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Abstract

We study how much the in-sample performance of trading strategies based on linear pre-
dictive models is reduced out-of-sample due to overfitting. More specifically, we compute the
in- and out-of-sample means and variances of the corresponding PnlLs and use these to derive
a closed-form approximation for the corresponding Sharpe ratios. We find that the out-of-
sample “replication ratio” diminishes for complex strategies with many assets and based on
many weak rather than a few strong trading signals, and increases when more training data is
used. The substantial quantitative importance of these effects is illustrated with an empirical
case study for commodity futures following the methodology of Garleanu and Pedersen [GP13].

1 Introduction

A standard approach to build systematic trading strategies is to first fit some predictive model
to historical training data. For example, Garleanu and Pedersen [GP13] regress price changes
of commodity futures against past returns with various lookback periods. Using the forecasting
model, one can then form a trading strategy, e.g., by combining forecasts for several assets using
mean-variance analysis, and “backtest” its performance on historical data. The strategy’s “out-
of-sample” performance on new testing data or in live trading will typically be worse than its
“in-sample” performance on the training data for a number of reasons. But how much worse?

A number of empirical studies finds that the out-of-sample performance of ETFs, anoma-
lies and various other strategies tends to be significantly lower than the corresponding in-sample
performance, with estimates ranging widely depending on the dataset [BL15; Wie+16; MP16;
SLP17; FRT22].Y One commonly used rule of thumb is to haircut the in-sample performance by
50% [HL15]. While such rules of thumb are useful, we seek a more systematic approach, enabling
us to estimate the out-of-sample performance of different trading strategies based on their charac-
teristics, and without having to resort to a new large-scale simulation study each time the strategy
is modified.

To this end, we focus on one crucial issue in this context: overfitting.? Kan, Wang, and
Zheng [KWZ24] obtain analytical results in this spirit for the simplest setting where investment
opportunities are constant, in that expected asset returns and covariances do not change over time.
When these model parameters are estimated from a finite training dataset, Kan, Wang, and Zheng
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! More generally, as in many other quantitative disciplines [[0a05], there is a controversial ongoing debate whether
there is a “replication crisis” in financial economics [HLZ16; JKP23].

2 Another key driver of lower out-of-sample performance is multiple testing studied by [BL14; HL15]. While
multiple testing may lead to overfitting, we focus on overfitting from a single test perspective.
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derive explicit formulas for the “replication ratio”, that is, the fraction of the in-sample Sharpe
ratio that can be recovered out-of-sample.

In the present paper, we extend this analysis to a setting closer to that of Garleanu and
Pedersen and many related papers, where trading strategies exploit several trading signals per
asset and also take into account that these signals are not fully persistent but fluctuate over time.
More specifically, we assume that expected returns are linear fuctions of iid trading signals drawn
from a multivariate normal distribution. When the variance of this distribution tends to zero, the
constant-parameter model of Kan, Wang, and Zheng is recovered as a special case. Conversely, our
iid expected returns correspond to the limiting case of short-lived signals in the setting of Garleanu
and Pedersen.

The relationship between signals and expected returns can be estimated empirically by linear
regression. For portfolios corresponding to this plug-in estimate, we compute the (unconditional)
in- and out-of-sample means and variances of the P&L and derive closed-form approximations for
the replication ratio, i.e., the fraction of the in-sample Sharpe ratio that can be achieved out-of-
sample.

We find that as in Kan, Wang, and Zheng [KWZ24] the replication ratio is increasing in the size
of the training dataset and the magnitude of the “true” Sharpe ratio of the strategy (i.e., the exact
unconditional Sharpe ratio computed in the model rather than based on estimated parameters).
Indeed, when the true Sharpe ratio is low the strategies are more prone to overfitting, and small
increases in the true Sharpe ratio yield significant improvements in the replication ratio. Once the
true Sharpe ratio is sufficiently large, the model is more robust to overfitting and the replication
ratio slowly converges towards 100%.

Conversely, the replication ratio is decreasing in the number of model parameters. In Kan,
Wang, and Zheng [KWZ24] this quantity only depends on the number of assets; in our setting, it
is determined both by the number of assets and by the trading signals per asset. The takeaway
message is that complex strategies are more prone to overfitting, which needs to be balanced with
sufficiently long backtesting periods.

The practical relevance of these theoretical results is in turn explored in an empirical case
study that follows the implementation in [GP13]. To wit, we fit a linear predictive model to a set
of commodity futures forecast using momentum-style signals, and in turn use this as a simulation
engine. We test our approach on simulations with both Gaussian and fat-tailed returns, and for
both iid and autoregressive signals. Our analytical approximations provide very good predictions
in the Gaussian iid setting where they were derived, but also perform encouragingly well with
autoregressive signals driven by heavy-tailed noise, confirming the practicality of our results in
realistic settings.

Replication Ratio by Backtest Length
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Figure 1: The replication ratio for the case study in Section 5 with varying backtest length.

We observe that a ten-year backtest yields an expected replication ratio of just 30% (Figure 1).
This steep haircut arises from the large number of parameters in the model; it can be reduced by
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imposing constraints on the model, such as regularisation or a panel regression as in the empirical
section of [GP13].

In summary, our results suggest the following broad practical conclusions: be wary of low Sharpe
ratio strategies, keep your models as simple as possible, and use the longest sensible backtest period
available. While much of this advice aligns with practitioners’ intuition, our results allow one to
pinpoint how much of a haircut one should expect out-of-sample depending on the characteristics
of the backtest, rather than broad rules of thumb. Additionally, estimating the out-of-sample
haircut by simulation is often numerically slow. In contrast, our closed-form expressions permit to
accelerate this time-sensitive process by instantly computing the expected out-of-sample haircuts.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 sets up the model and differenti-
ates between the true and the sample Sharpe ratios. Section 3 presents the main results and their
interpretation. Section 4 compares our results to the existing literature on overfitting. Section 5
applies our results in an empirical case study using commodity futures, and Section 6 concludes.
Appendix A and C provide derivations of results used in the main text, Appendix B provides the
general case of the main result, and Appendix D provides details of the Monte-Carlo analysis we
use to check the approximations used.

2 Model Setup

We consider a researcher who wants to fit a linear model to forecast asset returns and to trade
based on these predictions. The researcher has access to some historical data observed at discrete
times 73 = {0,...,T1}. We denote the returns per time step by r;y; € R™ and the predictive
signals by s; € RP for each ¢ € T;. The researcher assumes that the relationship between the
signals and the returns follows a linear model with parameter 3 € R™*P,

rit1 = 0Bs; + €41,

where €;:11 € R™ denotes the unexplained residual returns. We assume that the sequences {s;} and
{€t+1} are independent of each other, and iid across time with distributions s and e respectively,
which are assumed to be multivariate Gaussian:3

s~ N(pg, 2s) and e ~N(0,X,).

We note here that trading signals are typically assumed to be autoregressive as in [GP13]. However,
imposing the iid assumption as in [DL18] makes the calculations below substantially more tractable,
and we demonstrate using simulation experiments in Section 5 that the resulting formulas also
provide very good approximations for autoregressive signals fitted using the methodology from the
empirical part of [GP13].

We impose without loss of generality that the signals are centred, except for a possible intercept
term, i.e. gy = (Us,1,0,...) where 151 = 1 if the model includes a constant (intercept) term, and
ts.1 = 0 otherwise; removing the intercept simplifies many of the expressions, but we leave the
expressions general as including a drift term may be desirable for some applications such as long-
only equity portfolios.

Assuming 3 is known, the researcher can use the signal s; at time ¢ to accurately predict the
expected returns E;[r;11] = Bs; conditional on the information at time ¢, and in turn trade a
portfolio of the form w; = Z3s; where Z € R™*™ is some symmetric weight matrix. For example,
the standard (one-period) Markowitz portfolio is given by w; = X, ', where ; and p, denote
the covariance matrix and expected returns of the traded assets conditional on the information
available at time t. In the present context, these are given by

E:[Bs: + €141] = Bst, Cov¢[Bs; + €141] = X,

and thus the one-step Markowitz optimal portfolio is of the form w; = Z3s; with Z = 26_1.
Somewhat less common but still relevant choices of Z include diag(X.)~!, corresponding to an

3 We focus on the Gaussian case as it simplifies the exposition in many places. One can compute the true Sharpe
ratio when the signals/noise are non-Gaussian, but we omit it here as the expression is verbose and broadly similar.
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inverse variance allocation by asset, or I,,, corresponding to a risk indifferent portfolio. The
researcher can then test this portfolio against the returns to compute the Profit & Loss per time
step,

Pnl, = w;rrtJrl.

2.1 The True Sharpe Ratio

The Sharpe ratio typically refers to a summary statistic that compares the sample mean of a time
series of returns to their sample standard deviation. In the model from the previous section, we
can compare this to its “true” equivalent, defined as the ratio of the expected return and standard
deviation of the daily P&L, averaged over the distributions of the signal and noise terms:

R EPnL _ Elwiria] _ E[(ZBs) (8s+ €r41)] (2.1)
VV[PuL]  /Viwlria]  /V[(ZBs)T(Bs: + €r41)]
Using identities for quadratic expectations of Gaussian vectors, this can be computed as
tr(GX, TG
SR r( ) + I"Ls NS (2'2)

T 2u((Gx.)?) + 4pl G, Gp, + w(FS,) + plFpu,
where
F:=08"2%.7Z3 and G :=pg8"Z83.

See Appendix A for the derivation of this expression. To provide some intuition for this result,
suppose for simplicity that the signals include no intercept (p, = 0). Then, (2.2) simplifies to

R — tr(B'ZBX,)
V2:((87ZBE,)) + (8725285,

S

In this form, clearly the expected return (numerator) increases with the Frobenius norm ||3|| -
(which measures the “predictability” of future asset returns), however the variance (denominator)
also increases. For a single asset or signal, the Sharpe ratio is monotonically increasing in ||3| 4,
but with multiple assets or signals the relationship is no longer obvious. We also see that the
Sharpe ratio increases as the signal-to-noise ratio rises with smaller ||X.|| . Similarly to 3, the
relationship with the signal variance 3 is generally not monotone, but for parameters similar to
our empirical case study in Section 5 the Sharpe ratio typically increases when ||X;|| increases
relative to ||| », again indicating an improvement in the signal-to-noise ratio of the model.

2.2 The In-Sample Sharpe Ratio

When a given predictive model is deployed in practice, its parameters 3 must be estimated. In
the linear model we consider here, this can be done using ordinary least-squares (OLS) by stacking
the returns across all time steps into the matrix R € R™*71 and the signals across all time steps
into the matrix S € RP*T" and computing the OLS estimator

B=RST(SST) . (2.3)

Although this is the best estimator for 3 in many senses (unbiased, L? optimal, consistent, etc.),
it is also naturally overfit to the particular realizations of the signal and returns in the in-sample
period, which will clearly differ in the out-of-sample period.

Moreover, using this estimate for 3 for backtesting on the same in-sample dataset naturally
induces “look-ahead bias”, as data from the full sample period has been used to estimate the model
parameters which are then used to test the trading strategy on the same period.*

4 The look-ahead bias could be avoided using a walk-forward regression as in [Jou|24], but this does not avoid
the issue of overfitting.
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To determine the magnitude of these effects, we can also stack the residuals €, into the matrix
E € R™*71 and with a substitution of the model for the returns into (2.3) we obtain

B=pB+EST(SST) ..

This expression enables us to decompose the estimated regression parameter into the true regression
parameter plus some sampling error. If the researcher/irades the portfolio w; = Z3s; using this
estimate, the corresponding P&L per time step is PnL; = W, r;; ;. The sample average and
variance in the training data set in turn are

o p Bzt
E [(PnLt)teTl] = 3" Pul,, (2.4)
=0
o 1t -1, 2
v [(PnLt)teTl} =T 3 (PnLt _R {(PnLt)teTlD . (2.5)
t=0

Together, these lead to the in-sample Sharpe ratio

E {(P/H\Lt)teﬂ}
SRis =

~

v {(ﬁt)teﬂ} |

The issue here is that 3 has been estimated using the same returns observations ry;; which the
model is then tested against, i.e. the model has been fit to the specific realization of the noise in
the historical period. Expanding out the sample P&L,

PuL, = Wit = (57 8s) T (Bs; + €r41)

= (E;lﬁst)T,@st + (E;l,ﬁst)Tet_H < Truth

-

+ (EQIEST(SST)flst) Bs; <— Misestimation
1 T )

+ (E; EST(SST)*lst) €41 .< Overfitting

We observe that by using B instead of 3 we obtain a combination of the true P&L and some
additional P&L as a result of the estimation error in 3. If E (the stacked matrix of residuals)
is independent of the other terms then as E[E] = 0 the “Misestimation” and “Overfitting” terms
will have zero expectation. If we use B to test the strategy in the in-sample period, then €;4
is a column of E, and thus they are not independent, leading to overfitting, this is how the look
ahead bias discussed earlier inflates the in-sample performance. In the out-of-sample period the
“overfitting term vanishes” (because the new independent realization of the noise are independent)
but the misestimation term is still present there as the estimation error has a non-trivial variance.

2.3 The Out-of-Sample Sharpe Ratio

After estimating the predictive model on the training dataset, the researcher deploys the model
out-of-sample at discrete trading times 7o = {11 + 1,...,T1 + T5 + 1}. The corresponding sample
mean and variance then lead to the out-of-sample Sharpe ratio

E [(ﬁt)ten}

SROOS =

~

v [(ﬁt)ten} |

The difference, of course, is that in the future period ,@ is not fit to the particular observations of
the returns and signals, and thus the out-of-sample Sharpe ratio will typically be lower than the
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in-sample Sharpe ratio previously calculated. We also see from the expressions derived below that
the out-of-sample Sharpe ratio will be lower than the true Sharpe ratio due to misestimation of
the regression parameter causing increased volatility over trading with the true 3.

The questions therefore are: How much lower? And what can be done to mitigate this bias?

3 Main Results

The unconditional means of the in-sample and out-of-sample Sharpe ratio, E[SRis] and E[SRoog],
cannot be computed in closed form. We can however compute the expected in-sample and out-of-
sample expected return and variance. For clarity of exposition, we present here our main result for
a special (but extremely common) case, taking Z = E;l, ts = 0 and 3, =1, i.e. the Markowitz
portfolio for a set of centred standardised signals. The general version of this result is reported in
Appendix B.

Proposition 3.1. The expected average in-sample PEL and out-of-sample PEL is given by

B [(}%\Lt)teﬂﬂ = tr(T) + %,

E l[@ [(P/ITLUL%H = tx(T).

The expected variance of the in-sample and out-of-sample P&L is given by

E

E

% [(ﬁt>t€TH = 2tr(T?) + (1 + 1) tr(T) + 2 + G2 + &,

E |V [(ﬁrﬁML) H = 2tr(T?) + ¢ tr(T) + co,
u€Ta
where
r = g's/'p3,,
p+1 _ 2p+5 2m(p* +p+2TH)
aa = 1+ a1 = )
Ti—-p-1 Ti—-p-1 T (T —p—1) (3.1)
mp . mp(2m+p+T1 +4) 2m2p? mp
g = —, Gy = - — ,
2 T, —p—1 2 T, (T, + 2) T2(Ty+2) Ty—p—1
and

e=tr (Cov [(SST)_l, sts;r,BTZEGZﬂsts”> +tr (Cov [(SST)_l, sts;rﬁTZBstsﬂ>
+tr <Cov {(SST)l,ststTﬁTZZEEZﬁststTD .

The proof relies on a combination of results on the expectations of Gaussian vectors or matrices,
properties of projection matrices and matrix statistics tricks. For better readability, these lengthy
computations are deferred to Appendix C. The in-sample variance is almost fully explicit bar the
€ term which is not possible to derive exactly. In practice, we approximate the in-sample variance
by simply dropping this term as it is typically very small compared to the other terms in our
experience. The accuracy of this approximation is checked in section 3.1. Here, let us mention a
few implications.

Remark 1 (Expected Mean Return). Examining the difference between the expected in-sample and
out-of-sample returns, we see that the in-sample return is inflated by Zz*. Thus, as the number of
in-sample observations 77 increases, our in-sample P&L will converge to our out-of-sample P&L.
Conversely, as the number of signals p increases the overfitting bias becomes arbitrarily large.
Increasing the number of assets m will also lead to further inflation of the in-sample P&L (see
Figure 6).
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Remark 2 (Expected Variance). Inspecting the expected variance, we see that ¢ > 0 provided
Ty > p+ 1, which we would always expect to be the case, but whether ¢ > 0 depends on the
interplay between the length 77 of the backtest, as well as the number m and p of assets and
signals. For a range of backtest lengths, Figure 2 displays the combinations of m,p for which
¢a > 0. Generally, when p < m (with some sublinearity for large m) then ¢ > 0, and for large
enough 73 then p must be much larger than m for ¢; < 0. Overfitting 8 thus causes the in-sample
variance to be marginally larger than the out-of-sample variance for small m, but for large m it
can be significantly higher. Further, the out-of-sample variance can be much larger than the true
variance, which causes the out-of-sample Sharpe to be lower than the true theoretical Sharpe ratio
if B3 was known.

Region where ¢z > 0

Ty = 252 T1 = 1260 T1 = 2520
1000 1000 1000
800 800 800
600 600 600
ISY
400 400 400
" e .
500 1000 500 1000 500 1000
m m m

Figure 2: Values of m, p, T} where ¢ > 0.

3.1 Accuracy of the Approximation of the In-Sample Variance

In our empirical study for commodity futures in Section 5, we find that ¢ from Proposition 3.1
are negative but small relative to the other terms, with the estimated variance being 3% smaller
than the analytical result with ¢ = 0. To support the robustness of this observation, we also run
separate simulations where the model parameters are selected randomly from distributions centred
around the empirical point estimates (full details can be found in Appendix D), and then used to
sample signals and returns to check how large the € terms are for a wide range of parameter values.
We find that for T sufficiently larger than p, € are small, less than 3% for p/Ty < 0.1 as can be
seen in Figure 3. This is equivalent to having at least ten data points per signal which in fact is a
common rule of thumb [Har06, Sec. 4.4]. Based on these observations, we henceforth disregard e
in our analysis.
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3.2 The Replication Ratio

In view of Proposition B.1 and the discussion in Section 3.1 we propose the following approxima-
tions to the expected in- and out-of-sample Sharpe ratios:

E []E (PnLy)ier

]
\/IE[ [PnL tETIH
E [JE (PnLy)ieT, }
)

\/IE[ [PnL e }

Here we take e =0 in E [WA/ [(P/Iit)teﬂu as discussed in Section 3.1. Moreover, we assume that

E [SRIS] =~ SREIS =

(3.2)

E[SRoos] = SReoos =

the difference between taking expectations of the numerator and denominator individually, rather
than jointly, is small. We again check this by the same simulation process as Section 3.1 and find
that indeed the convexity adjustment is generally very small, with maximum errors of 0.01 for the
in-sample Sharpe ratio and 0.005 for the out-of-sample Sharpe ratio, as can be seen in Figure 4.
Compared to the typical Sharpe ratios that are required to make a strategy potentially appealing
in the first place, these are negligible errors.

Error in SR Due to Missing Convexity Adjustment
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Figure 4: Difference between the expected Sharpe Ratio E[SR] and the expressions in (3.2), i.e
the error due to the missing convexity adjustment for both in-sample and out-of-sample Sharpe
ratios.

Armed with these analytical approximations, we can study the “replication ratio”, i.e., the
fraction SREoos/SRis of the in-sample Sharpe ratio that is recovered out of sample. A replication
ratio of 100% means that the strategy completely replicates out of sample. Conversely, a replication
ratio of 0% means that it returns zero, e.g., because the signals are completely uninformative (i.e.,
the true parameter 8 is 0) and thus the expected out-of-sample Sharpe ratio is zero.

Univariate Case To gain some intuition we first evaluate the replication ratio in the simplest
case with one asset (m = 1) and one dynamic signal with no intercept (p = 1) and where we
scale o4 to be equal to o, which is always possible as one can always scale the original signal to
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achieve this. In this case the formulas derived above simplify as
/62
/254 + 52’

2 1
B2+
15 2 4 3 1
\/254+(1+T12—T1)52+T1_T1+2—T12
52
SRroos = :
\/254 +(1+7%) 82+ 7

Whence, the replication ratio only depends on the size T of the training dataset and the parame-
ter B (or, equivalently, the true Sharpe ratio) in this case:

SREers =

15 2 4 3 1

SReoos 52%“ (s -F)erd - A
SRels

(B 4) 28+ (14 725) 2+ 7

We plot a heat map of this relationship in Figure 5. As the Sharpe ratio (equivalently 3) in-
creases, overfitting becomes less of an issue. Indeed, as the signal-to-noise ratio becomes arbitrarily
large for § — oo, the replication ratio approaches 100% (SRroos/SRris — 1). Similarly, the dif-
ference between in- and out-of-sample performance also vanishes as the training data set becomes
arbitrarily large (77 — 00). Both these relationships are nonlinear, with large initial improvements
that eventually saturate.

(3.3)

Replication Ratio by SR, 11
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Figure 5: Replication ratio Sgl%glcs’s in the 1-asset, 1-signal case as in (3.3), with varying SR, T7.

Multivariate Case We now turn to the case of multiple assets and signals (m,p > 1). To
illustrate some of the basic mechanisms, we look at a representative example. To wit, we consider
an in-sample Sharpe ratio of 2 with a ten-year backtest of daily returns (77 = 2520), and assume
that assets and signals are uncorrelated, ¥, = I, 3. = I,,,. For simplicity, we also assume that
the signals include no intercept (u, = 0) and that investments are directly proportional to the
signals without reweighing (Z = I,,,). Finally, to achieve the desired in-sample Sharpe ratio of 2,
we let 3 = k1,,, for a suitable constant k£ and the matrix 1,, , € R™*? of all ones.

This is a kind of worst-case scenario for overfitting, because independent signals and returns
introduce a maximal amount of freedom into the model. In this case the replication ratio reads

SRuoos  Kpm  /ARmmE T a1 SRt 2 1 5
SRers k2pm + 7 V2(k2pm)? + c1k?pm + c;

, (3.4)
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for the constants ¢;, ¢; defined in (3.1). Whence, for independent signals and residuals, we obtain
a similar expression as in the univariate case (3.3).

Figure 6 shows that as the number of assets increases, the replication ratio (3.4) rapidly de-
creases. Why does this happen? For each additional asset or signal we increase the freedom in the
model to overfit to the historical period, therefore reducing the replication ratio.

One way to address this is to reduce the number of model parameters, e.g., by running a pooled
regression that assumes that — up to some suitable normalizations — a family of common signals
affects all assets in the same manner. For example, [GP13] normalize their momentum signals for
each asset to make them comparable in the cross-section and then only fit one parameter across
all stocks for each of these signals, rather than many stock-specific coefficients.®

Replication Ratio by m, p

100% 30
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n 10
= 60%
2 g
5
S 0%
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p

Figure 6: Replication ratio SgllgTogs for increasing assets m and signals p, and fixed in-sample
Sharpe ratio SRig = 2 with 77 = 2520.

3.3 Autoregressive Signals

So far, we assumed for analytical tractability that signals and residuals are iid. A typical assump-
tion (in [GP13] for example) is that instead the signal follows an AR(1) process, so that signals are
persistent and investment opportunities in turn autocorrelated across time. Such persistent signals
are not analytically tractable in our framework, but we can assess the corresponding replication
ratios via simulations. We examine the simplest case with one asset and one predictive signal:

Te41 = BSt + €41,
where €11 ~ N(0,1) and (s;) is an AR(1) process with persistence parameter ¢,°
St = PSt—1 + U,
for a centred white noise process (u;) with unit variance. In this case, the true Sharpe ratio is

Elwiril] pPo? B

T WVwri]  V2Bol+ 202 1122 - 2

where we have taken w; = s, ks is the kurtosis (not excess kurtosis) of the signal’s noise, and
assumed [ > 0 without loss of generality. For the second equality in (3.5), we have used that

ks = 3 for u; normally distributed, and o2 = ﬁ

SR (3.5)

5 This is reminiscent to the fitting of price impact models where, after normalizing for each asset’s volatility and
trading volume, universal models also often outperform stock-specific models out of sample, as in [MWW24] and
references therein.

6 We assume that |¢| < 1 so that (s;) is weakly stationary thus E[s;] = 0 and V[s;] = ﬁ

10



4 Comparison with the Literature

To understand the impact of the persistence of AR(1) signal compared to their iid counterparts,
we proceed by Monte-Carlo simulations. We let 7o = 1260 and vary 77 € {252,1260,2520},
¢ € {0,0.5,0.9,0.99,0.999} and SR € [0,2]. Note that ¢ = 0.9 corresponds to a signal half-life a
half-life of 6.5 (daily) time-steps, whereas ¢ = 0.999 implies a half-life of 690 time-steps. For a
given signal persistence ¢ we vary the parameter 5 to achieve the desired true Sharpe ratio in each
case using (3.5).

In Figure 7 we compare the replication ratios (and their difference to their counterparts com-
puted in our model with iid signals) for different signal persistences parameterized by ¢. Unless ¢
is very close to 1 (> 0.99), the difference compared to the iid case ¢ = 0 is surprisingly small.
Thus, although our assumption of iid signals may initially seem like a strong one, it in fact has
little impact on the replication ratio in practice.

Impact of AR(1)

Ty = 252 Ty = 1260 Ty = 2520
100%
wn
% 50%
O (1]
© ¢
0% — 0.0
0.5
0 2 0 2 0 2 0.9
. — 0.99
< 0.0% — 0.999
© =5.0%
2
o —10.0%
= —15.0%
0 2 0 2 0 2
SR SR SR

Figure 7: Impact of s; following an AR(1) process. The top row shows the replication ratio, and
the bottom row shows the simple difference of this ratio vs ¢ = 0, corresponding to the iid case.

4 Comparison with the Literature

Most closely related to the present study is the work of Kan, Wang, and Zheng [KWZ24]. They
compare the expected in- and out-of-sample Sharpe ratios of the Markowitz portfolio for m assets
whose expected returns are estimated on a training dataset of size T. They find that the expected
in-sample Sharpe ratio is

E@F(JI)F(T‘QM)lFl( 1 m ma2>

A

where T'(+) is the Gamma function, 1F(-;-;-) the confluent hypergeometric function, and § =

/T2 the true Sharpe ratio of the Markowitz portfolio. Likewise, the expected out-of-sample
Sharpe ratio can also be computed in closed form as

VI (S0 (5) ) mgr Tee
E[f] = TN CoR R e cor 1F1<2’2’_2>'
var (m2) 1 (T 1 (250

In the framework of [GP13], the setting of [KWZ24] corresponds to using a single, infinitely
persistent trading signal (¢ — 1) for each asset. In contrast, we consider multiple signals per
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asset that decay quickly (¢ — 0). Incorporating multiple signals per asset allows us to cover
many common trading strategies, such as momentum strategies based on several different moving
averages of past returns. Figure 8 illustrates how overfitting becomes an increasingly important
concern when allowing for additional freedom in the model by considering multiple signals per
asset. We fix T'= Ty =T = 2520, SR = 1.5, vary the number of assets m in both models and set
either p =1 or p = 10 in our model. We observe that for a single signal (p = 1) our haircuts are
similar to the ones of [KWZ24], but for p = 10 signals our haircut is much more severe.

Replication Ratio Method Comparison
T = 2520, True SR = 1.5

07
100% —— Kan, Wang, Zheng

Ours, p=1

80% —— Ours, p=10

60%

40%

Replication Ratio

20%

Figure 8: Comparison of the replication ratio for Kan, Wang, and Zheng and ours with T'="1T} =
Ty = 2520 and SR = 1.5 for varying m. For ours we set p = 10 or p = 1.

An important common conclusion of both [KWZ24| and the present study is the non-linear
dependence of the replication ratio on the true Sharpe ratio. To wit, for small values of the true
Sharpe ratio, the expected out-of-sample Sharpe ratio is much lower than the expected in-sample
Sharpe ratio. A takeaway from this is that when developing investment strategies, it is preferable
to develop a single high Sharpe strategy than many low Sharpe strategies. This aligns with the
accepted wisdom of successful practitioners, for example Peter Muller (Founder, PDT Partners)
who quipped [Mul01]:

In my opinion it is far better to refine an individual strategy...than to attempt to put together
lots of weaker strategies. Depth is more important than breadth for investment strategies... I
would much rather have a single strategy with an expected Sharpe ratio of 2 than a strategy
that has an expected Sharpe ratio of 2.5 formed by putting together five supposedly uncorrelated
strategies each with an expected Sharpe ratio of 1.

5 Predicting Commodity Futures

To test our method on real data, we follow the approach of Garleanu and Pedersen [GP13] in the
empirical application section of their seminal paper on dynamic trading. We select the commodity
futures in Table 1 and collect close prices for the closest-to-expiry contracts from May 1998 to
December 2023. The daily returns are computed as close-to-close percent changes in prices.

As in [GP13], we compute the 5-day, 1-year and 5-year Sharpe ratios for each asset and use
these as signals. In effect these are normalized versions of the moving averages typically used
in momentum-style strategies. We additionally transform the signals to be mean zero and unit
variance. Normalizing the variances enables us to easily apply L2-regularization when fitting 3 to
calibrate the model we later use as a simulation engine; the centring is required per our conditions
on the signals in the theoretical model. This yields a total of 36 dynamic (cross-sectional) signals,
which with the addition of the asset-specific intercept yields 37 regressors per asset.

To assess the validity of our results we need to compare our analytical approximations for the
expected in-sample and out-of-sample Sharpe ratios, SRgis and SRgoos, to empirically observed

12
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Commodity | Venue Ticker
Aluminium | LME MAL3=LX
Copper LME MCU3=LX
Nickel LME MNI3=LX
Zinc LME MZN3=LX
Lead LME MPB3=LX
Gasoil ICE LGOcl
WTI NYMEX | CLcl

Gold COMEX | GCcl
Silver COMEX | Slcl

Coffee NYBOT | KCcl
Cocoa NYBOT | CCcl
Sugar NYBOT | SBcl

Table 1: Commodities selected for testing from the LME (London Metal Exchange), ICE (Intercon-
tinental Exchange), NYMEX (New York Mercantile Exchange), COMEX (Commodity Exchange)
and NYBOT (New York Board of Trade).

equivalents. To do this we clearly require more than the one realization of the returns available
historically. To overcome this, we resort to simulating many realizations of a fitted model and use
these to check our results. The first step in enabling this simulation is to estimate a model for the
returns, which naturally we take as

riy1 = 08t + €41

We estimate 3 € R37%12 by ridge regression. All fitted parameter values from this section can be
found on the authors’ webpages.

As mentioned in the introduction, the haircuts we observe for these trials are quite steep, and
they could be improved by reducing the amount of freedom in the model, for example by panel
regression. Indeed, making the structural assumption that the (suitably normalized) momentum
signals have universal weights across assets reduces the number of model parameters for m = 12
assets and p = 3 x 12 4+ 1 = 37 signals each from 444 to 3. This increases the replication ratio
considerably from 30% to 71% for a ten-year backtest.”

5.1 Gaussian and iid Signals and Residuals

We first test our approach in the case where the data-generating model satisfies our key assump-
tions, namely that the signals and residuals are Gaussian and iid. To this end, we fit a multivariate
Normal to the observed signals and residuals from the estimated model above.® We then use these
new samples to construct new realizations of the returns using the 3 parameter we estimated by
ridge regression above.

We simulate 13 years, with 252 trading days per year, of new signals and returns, and use 10
years as in-sample and 3 years as out-of-sample data. For each in-sample simulation we compute
the OLS estimator for 3 = RST(SST)~!, where R € R12%252'10 ig the stacked matrix of returns
and S € R37%252'10 i5 the stacked matrix of signals. We then form the portfolio W, = zglﬁst as
described in Section 2. This portfolio is then tested on the in-sample and out-of-sample periods to
compute the observed in-sample and out-of-sample Sharpe ratios for each simulation.

In Figure 9 we see that the simulated expected in-sample and out-of-sample Sharpe ratios
almost perfectly align with our analytical results, and so does the replication ratio. This shows
that with real-world parameter values our analytical approximations are highly accurate. In the
next section we additionally check the robustness of our results when our assumptions are violated.

7 A similar replication ratio is obtained when the out-of-sample values are estimated from the real historical data
set rather than the fitted full model. On real data, the panel model in fact dominates the full model also in absolute
terms, a sharp reversal given the latter’s substantially better in-sample performance.

8 Note that both p, and p, will be zero by construction, so the covariance of the signals ¥, and residuals 3. is
all we need to generate new samples of each.
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IS SR, OOS SR and Replication Ratio
Normal IID Signals and Returns

7 8 0 2 4 —-25% 0%  25% 50% 75%
IS SR OO0S SR Repl. Ratio

—— Monte-Carlo —— Analytic

Figure 9: The expected in-sample Sharpe ratio, expected out-of-sample Sharpe ratio and replication
ratio for the experiments in Section 5.1.

5.2 AR(1) Signals and t-distributed Residuals and Shocks

To simulate non-iid and non-Gaussian signals and residuals we now allow the signals (excluding
the intercept) to follow an AR(1) process,

’_ /
s; = ®s;_ +uy,

where s} € R35 denotes the non-intercept signals, u; € R3% denotes the shocks to the AR(1) process,
and ® € R36%36 denotes the AR(1) parameter. Additionally, rather than having €;,1 and u; be
multivariate Gaussian, we fit a ¢-distribution to each dimension of the residuals and shocks and use
these to simulate residuals and shocks with fat tails. To induce the original covariance structure
of the residuals and shocks we scale the independent samples by the Cholesky transformation of
the relevant covariance matrix, 3, or X,,.

In Figure 10 we see that even when our assumptions are violated, our analytical replication
ratio is still remarkably close to its empirically observed counterpart. Relaxing the Gaussian
assumption to allow for fat tails causes the in-sample Sharpe ratio to decrease, but also causes the
out-of-sample Sharpe ratio to decrease. Additionally, allowing the signals to be AR(1) rather than
iid causes the out-of-sample Sharpe ratio to decrease, however this effect is rather small. Finally,
as the out-of-sample and in-sample Sharpe ratio are affected by the non-Gaussian returns, and the
AR(1) signals have a relatively small effect, the replication ratio with both is almost identical to
our analytical value under the Gaussian and iid assumptions. This confirms the practical relevance
of our analytical results.

IS SR, OOS SR and Replication Ratio
t AR(1) Signals and Returns

0.0 2.5 5.0 7.5 0 2 4 —25% 0% 25% 50% 75%
IS SR OO0S SR Repl. Ratio
—— Monte-Carlo —— Analytic

Figure 10: The expected in-sample Sharpe ratio, expected out-of-sample Sharpe ratio and replica-
tion ratio for the experiments in Section 5.2.
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6 Conclusion

6 Conclusion

This paper derives analytical approximations for the in-sample and out-of-sample Sharpe ratios of
portfolios constructed using linear prediction models. We show that increasing either the number
of signals or assets too much makes this procedure susceptible to overfitting and thereby yields
wildly overestimated in-sample Sharpe ratios.

We show that low true Sharpe ratio signals are particularly vulnerable to overfitting. Con-
versely, by extending the length of the in-sample period one can reduce the overfitting risk, and
can produce a higher replication ratio out of sample.

We test our results on commodity futures using momentum-style signals and find that allowing
AR(1) signals and non-Normal signals/residuals does not significantly impact the validity of our
results. In particular, once we match the theoretical out-of-sample Sharpe ratio to the observed
value, we see that the replication ratio is primarily a function of the out-of-sample Sharpe ratio
and the curves for the AR(1) signals closely matches those of iid signals.

From this analysis, it seems that the best way to minimize the potential for overfitting is to
minimize the number of signals and assets that are being used for any predictive model used to
trade, and utilize the largest amount of data possible. To conclude, we quote Nick Patterson [Pat16]
on his experience at Renaissance Technologies, which is very much in line with these results:

It’s funny that I think the most important thing to do on data analysis is to do the simple
things right. So, here’s a kind of non-secret about what we did at Renaissance: in my opinion,
our most important statistical tool was simple regression with one target and one independent
variable.

They might be on to something.
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A Derivation of Equation (2.2)

A Derivation of Equation (2.2)
To derive eq. (2.2) we need to derive two expressions,

E[(ZBs:)" (Bs: + €r41)], and, V[(ZBs;)"(Bs: + €r41)]-

We start with the former,

E[(Zﬁst)T(ﬁSt + €141)]

Els; B"ZBs; +s{ B Zei 1],
=E[s/ 8'ZBs],
= tr(GX;) + p! G,
where G := B87Z3. We have used E[€;+1] = 0 in the second equality, and identity 5.24 from [Bro20]

in the final equality.
Next we tackle the variance,

V[<Zﬂst)T<Bst+et+1>} = V[s/B"ZBs +s] 8" Zey1),
Vis; BT ZBs:] + V[s] B' Zer1] + Covls] BT ZBsy,s{ B' Zer11],
Vis{ BT ZBs:] + V[s] B" Zey11],
= 2tr((GX,)%) + 4p] GG, + V[s] B Ze 1],
=2tr((GX,)%) + 4p! GB.Gp, + E[s{ B" Zer 18] B Zer 1] — E[s] B Zer 1],
=2r((G%,)?) + 4p] GE.Gp, + E[s{ 8" Ze,115] B Zer 1],
=2tr((GX,)%) + 4p] GE.Gp, + E[s] BT Z2.Zs,),
=2tr((GX,)?) + 4pl GE,Gp, + tr(FX,) + pl Fpu,,

where F := BTZX.Z3. We have used Ele;;1] = 0 to deduce Cov(s] B"ZB3s,,s] 3" Ze, 1] = 0,
identity 379 from [PP12, sec. 8.2.2] to compute V[s] 8" ZBs,], identity 322 from [PP12, sec. 6.2.2]
to compute the penultimate line and identity 5.24 from [Bro20] in the final equality.

Thus,
tr(GX;) + pi Gp,

V2t((G2,)2) + 4pTGS,Gp, + tr(FS,) + pl Fpu,

S

SR =

where

F:=8"2Z%.723 and G :=p3"Z3.

B General Case Result

Proposition B.1. The expected average in-sample PEL is

E {I/F:[(P/H\Lt)teﬂ] = (G2, + u] G, + 7o P tr(z3,).
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C Proof of Proposition B.1

The expected variance of the in-sample PE6L is

E [“7 {(ﬁt)teﬂH

=2tr ((GES)Q‘) +4pl GE,Gu, + tr(FX,) + ulFpu,

3
L p— (2F(23 ) + I Fp, (B4 pp]) TN (S — papl) +pFES)
.
pp+Ti+4) 2Lp,(p-T-2)(p-T1)
T (Ty +2) T (Ty +1)(Ty +2)

+tr(8.Z5. Z) (

2(p—"T) <(p -2, +Th (p - 11T,us) +p>

2
—tr(2.2Z) T2 (Ty 4 1) (Ty + 2)

2

Ty TES <2G (Es - usul) + Gy (B + popl) (s — popl) +pGEs>
——

2p T
-7 tr(Z3,) (tr(GEs) + g G,u,s)

+e1 +e2+es,
where F = 8'ZX.Z8, G = 8"Z3 and
g1 = tr (Cov [(SST)1,ststT,8TZ26ZﬂststT}> ,
€9 = tr (Cov {(SST)_l,ststTBTZ,@ststT}> )
€3 =tr (Cov [(SST)_l,stsIﬁTZZEEZﬁsts;r]) ,

for any t € T1 by the iid property of (St)teT; -
The expected average out-of-sample PEL is

E [E {(P/ﬁﬂt)teTzH = tr(GX,) + pl Gu,,
The expected variance of the out-of-sample PEL is
E [“7 [(P/fEt)teBH
=2t ((GZ,)?) + 4ul GZ, G, + tr(FE,) + pl Fa,
+ul <2D21F +tr (sz) D+ tr (sz) F) f, + tr (DE}FES) +tr (DX,) tr (sz)

Ftr ((225)2) (tr (EZD) + ulDus) :

(S + poul) ™

where D == T —p-1

C Proof of Proposition B.1

Recall that the classical Ordinary Least Square method yields the estimator

B=pB+EST(SST)!,
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C Proof of Proposition B.1

where E € R™*71 is the matrix of stacked residuals. This is a more convenient expression to work
with than (2.3), and we will use it to evaluate the expectations of the sample means, variances and
covariances. Since (s;); and (e:41): are iid sequences, the expectation of the sample expectation,
variance and covariance are simply the true expectation, variance and covariance respectively.

C.1 In-sample expected average

From the definition (2.4), the in-sample expected P&L E[E[(ﬁt)te']’lﬂ can be evaluated as

E [IE -<(Zast)T(,@St + €t+1))teTlH

|
=
=

E [({ZESt}TﬁSt)teﬂ} +E |E [({ZBSt}TEt“>tGﬁH 7

.
({z (ﬁ n EsT(ssT)—l) st} ﬁst> _
({z (ﬂ+EST(SST)‘1) st}T et+1> :

teTr

{ (ZEST(SST)*lst)T ,@st}tgl]

({ZEST(SST)1st}Tet+1)t€Tl] :

since the sample mean is an unbiased estimator, and since (s;); and (€;y1): are respectively iid,
and E[€t+1] =0.

Since we can “extract” the t-th column from a matrix X by multiplying it by a vector e; which
has 1 in the t-th position and zero everywhere else, then

|
=
=

&

+E

—E[(z8s,)" ﬁst] +E|E

~

+E |E

E|E =E [etTST(ssT)—lsETz,Bset} =0, forallteT,

((ZEST(SST)_lst>T ,Bst)

teTy

since E has a Matrix Normal distribution MN (0, 2., Ir,) by assumption and since Z is assumed
symmetric. As previously mentioned, the first equality is true for all ¢ € 7; by the iid property
of (s¢)t, and the fact the sample mean is an unbiased estimator. The next term reads

E |E 1 =E [eIsT(ssT)—lsETZEet , foranyteT,

((ZEST(SST)‘lst)T et+1>

teTy
=e/E[ST(SST)'S|E[E"ZE]e,,

— tr(Z35.)e] E[ST(SST) 'S]e, = Tﬁ tr(Z3,),
1

where we have used the Matrix Normal identity
EXAX"] = Utr(ATV) + MAM',
with X ~ MN(M, U, V) [Gup00, Theorem 2.3.5]. We also used that tr(E[ST(SST)~!S]) = p

since the projection matrix ST(SST)~!S is idempotent and thus its trace equals its rank, and
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C Proof of Proposition B.1

since (s;); are iid, then the expectation of each element of the diagonal of ST(SST)~!S are equal,
thus e/ E[ST(SST)~!S]e; = 7. Therefore, the in-sample expected P&L is given by

E [JE [(P/rTLt)teﬂH =t (B%,072) + uIp"ZBu, + L1 (Z5.).
1

C.2 In-sample expected variance

We turn next to the expected variance E[@[(ﬁrﬁt)teﬂﬂ:

E |V

+E|V

+E |2Cov

+E |2Cov

1+ E |2Cov

1+ E |2Cov

+E |2Cov

_E|¥ ((z (ﬂ+EST(SST)—1) st)

(Zﬁst)TGtH)teT

((ZEST(SST)_lst)Tﬁst)

((ZBSt)T(ﬂSt + €t+1)>teﬂ:|]

T

.
Bs: + (Z (ﬂ —+ EST(SST)_l) St) €t+1> ;
teTh

i +E |V {((ZEST(SST)_lst)TﬁSt)teﬂ]1

v [((Zﬂst)TetH) te7’1:|

+E |2Cov K(Zﬂst)Tﬁst)teﬂ , ((Zﬁst)Tem)teTlH

- (<ZEST(SST)1St)Tﬁst)t€ﬂH

€T

(Zﬁst)TIBst)teTl , ((ZEST(SST)1st)Tet+1>t€ﬂ]]

(
(
((os0"enn), (<ZEsT<ssT>1st>Tﬂst)tETlH
(

1

, ((ZEST(SST)_lst)TetH)teTJ]

, ((ZEST(SST)_lst)TetH)teTj] .

teTh

Since the signals and residuals are iid, and the sample variance is an unbiased estimator for the
population variance, we can replace all the expected sample variance terms with the true variance.
We are thus left with computing these true variances. The first two terms are

E

E

7| (@os7os) _ |

v [((Zﬁst)TetH)teTl]

= [(z8s)" Bs.| =2t (2658728587 ) + 411 8720587 Z8p,,

=V [(@Bs) €] = tr (285,822, ) + nl 872528,

where the first equality in both expressions is for all ¢ € 77, and the first equality comes from the
iid assumption and the fact the sample variance is an unbiased estimator.
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C Proof of Proposition B.1

The next term is

E =V [(ZEST(SST)*lst)Tﬁst} , forallteT;

v {((ZEST(SST)lst)Tﬁst)

e
Ti
=E [((ZEST(SST)lst)Tﬂst)2] -E {(ZEST(SST)lst)T ﬁst] i
—E [((ZEST(SST)_lst)TﬂSt)z] ;

since E[E] = 0 and E and S are independent. To evaluate this further we again use s; = Se; and
let H :=ST(SST)~!S (the so called ‘hat’ matrix in linear regression), so that

2 [ 2
E {((ZEST(SST)‘lst)Tﬂst) } ~E (etTST(SST)_lsETZﬁSet> }
—E _etTHETZBSetetTHETZﬂSef}

—E -etTH(ITlHTetet WA )ZﬁSet}

~E |e]He,e/S™37Z3 Z,E)'Set],

=tr Hete TsTg"zx ZﬁSeJ)

— tr (]E (SST)"'Se,el STATZE, ZBSe el ST D
= tr <

]E (SST)~ {Setet sTaTzy ZﬁseteTsT} +51) :
where
£ =E [(SST) 1SeelSTATZS ZﬂSetetTST] _E [(SST)— } [Setet STaTzy zgsetejsq

The & term results from the fact that (SST)~! is of course not independent of the other terms,
however experimentally we find that tr(&;) is negligible compared to the trace of the expectation
product and decreases rapidly in the ratio p/Ty. Provided we are in the regime where T7 > p,
then this approximation is reasonable as can be seen in Figure 3.

With this, we can finish the evaluation. To simplify the expression it is convenient to swap Se;
with s; again, and define the matrix F := B'ZX.Z3, so that

E [((ZEST(SST)lst)TBstY}
— tr (E [(SST)* ] [sfstﬁ zZs Zﬁsfst} +51>

(S + popl)

=t
' Tl—p—].

(2 (Es - usul) F (Es - usul) +piFp, (Es - usul) +tr(FX,) (Es + usul)) +e1

1 ~1
= T —p—1 tr (2F (Es + NSNI> +plFu, - (Zs + HSNST) (Es - NSN5T> —|-sz5) +eé1,
L —p—

with 1 := tr(&1). Thus, the expected variance term is given by

E

teTl]

v {((ZEST(SST)_lst)Tﬁst)

1

-1
= T—p—1 tr <2F (Es + NSNST) +ulFp, (Es + NSNI> (Es - HSNI) +szs> +e1.
L —p—
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C Proof of Proposition B.1

Moving on, we tackle the next term in the expected variance similarly:

E

v {((ZEST(SST)_lst)TetH)teTj

—V [(ZEST(SST)_lst)TetH} , forallte Ty,

—E {((ZEST(SST)—1 ¢) em) } [(ZEST(SST) t)Tem]z

E
. {((ZEST(SST) Terin } < )
We can evaluate the first term as
2
E {((ZEST(SST)lst)TetH) }
~E {etHETZEetetTETZEHTet}

= t1(2.Z5.Z) (E [etTHet} +E {etTHetetTHTetD +tr(S.Z)°E {etTHetetTHet}

p(p+2) 2(Ty — p)(Th —p+2)

p(p+2) 2(Ty —p)(Th —p+2)
+ (=) <T<T+2> "L T T T 4 2) > ’

where we have used the fact that when there is no intercept term the diagonal entries of the hat
matrix H are distributed g (%, @) [Bel04, Appendix 2A], and for the case where there is an

intercept term, Chatterjee and Hadi [CHS88, Section 2.3.7] derive an approximate distribution for
the diagonal elements of the hat matrix,
Ty —phu — %

T e - 1, T —
p—l l_htt (p s 41 p)a

where F(p—1,T; —p) denotes the F distribution with p—1 and T} —p degrees of freedom. However,
per Rao [Rao09, p. 542] this is an exact distribution, rather than approximate, when ps = 0, which
we have per our assumptions. With a little work this yields

pip+2) 2T —p)(Ti—p+2)
T (T + 2) T>(T+1)(T+2)

]E[htzt] =

and noting that 1;!% is zero with no intercept, and one with an intercept, this yields the final line
of the derivation above. Putting it all together we obtain the expected variance term

E

v [((ZEST(SST)1st)Tet+1)t€TH

p(p+2) 2(Ty — p)(Th —p+2)
HBEEZ) <T1 ’ (TI(TI vg) T T ) ))

o [ plp+2) 2(Th —p)(Th —p+2) ?
o2 (i e ) - (207
P (T + 1) (p+Ti+4)—2(p—T1 —2) (p—T1) 1) p,
TE(Ty+1) (Th +2)
2(p—T1) ((p —2)1,p,+ T (p - llus) +p>
T2(Ty + 1) (11 +2) ’

= tr(Z.ZX.Z)

— tr(X.Z)?
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C Proof of Proposition B.1

Next we begin to tackle the covariance terms, again we use the fact that the sample covariance
is an unbiased estimator and the iid property. The first two covariance terms are zero:

E [26& [((Zﬁst)TIBst> , ((zgst)Tem)tET” — 9Cov[(ZBs:)  Bst, (ZBs:)Terir] = 0,

teT 1

since E[e;41] = 0, and

El2éaf[((Zﬂst)T,Bst) ,((ZEST(SST)‘lst)Tﬂst) H:zcov [(zgst)Tﬁst,(ZEST(SST)—lst)Tﬁst}

teTh teTh

is null for all ¢ € 77 as well since E[e;11] = 0. Regarding the next covariance term,

E lZ(T(;/ [((Zﬁst)TﬁSt) ) ((ZEST(SST)1St)T€t+1)te7’1H

teTh
— 2C0v {(zgst)T@st, (ZEST(SST)*lst)TetH} . forallte T,
—2 (IE {(Zﬁst)TBst(ZEST(SST)’lst)TetH} _E [(Zﬁst)Tﬁst] E [(ZEST(SST)lst)TetHD .

Starting with the first expectation,

E|(28s)"Bs.(ZEST(SST) 's,)Ters]

—E [etTSTﬂTZﬂSetetTHETZEet}

= t1(ZE)E [etTSTﬁTZﬁsetetTHet]

= tr(ZE) tr <E [(ssTrl} E [stswzgstsﬂ + 52>

tr(Z3) tr (2ﬁTZﬂ(Es +pgpn]) + B 2B (B + popnl) TN — popl) + pﬂTZﬁEs)
- T —p-1 ez
e

where we have proceeded as before with a mixed expectation of (SST)~! and S, and
& =E [(SST)—lststTﬁTZﬁstsﬂ _E [(SST)*} E [stsjﬁTZﬁststT] :
and e := tr(&). Next, the second expectation reads

E {(Zﬁst)Tﬂst} E [(ZEST(SST)_lst)TetH} - (tr(ﬂEsﬂTZ) ﬂgﬁTZ,@us) Tﬁltr(zze).

Putting this together yields

E l?éo\v [((Zﬁst)TﬁSt)tGT1 ) ((ZEST(SST)lst)TeHl)teTlH

_ 2
_Tl—p—l

- 2z, (n(82.672) + uIBTZP,) + o
1

tr(ZE) tr (287ZB(S, + poul) + ul 8728, - (S + pon]) ™ (S, — wpl) +p8T 265, )
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C Proof of Proposition B.1

The next covariance term is similar, namely

E |2Cov [((Zﬂst)Tﬁt-H)teT

1

ZEST(SST) 'sy)T
((zBST(sST) ') )
= 2Cov [(ZﬂSt)TetJrl, (ZEST(SST)_lst)Tﬁst} , forallteTn,
—9 (IE [(Zﬂst)TetH(ZEST(SST)_lst)Tﬁst] _E [(zgst)Tem} E [(ZEST(SST)—lst)TﬁstD
- {(Zﬁst)TetH(ZEST(SST)’lst)Tﬁst} :
since E[e; 1] = 0. The first expectation can be evaluated as
E [(z,est)TetH(ZEST(SST)—lst)Tﬁst}
—E {ejsTﬁTz tr(ethT(ssT)*1set)2625set}
—tr (E [(ssT)*l] E [ststTﬁTzzzezwststT] + 53>
=t (2F(Es ) + P (B4 ppd) NS — pop) + pFES) +es,
Tl —pP— 1
where again we handle the (SST)~! terms as before, and
& =E [(SST)*1stsjﬁTzzzézmststT} ~E {(SST)*} E [stsIﬁTzzzezmstsﬂ :

and €3 := tr(&s). Thus,

(zBsTssT) s 70s) |

1

E lQ&R’ [((Zﬂst)TQﬂ) e

2

ol g tr (2F(25 + o)+l P, (B + pon])HEs - popl) +pFES) + €3,
-

where again F = ,BTZEEZﬁ. We turn now to the penultimate term:

1

E [26(;/ [((zgst)um)tg , ((ZEST(ssT)1St)Tet+1)t€TH
— 2C0v [(Zﬁst)TetH, (ZEST(SST)—lst)TetH} . forallte T,
—9 <]E [(Zﬁst)TetH(ZEST(SST)’lst)TetH} _E {(Zﬁst)TetH} E [(ZEST(SST)lst)TetHD -0,

as the derivation yields a cubic in E and E[e;41] = 0.
For the final term, we can write

E [2Cov {((ZEST(SST)‘lst)Tﬁst)

teTh

, ((ZEST(SST)—lst)TeHl)teﬂ]]

~

—9E |E [((ZEST(SST)_lst)Tﬂst(ZEST(SST)_lst)TetH)

teTl]

B ((zBST(s8T) s s) | B [(<ZEST<SST>-1st>Tem)tETH o,
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C Proof of Proposition B.1

which again yields terms with only E or cubics in E, and from the identity for cubic expectations
we see that every term in the expectation includes p, which is zero, and thus the full expectation

is zero. We can now collate all the terms for the expected variance E[@[(P/H\Lt)teﬂ]]:

E[V[(PuL;).e:]
=2tr ((GES)Q) +4pl GE G, + tr(FX) + ! Fu,

Sl (2F(Es Fpgpl) + i P (B 4+ pp]) TS — popl) + szs)
Fu(szs.z) RO e ?Eté);f)(&_fm_ 2)(p—T1) Lk,
20-13) (0~ 20f1a, + 71 (= 15m,) +9)
- T ) (T +2)
- %p—l (23 tr (2G (S, + pop]) + I G, - (B + i) (S, — ppl) + pGE,)

2p T
-7 tr(ZX,) (tr(GES) + B Gus)
+e1+ée2te3,
where
F:=38'22.Z8 and G:=8"Z3,

and
e = tr (E [(SST)—1SeteISTﬂTzzezﬁSetejsT] - E [(SST)*} E {SetetTSTﬂTZEEZﬂSetetTSTD :
€9 = tr (E [(SST)_lsts;rBTZﬂstsﬂ —-E [(SST)_l} E {sts;r,BTZ,Bsts”> ,

S (E [(SST)*1ststTﬁTzzzézmstsﬂ “E {(SST)*} E {stsmTzzzezmststT]) .

C.3 Out-of-sample expected average

Next we derive the expected out-of-sample expected return and variance. We now have that B
is independent of the realizations of the signal and the residuals, thus the derivation is simplified
significantly. Firstly, the expected out-of-sample P&L is given by

E =E((ZBs:)" Bs:] = t1(BE,8"Z) + pl B' ZPu,,

E [((ZBSQT(ﬂst + €t+1))te7,2]

where we have no E[(Z3s;) €;11] term since E[e;1 ;] = 0 and by independence.

C.4 Out-of-sample expected variance

Next the variance is given by

E

v [(<ZBSt>T<ﬂSt + €t+1>)tenH
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C Proof of Proposition B.1

The first term can be evaluated as

E @{((zﬁstmst)t%] _E @{((Z,Bst)T,Bst) 2]+@{((ZEST(SST)‘1st)T6st)

teTs teTj

+2Cov {((Zﬁst)Tﬁst)teT2 7 ((ZEST(SST)_lst)T'BSt)te7'2:|] ’

where we must be careful to note that EST(SST)~!, i.e. the error in B, are the errors and signals
from the first period, not the second. The first term of this is simply given by

E = V[(ZBs:) " Bsy] = 2t1(ZBE,BTZBE,B") + 4ul BTZBE8" ZBp,,

7| (@os7ss),_ |

where the first equality holds for all ¢ € 75 since s; are iid. The covariance term is zero since

Eler+1] = 0, so we are left with E [WA/ [((ZEST(SST)_lst)TﬁSt)teTQ]}. With €5 :== EST(SST) 1,

E

v [((ZEST(SST)_lst)Tﬂst)teT} =V {(ngst)Tﬁst} , forallteTs,

=E

tr (s};zgzzs (s};zg + 5Tzsg) 25) pl (egZﬁ + BTZeB) 3, (egZﬁ + ﬁTz,eB) us} .
To evaluate this we require some intermediate expectations,
E {eEZBZSEEZ} - Dx'3'23.Z,
E [ETZﬂESﬂTZS} —Dtr (ESﬁTZEEZﬁ) ,
E[esB.ef| = Tt (2ID)

where )
(Zs + poul)”

D=
Tl—p—l

Putting this all together yields

E

v [((ZEST(SST)1st)Tﬂst)t€TH
= tr (Dzngzzemzs) +tr (DX,) tr (zezgzlpfz)
+ul <2DEIﬂTZEEZﬁ Ftr (zez,@zjﬁTz) D+ tr (EZD) ﬂTZE€Zﬂ> [,

Thus, the first term for the expected variance out-of-sample is

v [((ZBsaTﬁst)tETQH

= 2tr(ZBX,B'ZBE.B") + 4u! BT ZBE. 8T ZB N,
+tr (DzjﬁTzzEzm:s) +tr (D) tr (2€Z,6'ESTBTZ)

E

ol <2DESTﬁTZEEZﬂ Yt (EEZ,GEIBTZ) D +tr (2}D) ,eTzzEzg> i,
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D Monte-Carlo Details

We can proceed similarly for the second term,

v [((zﬁst)TetH)t%” —E

+2Cov [((ZIBSt)TEt+1)t6T : ((ZEST(SST)‘lst)TetH)teTQ]] :

2

E

), ,] [ o),

Again the first term is simply

v {((Zﬁst)Tet“)teTj

and the final term is zero as E is from the in-sample period, and therefore independent of €;41
from the out-of-sample period, and E[e;11] = 0. Thus, we need only to find the second term,

E -V [(Zﬁst)TetH} = t1(ZBS,B7ZS,) + p! BT ZS.Z8p,,

~

E |V {((ZEST(SST)‘lst)TeHl) —E [tr(Zs,@ZSEEZEE) + ugsgzzez%us}

teTJ
=tr ((ZEE)Q) (tr(ZID) + NIDNS) .

And therefore, the full second term is given by

E

2

v [(<ZBst)Tet+1)teTH — t1(ZB%,87 25 )+u] 872328, +tr (ZE.)?) ((STD) + uIDp,)

The third term, the covariance term, is necessarily zero by E[€;+1] = 0 and independence, thus the
expected out-of-sample variance is given by

E

7| (@BsT(ps:+ €t+1)>t67_2”

=2tr(ZB%.B'ZBE.B") + 4u! B ZBT.B ZPu,
+tr (DEZﬁTZEEZ,BES) +tr (DX,) tr (EEZﬁEST,BTZ)

T <2DESTﬂTZ2€Zﬁ ttr (EEZBEIL%TZ) D+ tr (ESTD) ﬁTZZGZﬂ) 1,

+ (265,872, + pl BTZE.ZBp, + tr ((250)?) (1(ZID) + ulDp,) .

D Monte-Carlo Details

As previously mentioned, we use Monte-Carlo simulations both to check that the approximations we
have made in (3.2) are reasonable (g; = 0 and ignoring the convexity adjustment) and to support
and provide additional analysis. To do this, we observe the point estimates of the parameters
from the experiments using commodity futures in Section 5 and select distributions to draw new
realizations within a cloud around these point estimates. Specifically,

e For the signals we let the standard deviation of the signals be 1, which is unrestrictive as we
can always standardize any given signal.

e For the residuals we sample the variances from a y? distribution, which is well known to be
the sample distribution for variance.

e For both signals and residuals we draw correlation matrices from the LJK distribution [LEK.J09],
commonly used as a prior for correlation matrices in Bayesian modelling, and which can be
considered the correlation equivalent of the Wishart distribution used for covariance matrices.
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D Monte-Carlo Details

e We can then construct the covariance matrix 3 = diag(o)Pdiag(o), where o is the vector of
variances per signal /residual and P is the sampled correlation matrix for the signal /residuals.

e For 3 we sample entries from a Laplace distribution, which provided the best fit when looking
at the entries of real 3 matrices from Section 5.

With 8 and X, ¥ coming from real data we would expect certain structures such as clusters
with the covariance matrix (e.g. similarity between stocks in the same sector), or similar parameters
for certain stocks; this random sampling unfortunately misses out on this. However, from studying
the expressions for the replication ratio it does not appear that these characteristics would impact
our results. This is further confirmed by noting that when using real assets and signals in Section 5,
the results remain valid. To achieve a desired true Sharpe ratio we simply scale the matrix 3
appropriately. Finally, we let g, = 0 and do not include a drift term.

We note here that to simulate even 100 assets requires a significant amount of compute, par-
ticularly with large 7', which realistically will almost always be the case for a strategy of this
style. Thus, the analytical approximations are useful to enable quick comparative adjustments for
strategies, without requiring lengthy simulations.
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