. By using
LLA algorithm, we prove the sign consistency and provide the /., bound of our proposed
CAPE method for both proportional and quadratic transaction costs.

In addition to the sound statistical properties, CAPE demonstrates exceptional perfor-
mance in practical applications. Through extensive simulations and applications to real
data we demonstrate the superior performance and broad applicability of our method across

diverse tasks.
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