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Abstract

We introduce a new set of consistent measures of risks,rimstef the semi-invariants of pdf’s, such that
the centered moments and the cumulants of the portfolialoigion of returns that put more emphasis
on the tail the distributions. We derive generalized effitfeontiers, based on these novel measures of
risks and present the generalized CAPM, both in the casesmbfeneous and heterogeneous markets.
Then, using a family of modified Weibull distributions, engpassing both sub-exponentials and super-
exponentials, to parameterize the marginal distributimnasset returns and their natural multivariate
generalizations, we offer exact formulas for the momentsamulants of the distribution of returns of

a portfolio made of an arbitrary composition of these assdng combinatorial and hypergeometric
functions, we are in particular able to extend previousltego the case where the exponents of the
Weibull distributions are different from asset to asset iarttie presence of dependence between assets.
In this parameterization, we treat in details the problemigk minimization using the cumulants as
measures of risks for a portfolio made of two assets and comtpa theoretical predictions with direct
empirical data. Our extended formulas enable us to deteramialytically the conditions under which

it is possible to “have your cake and eat it too”, i.e., to ¢t a portfolio with both larger return and
smaller “large risks”.

1 Introduction

The Capital Asset Pricing Model (CAPM) is still the most wiglased approach to relative asset evaluation,
although its empirical roots are been found weaker and weaakecent years. This asset valuation model
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describing the relationship between expected risk andatedereturn for marketable assets is strongly
entangled with the Mean-Variance Portfolio Model. Indeethbof them fundamentally rely on the de-
scription of the probability distribution function (pdff asset returns in terms of Gaussian functions. The
Mean-Variance description is thus at the basis of Mark&vjiartfolio theory [Markovitz (1959)] and of the

CAPM (see for instance [Merton (1990)]).

Otherwise, the determination of the risks and returns &st®ot with a given portfolio constituted a¥
assets is completely embedded in the knowledge of theirivatitite distribution of returns. Indeed, the
dependence between random variables is completely dedchy their joint distribution. This remark
entails the two major problems of portfolio theory: 1) detere the multivariate distribution function of
asset returns; 2) derive from it useful measures of pootfobks and use them to analyze and optimize
portfolios.

The variance (or volatility) of portfolio returns providéise simplest way to quantify its fluctuations and
is at the fundation of the| [Markovitz (1959)]'s portfolio Isetion theory. Nonetheless, the variance of
a portfolio offers only a limited quantification of incurreikks (in terms of fluctuations), as the em-
pirical distributions of returns have “fat tailsf TLux (189, [Gopikrishnan et al. (1998), among many oth-
ers] and the dependences between assets are only impeidectbunted for by the covariance matrix
[Litterman and Winkelmann (1998)]. It is thus essentialxtead portfolio theory and the CAPM to tackle

these empirical facts.

The Value-at-Risk[[Jorion (1997)] and many other measuieisks [Artzner et al. (1997), Sornette (1998),
Rrtzner et al. (1999), Bouchaud et al. (1998), Sornetie.gPal000)] have then been developed to account
for the larger moves allowed by non-Gaussian distributiand non-linear correlations but they mainly
allow for the assessment of down-side risks. Here, we censidth-side risk and define general measures
of fluctuations. It is the first goal of this article. Indeedinsidering the minimum set of properties a
fluctuation measure must fulfil, we characterize these mieasun particular, we show that any absolute
central moments and some cumulants satisfy these requitessewell as do any combination of these
guantities. Moreover, the weights involved in these coratioms can be interpreted in terms of the portfolio
manager’s aversion against large fluctuations.

Once the definition of the fluctuation measures have beeiit $2possible to classify the assets and port-
folios using for instance a risk adjustment method [Shai884) [Dowd (2000)] and to develop a portfolio
selection and optimization approach. It is the second godli® article.

Then a new model of market equilibrium can be derived, whighegalizes the usual Capital Asset Pricing
Model (CAPM). This is the third goal of our paper. This impeovent is necessary since, although the use
of the CAPM is still widely spread, its empirical justificati has been found less and less convincing in the
past years[[Lim (198P], Harvey and Siddique (2P00)].

The last goal of this article is to present an efficient pataimenethod allowing for the estimation of the
centered moments and cumulants, based upon a maximum \emriogiple. This parameterization of
the problem is necessary in order to obtain accurate egtsnudtthe high order moment-based quantities
involved the portfolio optimization problem with our geazed measures of fluctuations.

The paper is organized as follows.

Section 2 presents a hew set of consistent measures ofirigksms of the semi-invariants of pdf’s, such as
the centered moments and the cumulants of the portfolialaligion of returns, for example.

Section 3 derives the generalized efficient frontiers, dasethese novel measures of risks. Both cases with
and without risk-free asset are analyzed.

Section 4 offers a generalization of the Sharpe ratio and fitavides new tools to classify assets with



respect to their risk adjusted performance. In particul@ show that this classification may depend on the
choosen risk measure.

Section 5 presents the generalized CAPM based on these nasuras of risks, both in the cases of homo-
geneous and heterogeneous agents.

Section 6 introduces a novel general parameterizationeafiihitivariate distribution of returns based on two
steps: (i) the projection of the empirical marginal digitibns onto Gaussian laws via nonlinear mappings;
(i) the use of an entropy maximization to construct the egponding most parsimonious representation of
the multivariate distribution.

Section 7 offers a specific parameterization of margindtitigtions in terms of so-called modified Weibull
distributions, which are essentially exponential of miaymwer law. Notwithstanding their possible fat-tail
nature, all their moments and cumulants are finite and caraloelated. We present empirical calibration
of the two key parameters of the modified Weibull distribnfinamely the exponeitand the characteristic
scaley.

Section 8 provides the analytical expressions of the cuntsilaf the distribution of portfolio returns for the
parameterization of marginal distributions in terms ofcatled modified Weibull distributions, introduced
in section 6. Empirical tests comparing the direct numégealuation of the cumulants of financial time
series to the values predicted from our analytical formiita$a good consistency.

Section 9 uses these two sets of results to illustrate hotfotioroptimization works in this context. The
main novel result is an analytical understanding of the dmms$ under which it is possible to simultaneously
increase the portfolio return and decreases its large aiséiatified by large-order cumulants. It thus appears
that the multidimensional nature of risks allows one to kits@ stalemate of no better return without more
risks, for some special kind of rational agents.

Section 10 concludes.

Before proceeding with the presentation of our results, gtettse notations to derive the basic problem
addressed in this paper, namely to study the distributiothe@fsum of weighted random variables with
arbitrary marginal distributions and dependence. Consigmrtfolio withn; shares of assetof pricep;(0)

at timet = 0 whose initial wealth is

N
= nipi(0) . 1)
i=1
A time 7 later, the wealth has becomi(r) = Zf\il n;p;(7) and the wealth variation is
5-W =W (r) anpl (01)% _ Zwm (t,7) )
where

N
Zj:l n;p;(0)
is the fraction in capital invested in tlith asset at timé@ and the returm; (¢, 7) between time — r andt of

asset is defined as: (t) (t—1)
pi(t) —pilt =7
ri(t,T) = *

(t:7) pi(t —7) X

Using the definition[{4), this justifies us to write the retutpof the portfolio over a time intervat as the




weighted sum of the returng(7) of the assets = 1, ..., N over the time intervat

W &
Sy = W) = Zwi ri(T) . 5)

i=1

In the sequel, we shall thus consider asset returns as tldarfuental variables (denoted or X; in the
sequel) and study their aggregation properties, namelythewlistribution of portfolio return equal to their
weighted sum derives for their multivariable distributioWe shall consider a single time scalevhich
can be chosen arbitrarily, say equal to one day. We shall dhys the dependence an understanding
implicitely that all our results hold for returns estimataeer the time step.

2 Measuring large risks of a portfolio

The question on how to assess risk is recurrent in financeitanthny other fields) and has not yet re-
ceived a general solution. Since the middle of the twentiethtury, several paths have been explored.
The pioneering work by [Von Neuman and Morgenstern (1194&@$] ¢iven birth to the mathematical defini-
tion of the expected utility function which provides intstiag insights on the behavior of a rational eco-
nomic agent and formalized the concept of risk aversioneBagpon the properties of the utility function,
[Rothschild and Stiglitz (1970)] angl [Rothschild and Stig(1971)] have attempted to define the notion of
increasing risks. But, as revealed By JAllais (1993), AI&1990)], empiric investigations has proven that
the postulates chosen by [Von Neuman and Morgenstern ([Lad7actually often violated. Many general-
izations have been proposed for curing the so-called AlRasadox, but up to now, no generally accepted
procedure has been found in this way.

Recently, a theory due tp [Artzner et al. (199/), Artznerle{E99)] and its generalization by

[Folimer and Schied(20034), Follmer and Schied(2002)ye appeared. Based on a series of postulates
that are quite natural, this theory allows one to build cehefconvex) measures of risks. In fact, this theory
seems well-adapted to the assessment of the needed ecarapitad, that is, of the fraction of capital a
company must keep as risk-free assets in order to face itsndoments and thus avoid ruin. However, for
the purpose of quantifying the fluctuations of the assetrmstand of developing a theory of portfolios, this
approach does not seem to be operational. Here, we shadt rathisit [Markovitz (1959)]'s approach to in-
vestigate how its extension to higher-order moments or ¢amis; and any combination of these quantities,
can be used operationally to account for large risks.

2.1 Why do higher moments allow to assess larger risks?

In principle, the complete description of the fluctuatiorisap asset at a given time scale is given by the
knowledge of the probability distribution function (pdff ibs returns. The pdf encompasses all the risk
dimensions associated with this asset. Unfortunatelg,ithpossible to classify or order the risks described
by the entire pdf, except in special cases where the conéspbchastic dominance applies. Therefore, the
whole pdf can not provide an adequate measure of risk, erafddmji a single variable. In order to perform

a selection among a basket of assets and construct optim#éblijms, one needs measures given as real
numbers, not functions, which can be ordered accordinggm#tural ordering of real numbers on the line.

In this vein, [Markovitz (1959)] has proposed to summartze risk of an asset by the variance of its pdf of
returns (or equivalently by the corresponding standardatiewn). It is clear that this description of risks is
fully satisfying only for assets with Gaussian pdf’s. In ailier case, the variance generally provides a very
poor estimate of the real risk. Indeed, it is a well-estdigiidsempirical fact that the pdf’s of asset returns has
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fat tails [Cux (1996) | Pagan (1994), Gopikrishnan et al.98), so that the Gaussian approximation under-
estimates significantly the large prices movements fretijuebserved on stock markets. Consequently, the
variance can not be taken as a suitable measure of risks, iy accounts for the smallest contributions
to the fluctuations of the assets returns.

The variance of the retur of an asset involves its second mom&hi 2] and, more precisely, is equal
to its second centered moment (or moment about the rﬂé%m - E[X])ﬂ . Thus, the weight of a given

fluctuation X entering in the definition of the variance of the returns gyartional to its square. Due to the
decay of the pdf ofX for large X bounded from above by 1/|X |+ with a > 2, the largest fluctuations
do not contribute significantly to this expectation. To &ese their contributions, and in this way to account
for the largest fluctuations, it is natural to invoke highettar moments of ordet > 2. The largen is, the
larger is the contribution of the rare and large returns étéil of the pdf. This phenomenon is demonstrated
in figure[], where we can observe the evolution of the quantityP(x) for n = 1,2 and4, whereP(z), in

this example, is the standard exponential distributioh. The expectatiof.[ X "] is then simply represented
geometrically as equal to the area below the cufveP(x). These curves provide an intuitive illustration of
the fact that the main contributions to the momEnX™] of ordern come from values o in the vicinity

of the maximum ofc™ - P(z) which increases fast with the ordeiof the moment we consider, all the more
so, the fatter is the tail of the pdf of the returlis For the exponential distribution chosen to construct &gur
fl, the value ofr corresponding to the maximum ef' - P(x) is exactly equal tax. Thus, increasing the
order of the moment allows one to sample larger fluctuatidrisenasset prices.

2.2 Quantifying the fluctuations of an asset

Let us now examine what should be the properties that cohereasures of risks adapted to the portfolio
problem must satisfy in order to best quantify the asseegdticctuations. Let us consider an asset denoted
X, and letG be the set of all the risky assets available on the markepridiit and loss distribution is the
distribution of§ X = X (7) — X (0), while the return distribution is given by the distributioh 5.

The risk measures will be defined for the profit and loss digtions and then shown to be equivalent to

another definition applied to the return distribution.

Our first requirement is that the risk measg(te), which is a functional o, should always remain positive

Axiom 1 VX e g, p(6X) >0,

where the equality holds if and only K is certain. Let us now add to this asset a given amaunvested

in the risk free-asset whose returrpig (with therefore no randomness in its price trajectory) agfing the
new asset” = X +a. Sincea is non-random, the fluctuations &f andY are the same. Thus, it is desirable
thatp enjoys the property dfandational invariance, whatever the asséf and the non-random coefficient
a may be:

AXIom 2 VX € g, Va e R, p(0X + p-a) = p(dX).

We also require that our risk measure increases with thetifpah assets held in the portfolioA priori,
one should expect that the risk of a position is proportidodts size. Indeed, the fluctuations associated
with the variable2 - X are naturally twice larger as the fluctuationsof This is true as long as we can
consider that a large position can be liquidated as easity samaller one. This is obviously not true, due
to the limited liquidity of real markets. Thus, a large pmsitin a given asset is more risky than the sum
of the risks associated with the many smaller positions khidd up to the large position. To account for



this point, we assume thatdepends on the size of the position in the same manner fossdite. This
assumption is slightly restrictive but not unrealistic Gmmpanies with comparable properties in terms of
market capitalization or sector of activity. This requiemhreads

AXiom 3 VX €G, VA€ Ry, p(A-6X) = F(\) - p(6X),

where the functionf : R, — R, is increasing and convex to account for liquidity risk. lwtfait is
straightforward to shO\,ﬂ that the only functions statistying this axiom are the famd f,(A) = A* with
a > 1, so that axiom 3 can be reformulated in terms of positive tgeneity of degree::

AXIOM 4
VX €G, VA€ Ry, p(A-6X) = A"+ p(6X). (6)

Note that the case of liquid markets is recoveredvby 1 for which the risk is directly proportionnal to the
size of the position.

These axioms, which define our risk measures for profit ansldas easily be extended to the returns of
the assets. Indeed, the return is nothing but the profit esgldivided by the initial valu& (0) of the asset.
One can thus easily check that the risk defined on the profit@ssddistribution isX (0)* times the risk
defined on the return distribution. In the sequel, we willyorbnsider this later definition, and, to simplify
the notations since we will only consider the returns andmefprofit and loss, the notatioki will be used

to denote the asset and its return as well.

We can remark that the risk measupe=njoying the two properties defined by the axioms 2 and 4 ave/kn
as thesemi-invariants of the distribution of the profit and loss / returns &f (see [Stuart and Ord (1994),
p 86-87]). Among the large familly of semi-invariants, wenaate the well-known centered moments and
cumulants ofX.

2.3 Examples

The set of risk measures obeying axioms 1-4 is huge sincelitdas all the homogeneous functionals of
(X — E[X]), for instance. The centered moments (or moments about tha)raed the cumulants are two
well-known classes of semi-invariants. Then, a given value can be seen as nothing but a specific choice
of the ordem of the centered moments or of the cumulants. In this casajskumeasure defined via these
semi-invariants fulfills the two following conditions:

p(X +pu) = p(X), (7
p(A-X) = A" p(X). (8)

In order to satisfy the positivity condition (axiofh 1), weekto restrict the set of values taken hy By
construction, the centered moments of even order are alp@asrsve while the odd order centered moments
can be negative. Thus, only the even order centered momengceeptable risk measures. The situation
is not so clear for the cumulants, since the even order curtgjlas well as the odd order ones, can be
negative. In full generality, only the centered momentsvig® reasonable risk measures satifying our
axioms. However, for a large class of distributions, evarepicumulants remain positive, especially for
fat tail distributions (eventhough there are simple but eatmt artificial counter-examples). Therefore,
cumulants of even order can be useful risk measures wheictegdtto these distributions.

tusing the tricko(A1 Az - 6X) = f(A1) - p(h2 - 0X) = F(M1) - f(A2) - p(6X) = fF( M1 - Xa) - p(6X) leading tof (A1 - Xo) =
f(A1) - f(A2). The unigue increasing convex solution of this functiorglaion isf. (A\) = A* with o > 1.
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Indeed, the cumulants enjoy a property which can be coresides a natural requirement for a risk measure.
It can be desirable that the risk associated with a portfimlaale of independent assets is exactly the sum
of the risk associated with each individual asset. ThugrgV independent asse{s\(1, - - -, X}, and the
portfolio Sy = X7 + - -- + Xy, we wish to have

pn(SN) :pn(X1)+'+pn(XN) . 9)

This property is verified for all cumulants while is not true £entered moments. In addition, as seen from
their definition in terms of the characteristic functign](68umulants of order larger thenhquantify devia-
tion from the Gaussian law, and thus large risks beyond thianee (equal to the second-order cumulant).

Thus, centered moments of even orders possess all the nmipiogeerties required for a suitable portfolio

risk measure. Cumulants fulfill these requirement only feliwwehaved distributions, but have an additional
advantage compared to the centered moments, that is, thiéiytiie condition (9). For these reasons, we
shall consider below both the centered moments and the eumtsul

In fact, we can be more general. Indeed, as we have writtertghtered moments or the cumulants of order
n are homogeneous functions of orderand due to the positivity requirement, we have to restrcselves

to even order centered moments and cumulants. Thus, onlpdemeous functions of ordé€n can be
considered. Actually, this restrictive constraint can ékewxed by recalling that, given any homogeneous
function f(-) of orderp, the functionf(-)? is also homogeneous of order ¢. This allows us to decouple
the order of the moments to consider, which quantifies thaohgf the large fluctuations, from the influence
of the size of the positions held, measured by the degresrmbbeneity ofp. Thus, considering any even
order centered moments, we can build a risk meas(ih) = E [(X — E[X])Q"]a/zn which account for
the fluctuations measured by the centered moment of @rdbut with a degree of homogeneity equahto

A further generalization is possible to odd-order momefrideed, theabsolute centered moments satisfy
our three axioms for any odd or even order. We can go one stdpefuand use non-integer order absolute
centered moments, and define the more general risk measure

p(X) = E[IX - E[X]]]*7, (10)
where~ denotes any positve real number.

These set of risk measures are very interesting since, dilne tlinkowsky inegality, they are convex for
any« and~ larger than 1 :

plu- X +(1—u)-Y) S u-p(X)+ (1 —u)-p(Y), (11)

which ensures that aggregating two risky assets lead tosifiy¢heir risk. In fact, in the special case= 1,
these measures enjoy the stronger sub-additivity praperty

Finally, we should stress that any discrete or continuoasi{jpe) sum of these risk measures, with the same
degree of homogeneity is again a risk measure. This allows define “spectral measures of fluctuations”

in the same spirit as i [Acerbi (2002)]:
p(X) = [ dy 9() BI(X - EIX]Y)°07, 12)

where ¢ is a positive real valued function defined on any subinteofdll, oo) such that the integral in
(L2) remains finite. It is interesting to restrict oneselthe functionsy whose integral sums up to one:
[ dv ¢(v) = 1, which is always possible, up to a renormalization. Indéeduch a casep(v) represents
the relative weight attributed to the fluctuations measimga@ given moment order. Thus, the functign
can be considered as a measure of the risk aversion of theaiskger with respect to the large fluctuations.
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Let us stress that the variance, originally used in [Marko{d959)]'s portfolio theory, is nothing but the
second centered moment, also equal to the second orderaminftile three first cumulants and centered
moments are equal). Therefore, a portfolio theory baseti@ndntered moments or on the cumulants auto-
matically contain [Markovitz (195P)]’s theory as a spe@ake, and thus offers a natural generalization em-
compassing large risks of this masterpiece of the financiahse. It also embodies several other generaliza-
tions where homogeneous measures of risks are considdi@dnatance in[[Hwang and Satchell (1999)].

3 The generalized efficient frontier and some of its properes

We now address the problem of the portfolio selection andropation, based on the risk measures intro-
duced in the previous section. As we have already seen, iheréarge choice of relevant risk measures
from which the portfolio manager is free to choose as a fonctif his own aversion to small versus large
risks. A strong risk aversion to large risks will lead him twoose a risk measure which puts the emphasis
on the large fluctuations. The simplest examples of suchmiséisures are provided by the high-order cen-
tered moments or cumulants. Obviously, the utility functaf the fund manager plays a central role in his
choice of the risk measure. The relation between the cemimahents and the utility function has already
been underlined by several authors such as [Rubinsteir8jlL87[Jurczenko and Maillet (2002)], who have
shown that an economic agent with a quartic utility functi®naturally sensitive to the first four moments
of his expected wealth distribution. But, as stressed befwe do not wish to consider the expected utility
formalism since our goal, in this paper, is not to study theéautying behavior leading to the choice of any
risk measure.

The choice of the risk measure also depends upon the timedmodf investment. Indeed, as the time
scale increases, the distribution of asset returns preigedg converges to the Gaussian pdf, so that only
the variance remains relevant for very long term investnhenizons. However, for shorter time horizons,
say, for portfolio rebalanced at a weekly, daily or intra+diane scales, choosing a risk measure putting the
emphasis on the large fluctuations, such as the centered mmmeor ig or the cumulant€s or Cg (or of
larger orders), may be necessary to account for the “wil@epifuctuations usually observed for such short
time scales.

Our present approach uses a single time scale over whiclethwns are estimated, and is thus restricted
to portfolio selection with a fixed investment horizon. Endens to a portofolio analysis and optimization

in terms of high-order moments and cumulants performed l&imeously over different time scales can be
found in [Muzy et al. (200])].

3.1 Efficient frontier without risk-free asset

Let us considerV risky assets, denoted by, -, Xy. Our goal is to find the best possible allocation,
given a set of constraints.The portfolio optimization gafiezing the approach of [Sornette et al. (2000a),
Andersen and Sornette (2001)] corresponds to accountintarige fluctuations of the assets through the
risk measures introduced above in the presence of a caristrathe return as well as the “no-short sells”
constraint:

inf,, e0,1] Pa({wi})

Zizl w; =1

2221 wip(i) =,

w; >0, Vi>0,
wherew; is the weight ofX; andu(7) its expected return. In all the sequel, the subseript p,, will refer
to the degree of homogeneity of the risk measure.

(13)
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This problem cannot be solved analytically (except in thekdeitz's case where the risk measure is given
by the variance). We need to perform numerical calculattonsbtain the shape of the efficient frontier.
Nonetheless, when the,’s denotes the centered moments or any convex risk measareamvassert that
this optimization problem is a convex optimization problamd that it admits one and only one solution
which can be easily determined by standard numerical ritaxar gradient methods.

As an example, we have represented In figlire 2, the rpgagfficient frontier for a portfolio made of sev-
enteen assets (see apper{dix A for details) in the plané/(a), wherep,, represents the centered moments
n—q Of ordern = 2,4,6 and8. The efficient frontier is concave, as expected from theneatfi the op-
timization problem [(13). For a given value of the expectedrre., we observe that the amount of risk
measured byﬁ/” increases with, so that there is an additional price to pay for earning maw:only
the us-risk increases, as usual according to Markowitz’s thdauythe large risks increases faster, the more
so, the largen is. This means that, in this example, the large risks ine=asore rapidly than the small
risks, as the required return increases. This is an impogtapirical result that has obvious implications for
portfolio selection and risk assessment. For instanceisleonsider an efficient portfolio whose expected
(daily) return equals 0.12%, which gives an annualizedrnetigual to 30%. We can see in tafje 1 that the
typical fluctuations around the expected return are abagetlarger when measured lpy compared with

s and that they are 1.5 larger when measured witkcompared withu,.

3.2 Efficient frontier with a risk-free asset

Let us now assume the existence of a risk-free a&¥getThe optimization problem with the same set of
constraints as previoulsy can be written as:

info,ef0,1) Pa({wi})
Disowi =1

iz . 14
Zizo wip(i) =, (14)
w; >0, Vi>0,

This optimization problem can be solved exactly. Indeed, uexistence of a risk-free asset, the normal-
ization condition)  w; = 1 is not-constraining since one can always adjust, by lendif@prrowing money,
the fractionuw to a value satisfying the normalization condition. Thussteswn in appendik]B, the efficient
frontier is a straight line in the plar\(m,pal/a), with positive slope and whose intercept is given by the
value of the risk-free interest rate:

p=po+E& patl, (15)
where¢ is a coefficient given explicitely below. This result is vergtural wherp, denotes the variance,
since it is then nothing buf [Markovitz (19%9)]'s result. 8o addition, it shows that the mean-variance
result can be generalized to every mggneptimal portfolios.

We present in figurf] 3 the results given by numerical simurati The set of assets is the same as before and
the risk-free interest rate has been sei%a year. The optimization procedure has been performed using
a genetic algorithm on the risk measure given by the centera@thentsuo, p4, ug and ug. As expected,

we observe three increasing straight lines, whose slopesimoically decay with the order of the centered
moment under consideration. Below, we will discuss thipprty in greater detail.

3.3 Two funds separation theorem

The two funds separation theorem is a well-known result@asal with the mean-variance efficient port-
folios. It results from the concavity of the Markovitz's efent frontier for portfolios made of risky assets
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only. It states that, if the investors can choose betweenm af sisky assets and a risk-free asset, they invest
a fractionwy of their wealth in the risk-free asset and the fractlon wy in a portfolio composed only with
risky assets. This risky portofolio is the same for all theestors and the fractiom, of wealth invested

in the risk-free asset depends on the risk aversion of thestov or on the amount of economic capital an
institution must keep aside due to the legal requiremersigring its solvency at a given confidence level.
We shall see that this result can be generalized to any meaifficient portfolio.

Indeed, it can be shown (see apper[dix B) that the weightseafjitimal portfolios that are solutions §f|14)
are given by:

wy = wo, (16)

w;, = (1—wy) w;, i>1, 17)

2

where thew;’s are constants such thdf @w; = 1 and whose expressions are given appeifflix B. Thus,
denoting byll the portfolio only made of risky assets whose weights areitfs the optimal portfolios are
the linear combination of the risk-free asset, with weight and of the portfoliall, with weigth1 — wy.
This result generalizes the mean-variance two fund thetoeany mearp,, efficient portfolio.

To check numerically this prediction, figufle 4 representsfive largest weights of assets in the portfolios
previously investigated as a function of the weight of trei4free asset, for the four risk measures given
by the centered momenjs,, 14, ug and ug. One can observe decaying straight lines that intercept the
horizontal axis atvy = 1, as predicted by equatior[s [[§-17).

In figure[2, the straight lines representing the efficientfpbos with a risk-free asset are also represented.
They are tangent to the efficient frontiers without riskefessset. This is natural since the efficient portfolios
with the risk-free asset are the weighted sum of the ris&-&gset and the optimal portfolld only made

of risky assets. SincH also belongs to the efficient frontier without risk-freeetsshe optimum is reached
when the straight line describing the efficient frontierhwat risk-free asset and the (concave) curve of the
efficient frontier without risk-free asset are tangent.

3.4 Influence of the risk-free interest rate

Figure[B has shown that the slope of the efficient frontieth{wsi risk-free asset) decreases when the order
n of the centered moment used to measure risks increasesis Hmsmportant qualitative properties of the
risk measures offered by the centered moments, as this rtrerigsgher and higher large risks are sampled
under increasing imposed return.

Is it possible that the largest risks captured by the higleocentered moments could increase at a slower
rate than the small risks embodied in the small-order cedteumulants? For instance, is it possible for
the slope of the mean; efficient frontier to be larger than the slope of the mearfrontier? This is an
important question as it conditions the relative coststimgeof the panel of risks under increasing specified
returns. To address this question, consider fifjure 2. Chgrige value of the risk-free interest rate amounts
to move the intercept of the straight lines along the ordirzadis so as to keep them tangent to the efficient
frontiers without risk-free asset. Therefore, it is easgde that, in the situation depicted in figlﬂe 2, the
slope of the four straight lines will always decay with thder of the centered moment.

In order to observe an inversion in the order of the slopeis, riecessary and sufficient that the efficient
frontiers without risk-free asset cross each other. Théemi®n is proved by visual inspection of figure

B. Can we observe such crossing of efficient frontiers? Imibet general case of risk measure, nothing
forbids this occurence. Nonetheless, we think that thid kihbehavior is not realistic in a financial context

since, as said above, it would mean that the large risks doatdase at a slower rate than the small risks,
implying an irrational behavior of the economic agents.
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4 Classification of the assets and of portfolios

Let us consider two assets or portfolids and X, with different expected returns(1), 1.(2) and different
levels of risk measured by, (X1) and p,(X2). An important question is then to be able to compare
these two assets or portfolios. The most general way to per§aich a comparison is to refer to decision
theory and to calculate the utility of each of them. But, asady said, the utility function of an agent is
generally not known, so that other approaches have to bdopeee The simplest solution is to consider
that the couple (expected return, risk measure) fully dtarizes the behavior of the economic agent and
thus provides a sufficiently good approximation for heritytilunction.

In the [Markovitz (1959)]'s world for instance, the prefapes of the agents are summarized by the two
first moments of the distribution of assets returns. Thusshasvn by [Sharpe (1966), Sharpe (1994)] a
simple way to synthetize these two parameters, in ordertta geeasure of the performance of the assets or
portfolios, is to build the ratio of the expected retyurrfminus the risk free interest rate) over the standard
deviationo:

5 =K Ho (18)

g
which is the so-called Sharpe ratio and simply represemsathount of expected return per unit of risk,
measured by the standard deviation. It is an increasingtibmof the expected return and a decreasing
function of the level of risk, which is natural for risk-ageror prudential agent.

4.1 The risk-adjustment approach

This approach can be generalized to any type of risk meagseedDowd (2000)], for instance) and thus
allows for the comparison of assets whose risks are not wetiunted for by the variance (or the standard

deviation). Indeed, instead of considering the variandeckonly accounts for the small risks, one can build
the ratio of the expected return over any risk measure. Ity iaaking at the equatior] (1}13) in appendix B,
the expression
P — Ho

—_—, 19

b )
naturally arises and is constant for every efficient pafol In this expressiony denotes the coefficient
of homogeneity of the risk measure. It is nothing but a singdeeralisation of the usual Sharpe ratio.
Indeed, wherp,, is given by the variance?, the expression above recovers the Sharpe ratio. Thus, once
the portfolio manager has chosen his measure of fluctuatign®e can build a consistent risk-adjusted
performance measure, as shown py (19).

As just said, these generalized Sharpe ratios are constaetdry efficient portfolios. In fact, they are not
only constant but also maximum for every efficient portfsligo that looking for the portfolio with maxi-

mum generalized Sharpe ratio yields the same optimal piodfas those found with the whole optimization
program solved in the previous section.

As an illutration, tabl¢]2 gives the risk-adjusted perfoneceof the set of seventeen assets already studied,
for several risk measures. We have considered the threevestorder centered moments (columns 2 to 4)
and the three first even order cumulants (columns 2, 5 andf&)cisation measures. Obviously the second
order centered moment and the second order cumulant ararties and give again the usual Sharpe ratio
(L8). The assets have been sorted with respect to their SRaio.

The first point to note is that the rank of an asset in termssifaidjusted perfomance strongly depends on
the risk measure under consideration. The case of MCI Wonidis very striking in this respect. Indeed,
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according to the usual Sharpe ratio, it appears in tHé pasition with a value larger thaf.04 while
according to the other measures it is the last asset of certsm with a value lower thaf.02.

The second interesting point is that, for a given asset, #memglize Sharpe ratio is always a decreasing
function of the order of the considered centered moments iBhiiot particular to our set of assets since we
can prove that

BXPD > (B[X]0)V (20)
so that i i
— MO — MO

P G X S B &)

On the contrary, when the cumulants are used as risk meatiueegeneralized Sharpe ratios are not mono-
tonically decreasing, as exhibited by Procter & Gamble figtance. This can be surprising in view of our

previous remark that the larger is the order of the momewtdvad in a risk measure, the larger are the fluc-
tuations it is accounting for. Extrapolating this propeadycumulants, it would mean that Procter & Gamble

presents less large risks according¥pthan according t@’s, while according to the centered moments, the
reverse evolution is observed.

Thus, the question of the coherence of the cumulants as mesasfifluctuations may arise. And if we accept
that such measures are coherent, what are the implicatiotieegreferences of the agents employing such
measures ? To answer this question, it is informative toesgthe cumulants as a function of the moments.
For instance, let us consider the fourth order cumulant

Cy = pa—3-p (22)
= /,L4 — 3 . 022 . (23)

An agent assessing the fluctuations of an asset with respéct presents aversion for the fluctuations
quantified by the fourth central momemt — sinceC increases withu, — but is attracted by the fluctuations
measured by the variance - sin€g decreases withus. This behavior is not irrational since it remains
globally risk-averse. Indeed, it depicts an agent whiakstto avoid the larger risks but is ready to accept
the smallest ones.

This kind of behavior is characteristic of any agent usirggdhmulants as risk measures. It thus allows us to
understand why Procter & Gamble is more attractive for amagentitive toCs than for an agent sentitive

to Cy. From the expression @, we remark that the agent sensitive to this cumulant isaiskse with
respect to the fluctuations mesuredyand o but is risk-seeker with respect to the fluctuations mesured
by 114 andpus. Then, is this particular case, the later ones compensat®timer ones.

It also allows us to understand from a behavioral standtpelty it is possible to “have your cake and eat
it too” in the sense ofl [Andersen and Sornette (2001)], thawvhy, when the cumulants are choosen as risk
measures, it may be possible to increase the expected métaportfolio while lowering its large risks, orin
other words, why its generalized Sharpe ratio may incredsmwne consider larger cumulants to measure
its risks. We will discuus this point again in sectign 9.

4.2 Marginal risk of an asset within a portofolio

Another important question that arises is the contributiba given asset to the risk of the whole portfolio.
Indeed, it is crucial to know whether the risk is homogenbosisared by all the assets of the portfolio or if
itis only held by a few of them. The quality of the diversificat is then at stake. Moreover, this also allows
for the sensitivity analysis of the risk of the portfolio Wwitespect to small changes in its composﬂi,on

2see [Gouriéroux et al. (2000), Scaillet (2000)] for a sévisy analysis of the Value-at-Risk and the expected ghbrt
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which is of practical interest since it can prevent us frocateulating the whole risk of the portfolio after a
small re-adjustment of its composition.

Due to the homogeneity property of the fluctuation measunesta Euler's theorem for homogeneous

functions, we can write that
N

1 ap
P({wlf"awN}):EZwi'a—wia (24)
(51
provided the risk measureis differentiable which will be assumed in all the sequelthis expression, the
coefficienta: again denotes the degree of homogeneity of the risk measure

This relation simply shows that the amount of risk broughbhg unit of the assétin the portfolio is given
by the first derivative of the risk of the portfolio with respéo the weightw; ot this asset. Thugy ' - aaTZ

represents the marginal amount of risk of aggetthe portfolio. It is then easy to check that, in a portfolio
with minimum risk, irrespective of the expected return, Weight of each asset is such that the marginal

risks of the assets in the portfolio are equal.

5 A new equilibrum model for asset prices

Using the portfolio selection method explained in the twemus sections, we now present an equilibrium
model generalizing the original Capital Asset Pricing Madieveloped by|[Sharpe (1964), Lintner (1965),
Mossin (196§)]. Many generalizations have already beepgsed to account for the fat-tailness of the
assets return distributions, which led to the multi-mome@APM. For instance| [Rubinstein (19)3)] and
[Krauss and Lintzenberger (19¥6)] ¢r [Lim (1989)] and [Hanand Siddique (20Q0)] have underlined and
tested the role of the asymmetry in the risk premium by actiogrfor the skewness of the distribution

of returns. More recently[ [Fang and Lai (1997)] ahd [Hwand &atchell (199P)] have introduced a four-
moments CAPM to take into account the letpokurtic behaviothe assets return distributions. Many
other extentions have been presented such as the VaR-CAdaMAExander and Baptista (20D2)]) or the
Distributional-CAPM by [Polimenis (200P)]. All these gemézation become more and more complicated
and not do not provide necessarily more accurate prediofitime expected returns.

Here, we will assume that the relevant risk measure is giwearty measure of fluctuations previously
presented that obey the axioms I-1V of section 2. We will atdax the usual assumption of an homogeneous
market to give to the economic agents the choice of their agknmeasure: some of them may choose a
risk measure which put the emphasis on the small fluctuatidnie others may prefer those which account
for the large ones. We will show that, in such an heterogeneaarket, an equilibrium can still be reached
and that the excess returns of individual stocks remaingstimmal to the market excess return.

For this, we need the following assumptions about the market

e H1: We consider a one-period market, such that all the positheld at the begining of a period are
cleared at the end of the same period.

e H2: The market is perfect,e., there are no transaction cost or taxes, the market is effiaied the
investors can lend and borrow at the same risk-freeugte

We will now add another assumption that specifies the beha¥ithe agents acting on the market, which
will lead us to make the distinction between homogeneoushatetogeneous markets.
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5.1 Equilibrium in a homogeneous market

The market is said to be homogeneous if all the agents actingpie market aim at fulfilling the same
objective. This means that:

e H3-1: all the agents want to maximize the expected returieif {portfolio at the end of the period
under a given constraint of measured risk, using the sameuresaf risksp,, for all of them.

In the special case whegg, denotes the variance, all the agents follow a Markovitzsnogation proce-
dure, which leads to the CAPM equilibrium, as proved|by [$d1964)]. Whem,, represents the centered
moments, we will be led to the market equilibrium describgdfRubinstein (1973)]. Thus, this approach
allows for a generalization of the most popular asset ggigirequilibirum market models.

When all the agents have the same risk funcignwhatevera. may be, we can assert that they have all a
fraction of their capital invested in the same portfdlipwhose composition is given in appendix B, and the
remaining in the risk-free asset. The amount of capitaldtee in the risky fund only depends on their risk
aversion or on the legal margin requirement they have td.fulfi

Let us now assume that the market is at equilibrium, i.e.plsupquals demand. In such a case, since the
optimal portfolios can be any linear combinations of th&-free asset and of the risky portfolid, it is
straightforward to show (see appenflix C) that the markefgdiar, made of all traded assets in proportion
of their market capitalization, is nothing but the risky tfolio 1. Thus, as shown in appendi} D, we can
state that, whatever the risk measpgechosen by the agents to perform their optimization, the exoeturn

of any asset over the risk-free interest rate is proportitimne excess return of the market portfolicover

the risk-free interest rate:

p(i) = po = B - (pm1 — po), (25)
where X
, dln (pa5>
Ba=r—— : (26)
W;
Wi, Wiy
wherew?, - - -, w} are defined in appendix D. Whep, denotes the variance, we recover the ugliaiven
by the mean-variance approach:
= Var (1) 27)

Thus, the relationg (25) anfl {26) generalize the usual CA&fhdila, showing that the specific choice of
the risk measure is not very important, as long as it folldnesaxioms I-1V characterizing the fluctuations
of the distribution of asset returns.

5.2 Equilibrium in a heterogeneous market

Does this result hold in the more realistic situation of atefmyeneous market? A market will be said to be
heterogeneous if the agents seek to fulfill different objest We thus consider the following assumption:

e H3-2: There exists N agents. Each agefi$ characterized by her choice of a risk measuyé:) so
that she invests only in the meap{n) efficient portfolios.

According to this hypothesis, an agemtinvests a fraction of her wealth in the risk-free asset amd th
remaining inIl,, the mearp,(n) efficient portfolio, only made of risky assets. The fractiohwealth
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invested in the risky fund depends on the risk aversion oh eggents, which may vary from an agent to
another one.

The composition of the market portfolio for such a heteragsnmarket is derived in appendik C. We find
that the market portfolidI is nothing but the weighted sum of the mean() optimal portfolioIl,,:

N
0= I, (28)
n=1

wherew,, is the fraction of the total wealth invested in the fuig by the ri* agent.

Appendix D demonstrates that, for every agsatd for any meam, (n) efficient portfolioll,,, for all n, the
following equation holds

p(i) = po = By, - (pr, — po) - (29)
Multiplying these equations by, /3¢, we get

Jn.
B

for all n, and summing over the different agents, we obtain

(Z ;—?> - (w(i) = po) = (Z Tn - Mnn> — Ko, (31)

(@) = po) = yn - (prn, — o), (30)

so that '
(i) — po = B+ (pm — po), (32)

-1
i In
ﬁ_<n ﬁ%> . (33)

This allows us to conclude that, even in a heterogeneousahdhe expected excess return of each indi-
vidual stock is directly proportionnal to the expected asceeturn of the market portfolio, showing that
the homogeneity of the market is not a key property necedsamybserving a linear relationship between
individual excess asset returns and the market excessretur

with

6 Estimation of the joint probability distribution of retur ns of several assets

A priori, one of the main practical advantage pf [Markovitz (1959)fiethod and its generalization pre-
sented above is that one does not need the multivariate lphdpdistribution function of the assets returns,
as the analysis solely relies on the coherent meagit€$ defined in section 2, such as the centered mo-
ments or the cumulants of all orders that can in principle ftlerated empirically. Unfortunately, this
apparent advantage maybe an illusion. Indeed, as undtipdStuart and Ord (1994)] for instance, the
error of the empirically estimated moment of ordeis proportional to the moment of order, so that the
error becomes quickly of the same order as the estimated ntdteelf. Thus, abover = 6 (or may be

n = 8) it is not reasonable to estimate the moments and/or cunsuthirectly. Thus, the knowledge of the
multivariate distribution of assets returns remains nesmgs In addition, there is a current of thoughts that
provides evidence that marginal distributions of returrag/ioe regularly varying with indey in the range
3-4 [Lux (1996)| Pagan (1996), Gopikrishnan et al. (1p9&)fgesting the non-existence of asymptotically
defined moments and cumulants of order equal to or larger;than
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In the standard Gaussian framework, the multivariateilligion takes the form of an exponential of minus
a quadratic formX’Q~1X, whereX is the unicolumn of asset returns aids their covariance matrix. The
beauty and simplicity of the Gaussian case is that the @aigfimpossible task of determining a large mul-
tidimensional function is reduced into the very much simplee of calculating theV(N + 1)/2 elements
of the symmetric covariance matrix. Risk is then uniquelgt aampletely embodied by the variance of the
portfolio return, which is easily determined from the coaace matrix. This is the basis of Markovitz’s

portfolio theory [Markovitz (1959)] and of the CAPM (see fiostance|[Merton (199D)]).

However, as is well-known, the variance (volatility) of ffotio returns provides at best a limited quantifica-

tion of incurred risks, as the empirical distributions diiras have “fat tails”[[Lux (1996), Gopikrishnan et al. (B9
and the dependences between assets are only imperfeatiyraied for by the covariance matrix

[Eitterman and Winkelmann (1998)].

In this section, we present a novel approach based on [$ewtedl. (2000b)] to attack this problem in

terms of the parameterization of the multivariate distiu of returns involving two steps: (i) the projec-

tion of the empirical marginal distributions onto Gausd@ans via nonlinear mappings; (ii) the use of an
entropy maximization to construct the corresponding massimonious representation of the multivariate
distribution.

6.1 A brief exposition and justification of the method

We will use the method of determination of multivariate disttions introduced by[[Karlen (1998)] and
[Bornette et al. (2000b)]. This method consists in two stépsransform each return into a Gaussian

variabley by a nonlinear monotonous increasing mapping; (ii) use tmeiple of entropy maximization to

construct the corresponding multivariate distributionthaf transformed variables

The first concern to address before going any further is vendtie nonlinear transformation, which is in
principle different for each asset return, conserves thettre of the dependence. In what sense is the
dependence between the transformed variaptbe same as the dependence between the asset retulins
turns out that the notion of “copulas” provides a general @garous answer which justifies the procedure
of [Sornette et al. (200db)].

For completeness and use later on, we briefly recall the defirof a copula (for further details about the

concept of copula se¢ [Nelsen (1398)]). A function: [0,1]" — [0,1] is an-copula if it enjoys the
following properties :

e Vuel0,1],C(1, -+, Lu,1---,1) =u,
e Vu; €[0,1], C(uy,---,u,) = 0if at least one of they; equals zero ,

e (' is grounded and-increasing,i.e.,, the C-volume of every boxes whose vertices lie[in1]" is
positive.

Skar’s Theorem then states that, givenradimensional distribution functio#” with continuous marginal
distributionsFy, - - -, F,,, there exists a unique-copulaC' : [0, 1]" — [0, 1] such that :

F(l’l,"',lﬂn) :C(Fl(ZL'l),---,Fn(l’n)) . (34)

This elegant result shows that the study of the dependencandbm variables can be performed inde-
pendently of the behavior of the marginal distributions. ristaver, the following result shows that copulas
are intrinsic measures of dependence. Consideontinuous random variableX, - - -, X,, with copula
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C. Then, ifg1(X1),-- -, 9n(X,,) are strictly increasing on the rangesXf, - - -, X,,, the random variables

Y1 = ¢1(X1), -+, Y, = g,(X,) have exactly the same copufa[Lindskog (2000)]. The copula is thus

invariant under strictly increasing tranformation of tteiables. This provides a powerful way of studying
scale-invariant measures of associations. It is also aalatarting point for construction of multivariate
distributions and provides the theoretical justificatidrihe method of determination of mutivariate distri-
butions that we will use in the sequel.

6.2 Transformation of an arbitrary random variable into a Ga ussian variable

Let us consider the retur, taken as a random variable characterized by the probadénsityp(x). The
transformationy(x) which obtains a standard normal varialglérom x is determined by the conservation
of probability:

1 i
2

p(x)dx = \/%e_ dy . (35)
Integrating this equation from oo andzx, we obtain:
1 y
Flz)==|1+erf[ = , 36
=g rer(5) 0
whereF(x) is the cumulative distribution ok:
F(x) :/ da'p(') . (37)
This leads to the following transformatiofix):
y=V2erf ' (2F(x) — 1), (38)

which is obvously an increasing function &f as required for the application of the invariance propefty o
the copula stated in the previous section. An illustratibthe nonlinear transformatiori (38) is shown in
figure[§. Note that it does not require any special hypottasithe probability densityX, apart from being
non-degenerate.

In the case where the pdf 6f has only one maximum, we may use a simpler expression equival (38).
Such a pdf can be written under the so-called Von Mises pdraaion [Embrechts et al. (1997)] :

_ o @) i
p(z)=C ]f(m)ye ; (39)

whereC is a constant of normalization. F@(x)/z? — 0 when|xz| — 400, the pdf has a “fat tail,” i.e., it
decays slower than a Gaussian at lgrge

Let us now define the change of variable

y = sgn(@)V/[f ()] - (40)
Using the relationship(y) = p(w)fl—z, we get:

1 y?
= 6_7 . 41
p(y) Wir (41)
It is important to stress the presence of the sign functipn(z) in equation [(40), which is essential in order
to correctly quantify dependences between random vasafleis transformatior{ (#0) is equivalent [o](38)
but of a simpler implementation and will be used in the sequel
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6.3 Determination of the joint distribution : maximum entro py and Gaussian copula

Let us now consideN random variablesX; with marginal distribution®;(z;). Using the transformation
(B8), we defineV standard normal variables. If these variables were independent, their joint distribu
tion would simply be the product of the marginal distribugo In many situations, the variables are not
independent and it is necessary to study their dependence.

The simplest approach is to construct their covarianceixapplied to the variable%;, we are certain that
the covariance matrix exists and is well-defined since timgirginal distributions are Gaussian. In contrast,
this is not ensured for the variablé§. Indeed, in many situations in nature, in economy, financkian
social sciences, pdf's are found to have power law tailqgﬁ—u for large|x|. If u < 2, the variance and the
covariances can not be defined.2lk p < 4, the variance and the covariances exit in principle butrthei
sample estimators converge poorly.

We thus define the covariance matrix:
V = Elyy"], (42)

wherey is the vector of variabled; and the operatof[-] represents the mathematical expectation. A
classical result of information theorf JRao (1973)] teltstbat, given the covariance matfix the best joint
distribution (in the sense of entropy maximization) of fliesariablesy; is the multivariate Gaussian:

P(y) = ! —1ytV—1y> : (43)

(2m)N/2 /det(V) exp( 2

Indeed, this distribution implies the minimum additionafdrmation or assumption, given the covariance
matrix.

Using the joint distribution of the variablé§, we obtain the joint distribution of the variables:

Iy
P(x) = P(y) | 52| . (44)
J
where‘ gi’] is the Jacobian of the transformation. Since
ax]’ = 27ij(1'j)62 Z(Sij s (45)
we get
v N 1,2
87Z- = (ZW)N/ZHpi(xi)eiyi . (46)
J i=1
This finally yields
Pix) = e exp (< gyt (V! - Dy | [t (@)
det(V) 2 ey

As expected, if the variables are independdnt= I, and P(x) becomes the product of the marginal
distributions of the variableX;.

Let F(x) denote the cumulative distribution function of the vect@nd F;(z;),i = 1, ..., N the N corre-
sponding marginal distributions. The copudlas then such that

F(l’l,"',wn) :C(Fl(wl),---,Fn(l’n)) . (48)
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Differentiating with respect te, - - - , xy leads to

OF (x Tn) N
— —1"”’ n — “ o . .
P(xh cee awn) = Oy -+ Oy C(Fl(w1)7 7FN(wn)) ilzllpz(xz) ) (49)
where 50
c(ug, - ,un) = (w, - uw) (50)

Ouy -+ Oupn
is the density of the copul@'.

Comparing [(50) with[(47), the density of the copula is givethe present case by

(un, -+ yuy) = ﬁ exp (—éyfu)w—l Dy ) , (51)

which is the “Gaussian copula” with covariance mafyix This result clarifies and justifies the method of

[Bornette et al. (2000b)] by showing that it essentially ante to assume arbitrary marginal distributions

with Gaussian copulas. Note that the Gaussian copula seditdtctly from the transformation to Gaussian

marginals together with the choice of maximizing the Shanewotropy under the constraint of a fixed co-

variance matrix. Under differents constraint, we wouldénfound another maximum entropy copula. This
is not unexpected in analogy with the standard result treazaussian law is maximizing the Shannon en-
tropy at fixed given variance. If we were to extend this foratigih by considering more general expressions
of the entropy, such that Tsallis entrofy [Tsallis (1998)¢ would have found other copulas.

6.4 Empirical test of the Gaussian copula assumption

We now present some tests of the hypothesis of Gaussianasopetween returns of financial assets. This
presentation is only for illustration purposes, sinceingsthe gaussian copula hypothesis is a delicate task
which has been addressed elsewhere (see [Malevergne ameli8d2001)]). Here, as an example, we
propose two simple standard methods.

The first one consists in using the property that Gaussiaabtas are stable in distribution under addition.
Thus, a (quantile-quantile @ — Q) plot of the cumulative distribution of the supy + --- + y, versus
the cumulative Normal distribution with the same estimatadance should give a straight line in order to
gualify a multivariate Gaussian distribution (for the séormedy variables). Such tests on empirical data
are presented in figur€§}-9.

The second test amounts to estimating the covariance m¥tiat the sample we consider. This step is
simple since, for fast decaying pdf’s, robust estimatorthefcovariance matrix are available. We can then
estimate the distribution of the variabté = y*V—1y. It is well known thatz? follows ay? distribution

if y is a Gaussian random vector. Again, the empirical cumwatistribution ofz? versus they? cumula-
tive distribution should give a straight line in order to tfiyaa multivariate Gaussian distribution (for the
transformedy variables). Such tests on empirical data are presenteduresigpF12.

First, one can observe that the Gaussian copula hypothgseaes better for stocks than for currencies.
As discussed in[Malevergne and Sornette (2001)], thislresqguite general. A plausible explanation lies
in the stronger dependence between the currencies compdtrethat between stocks, which is due to
the monetary policies limiting the fluctuations betweendhgencies of a group of countries, such as was
the case in the European Monetary System before the unique dbwrency. Note also that the test of
aggregation seems systematically more in favor of the Gausspula hypothesis than is tyé test, maybe
due to its smaller sensitivity. Nonetheless, the very gaarflopmance of the Gaussian hypothesis under the
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aggregation test bears good news for a porfolio theory baségsince by definition a portfolio corresponds
to asset aggregation. Even if sums of the transformed retamn not equivalent to sums of returns (as we
shall see in the sequel), such sums qualify the collectivelier whose properties are controlled by the
copula.

Notwithstanding some deviations from linearity in figupsZ; it appears that, for our purpose of developing
a generalized portfolio theory, the Gaussian copula hygsishis a good approximation. A more systematic
test of this goodness of fit requires the quantification ofrdidence level, for instance using the Kolmogorov
test, that would allow us to accept or reject the Gaussianladpypothesis. Such a test has been performed
in [Malevergne and Sornette (20D1)], where it is shown thist test is sensitive enough only in the bulk of
the distribution, and that an Anderson-Darling test isgnable for the tails of the distributions. Nonetheless,
the quantitative conclusions of these tests are identictile qualitative results presented here. Some other
tests would be useful, such as the multivariate Gaussitastypresented by [Richardson and Smith (1]993)].

7 Choice of an exponential family to parameterize the margial distribu-
tions

7.1 The modified Weibull distributions

We now apply these constructions to a class of distributieitis fat tails, that have been found to provide
a convenient and flexible parameterization of many phenanieimnd in nature and in the social sciences
[Laherrere and Sornette (19P8)]. These so-called sedtetxponential distributions can be seen to be gen-
eral forms of the extreme tails of product of random varialfflgisch and Sornette (1997)].

Following [Sornette et al. (200Qb)], we postulate the failog marginal probability distributions of returns:

pla) = ﬁ; st (5 (52)

wherec andy are the two key parameters. A more general parameterizatiomg into account a possible
asymmetry between negative and positive returns (thusngao possible non-zero average return) is

c _(l=l\*
po = Lot (@) ez &
X4
1_ c_ _ M ‘= .
X2

where(@ (respectivelyl — Q) is the fraction of positive (respectively negative) resir In the sequel, we
will only consider the cas® = % which is the only analytically tractable case. Thus thegpdéymmetry
will be only accounted for by the exponenis, c_ and the scale factorg,., x—.

We can note that these expressions are close to the Weisimibdtion, with the addition of a power law pref-
actor to the exponential such that the Gaussian law is vettieorc = 2. Following [Sornette et al. (200Qb),
Bornette et al. (20004), Andersen and Sornette (P001)]a¢5d) the modified Weibull distribution. For

¢ < 1, the pdf is a stretched exponential, also called sub-exg@eThe exponent determines the shape
of the distribution, which is fatter than an exponentiat i& 1. The parametex controls the scale or char-
acteristic width of the distribution. It plays a role anabog to the standard deviation of the Gaussian law.
See chapter 6 of [Sornette(2000)] for a recent review on mami likelihood and other estimators of such
generalized Weibull distributions.
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7.2 Transformation of the modified Weibull pdf into a Gaussian Law

One advantage of the class of distributiohg (52) is that ttwesformation into a Gaussian is particularly
simple. Indeed, the expressidn](52) is of the fofn} (39) with

T (&
flz)=2 <u> . (55)
X
Applying the change of variabl¢ (40) which reads
yi = sgn(z;) V2 <|i2|> ’ ) (56)

leads automatically to a Gaussian distribution.

These variabley; then allow us to obtain the covariance mafvix
T < <
2 i\ 2 (7] 2
Vij == D sgn(wiz; (—) (—J : (57)
and thus the multivariate distributiod¥y) and P(x) :
c c N _ c
- 1 (NP g\ cilw|27 (Ll
Pla o) = vy o |~ 2 <x> o = ).
(58)

Similar transforms holdnutatis mutandis, for the asymmetric case. Indeed, for asymmetric assetsarist
for financial risk managers, the equatiopd (53) (54ugighe following change of variable:

o
(3

N\ T
yi = V2 <w—i> and z; > 0, (59)
Xi
NF
yi = —V2 <@> and x; < 0. (60)
Xi

This allows us to define the correlation matfixand to obtain the multivariate distributiafi(x), gener-
alizing equation[(38) for asymmetric assets. Since thisesgion is rather cumbersome and nothing but a
straightforward generalization df (58), we do not writeéré.

7.3 Empirical tests and estimated parameters

In order to test the validity of our assumption, we have &ddi large basket of financial assets including
currencies and stocks. As an example, we present in figuresfilBtypical log-log plot of the transformed
return variableY” versus the return variabl& for a certain number of assets. If our assumption was right,
we should observe a single straight line whose slope is diyery2. In contrast, we observe in general
two approximately linear regimes separated by a cross-oMeis means that the marginal distribution of
returns can be approximated by two modified Weibull distridns, one for small returns which is close to a
Gaussian law and one for large returns with a fat tail. Eaghnre is depicted by its corresponding straight
line in the graphs. The exponentand the scale factong for the different assets we have studied are given
in tableq B for currencies affl 4 for stocks. The coefficiernitisivbrackets are the coefficients estimated for
small returns while the non-bracketed coefficients cowedfo the second fat tail regime.
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The first point to note is the difference between currenanessdocks. For small as well as for large returns,
the exponents_ andc for currencies (excepted Poland and Thailand) are all ¢tbsach other. Additional
tests are required to establish whether their relativelglktifferences are statistically significant. Similarly,
the scale factors are also comparable. In contrast, madksséxhibit a large asymmetric behavior for large
returns withcy —c_ 2 0.5 in about one-half of the investigated stocks. This meartstiegails of the large
negative returns (“crashes”) are often much fatter thasdlud the large positive returns (“rallies”).

The second important point is that, for small returns, maagks have an exponefit,) ~ (c_) ~ 2 and
thus have a behavior not far from a pure Gaussian in the bulkeadiistribution, while the average exponent
for currencies is about.5 in the same “small return” regime. Therefore, even for smalirns, currencies
exhibit a strong departure from Gaussian behavior.

In conclusion, this empirical study shows that the modifiegldll parameterization, although not exact on

the entire range of variation of the returi§ remains consistent within each of the two regimes of small
versus large returns, with a sharp transition between theseems especially relevant in the tails of the

return distributions, on which we shall focus our attenti@xt.

8 Cumulant expansion of the portfolio return distribution

8.1 link between moments and cumulants

Before deriving the main result of this section, we recatbadard relation between moments and cumulants
that we need below.
The moments\/,, of the distributionP are defined by
+00 /.1
Pty =S 0 (61)

n=0

whereP is the characteristic function, i.e., the Fourier transfaf P :

A +OO .
P(k) = / dS P(S)e™*s . (62)
Similarly, the cumulantg’,, are given by
“+oc0o .
501 — (ik)"
P(k) = exp (Z:l ——Cu | - (63)

Differentiatingn times the equation

+00 /.1 \n +00 /.1 \n
In (Z %M) -y M, (64)

we obtain the following recurrence relations between thenerats and the cumulants :

n—1
n—1
M, = M,Cy, 65
Z_g( ) ) »Cr—p (65)
p_
n—1 n—1
C, = Mn—;<n_p>cpMn_p. (66)

22



In the sequel, we will first evaluate the moments, which twasto be easier, and then using &q (66) we
will be able to calculate the cumulants.

8.2 Symmetric assets

We start with the expression of the distribution of the wésghsum of/V assets :

N
Ps(s)= [ dx P(x)5(D>_ wix; —s), (67)
RN =1

whered(-) is the Dirac distribution. Using the change of variallg| (4fljowing us to go from the asset
returnsX;'’s to the transformed returrig’s, we get

N
dy e 2V Y 53 wisgn(y) £ (2) — 5) - (68)

1
T 2mN2/det(V) /RN —

Taking its Fourier transforn®s (k) = [ dsPs(s)e™*, we obtain

Ps(s)

. 1

1,ty—1 : N —1(,,2
Po(k) = dy e~ zY VT Ytk sy wisgn(y) 7 (v7) 69
s(k) @nN2 /At (V) Jav )

wherePs is the characteristic function d¥s.
In the particular case of interest here where the margisadibutions of the variableX;’s are the modified
Weibull pdf,

10,0\ — | Y
f (yz)_Xz‘\/i’q (70)

with
¢ =2/ci, (71)
the equation[(§9) becomes

N

Ps(k)

1oty —1 : N . N | Yi|a;
e_iyv y+szi:1wzsgn(yz)leﬁlq . (72)

1
~ 2m)N2Jdet (V) /RN a

The task in front of us is to evaluate this expression throtighdetermination of the moments and/or
cumulants.

8.2.1 Case of independent assets

In this case, the cumulants can be obtained explicifelyr{&ie et al. (2000p)]. Indeed, the express[ofh (72)
can be expressed as a product of integrals of the form

+oo w2 w |9
/ du T ()" (73)
0
We obtain
N
Con =Y _ c(n, ¢i) (xaw)™" (74)

i=1
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and

n—2 p n n
2 p:O 2n — 2p)'771/2 2ll/2 n 2ll/2

Note that the coefficient(n, ¢;) is the cumulant of orden of the marginal distribution[($2) with = 2/¢;
andy = 1. The equation[(74) expresses simply the fact that the curtsutef the sum of independent vari-
ables is the sum of the cumulants of each variable. The odeF@umulants are zero due to the symmetry
of the distributions.

8.2.2 Case of dependent assets

Here, we restrict our exposition to the case of two randonmlibes. The case witlv arbitrary can be
treated in a similar way but involves rather complex forrsulhe equatior{ (72) reads

R 1 1, . y |
Ps(k) = ——— [ dyyd —yty L k 2
s (k) QWM/ y1dy2 exp[ 5Y y+i <><1wlsgn(y1) NG +
q2
+x2wa2sgn(y2) % >] ; (76)
and we can show (see appenfljx E) that the moments read
n
n _
Mn = Z < >wll)wg p’y(IllD(nvp) ) (77)
— \P
p=0
with
T (qip+3)T (ga(n —p) + 1 1
2 qp q2 p
Yo (2n,20) = XV ( 2) ST 2) o Fy <—q1p, —qz(n—p);i;/ﬁ) ., (78)
r +1+L) T (e(n—p)+1-% -1
2 11 \q1p q2 p q1
Yo (20, 2p +1) = LA ( ) ST )p2F1 (—qlp— o
q@+1 3
,—q2(n —p) + 22 ;§;p2>, (79)

where, F is an hypergeometric function.

These two relations allow us to calculate the moments anditants for any possible values @f = 2/c¢;
andgy = 2/c,. If one of theg;’s is an integer, a simplification occurs and the coefficierits, p) reduce to
polynomials. In the simpler case where all this are odd integer the expression of moments becomes :

min{q1p,q2(n—p)}

My = Z ( > wix1)? (wax2)""" > p* sta{mPa{et=r) (80)
s=0
with
R (2= p) TR CL0

o = (M) - -0t = g 81
ar) =0, (82)
ag ™ =0, (83)

Gnil) (2 =) e _@nt D
A5y i1 (2p + 1)( om + 1 (2(n —p) — 1! P (=) (84)
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8.3 Non-symmetric assets

In the case of asymmetric assets, we have to consider thelB{5}), and using the same notation as in
the previous section, the moments are again givef By (7Rt coefficienty(n, p) now equal to :

(n.p) = (=" )P )" P [F (ql_er 1> r (qz_(n -p)+ 1> P, (_qf_p g (n—p), l;p2> n

dr 2 2 2 2 "2

qqQp qy (n —p) ap—1 qgmn—-p —13 ,
or (AL )\ (278 1) pom [ = _ .2,
+ < 92 + > < 92 + >p2 1< 2 ) 2 727P +
(=1)P(x7)P(x3)"* g p+1 g5 (n—p)+1 Gp @G (n—p 1 ,
I r Fo 2L ..
+ Ar 2 2 R O 5 g )T
- + - +
n — -1 n—p)—1 3
o <q12p+1>r<q2( p)+1>p2F1 (_qlz; A 2p) ;§;p2> N

_|_

(—1)”"’(22)”(6)""’ [F <Q1+p + 12) r(B—p)+ 1) P, (_ @ a(n—p).

+ Tn—1 ,(n—p)—1 3
op <%+1>F<q2(2 p)+1>p P (_q1p2 0 (n 219) 757/)2) N
PO [ (ap kD (e p) H 1Y o (e anop) 15
47‘( 2 2 2 ) 2 727
+ f(n— fp—1 g¢gf(n—p)—1 3
+or <%+1>F<7q2 (n2 p)+1>p2F1 (—q1p2 22 (n 2p) i } :

(85)

This formula is obtained in the same way as for the formulasrgin the symmetric case. We retrieve the
formula (78) as it should if the coefficients with index '+eaequal to the coefficients with index -

8.4 Empirical tests

Extensive tests have been performed for currencies unéeagbumption that the distributions of asset
returns are symmetri¢ [Sornette et al. (2000b)].

As an exemple, let us consider the Swiss franc and the Japdeasagainst the US dollar. The calibration
of the modified Weibull distribution to the tail of the emgiai histogram of daily returns givejcrr =
1.75,cocgr = 1.14, xcgr = 2.13) and(qspy = 2.50,c;py = 0.8, xsjpy = 1.25) and their correlation
coefficient isp = 0.43.

Figure[1B plots the excess kurtosis of the sugigrzcrr + wypyz py as a function ofwe g p, with

the constraintvcgr + wypy = 1. The thick solid line is determined empirically, by direetculation of
the kurtosis from the data. The thin solid line is the thaoattprediction using our theoretical formulas
with the empirically determined exponentsind characteristic scalgsgiven above. While there is a non-
negligible difference, the empirical and theoretical essckurtosis have essentially the same behavior with
their minimum reached almost at the same value©f; .

Three origins of the discrepancy between theory and enapgleta can be invoked. First, as already pointed
out in the preceding section, the modified Weibull distiidmtwith constant exponent and scale parame-
ters describes accurately only the tail of the empiricairidbistions while, for small returns, the empirical

distributions are close to a Gaussian law. While putting@nst emphasis on large fluctuations, cumulants
of order4 are still significantly sensitive to the bulk of the distrilmns. Moreover, the excess kurtosis is
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normalized by the square second-order cumulant, whichnestl exclusively sensitive to the bulk of the
distribution. Cumulants of higher order should thus bedvatescribed by the modified Weibull distribution.
However, a careful comparison between theory and data wbeld be hindered by the difficulty in esti-
mating reliable empirical cumulants of high order. Thidraation problem is often invoked as a criticism
against using high-order moments or cumulants. Our appreaggests that this problem can be in large
part circumvented by focusing on the estimation of a redslenaarametric expression for the probability
density or distribution function of the assets returns. 3$&eond possible origin of the discrepancy between
theory and data is the existence of a weak asymmetry of th@ieaiglistributions, particularly of the Swiss
franc, which has not been taken into account. The figure aiggests that an error in the determination of
the exponents can also contribute to the discrepancy.

In order to investigate the sensitivity with respect to theice of the parameterg and p, we have also
constructed the dashed line corresponding to the thealeticve withp = 0 (instead ofp = 0.43) and
the dotted line corresponding to the theoretical curve with» = 2 rather thanl.75. Finally, the dashed-
dotted line corresponds to the theoretical curve Wity » = 1.5. We observe that the dashed line remains
rather close to the thin solid line while the dotted line dépsignificantly whenvo g increases. Therefore,
the most sensitive parametergisvhich is natural because it controls directly the extentheffat tail of the
distributions.

In order to account for the effect of asymmetry, we have ptbthe fourth cumulant of a portfolio composed
of Swiss Francs and British Pounds. On fighrg 19, the soli fapresents the empirical cumulant while
the dashed line shows the theoretical cumulant. The agrgdmeéveen the two curves is better than under
the symmetric asumption. Note once again that an accurtgentieation of the parameters is the key point
to obtain a good agreement between empirical data and tiednerediction. As we can see in figurd 19,
the paramaters of the Swiss Franc seem well adjusted siadbdbretical and empirical cumulants are both
very close whenvor ~ 1, i.e., when the Swiss Franc is almost the sole asset in thjorwhile when
weomr ~ 0, the theoretical cumulant is far from the empirical one, tlee parameters of the Bristish Pound
are not sufficiently well-adjusted.

9 Can you have your cake and eat it too ?

Now that we have shown how to accurately estimate the mubiseadistribution fonction of the assets
return, let us come back to the portfolio selection problémfigure[2, we can see that the expected return
of the portfolios with minimum risk according 1G,, decreases whenincreases. But, this is not the general
situation.

Figure[2P and 21 show the generalized efficient frontieragish, (Markovitz case)(y or Cs as relevant
measures of risks, for two portfolios composed of two stack8M and Hewlett-Packard in the first case
and IBM and Coca-Cola in the second case.

Obviously, given a certain amount of risk, the mean returthef portfolio changes when the cumulant
considered changes. It is interesting to note that, in fi@r,ethe minimisation of large risks, i.e., with
respect t@’s, increases the average return while, in figufe 21, the mgdtitn of large risks lead to decrease
the average return.

This allows us to make precise and quantitative the prelyoreported empirical observation that it is
possible to “have your cake and eat it top” [Andersen and &tr{2001)]. We can indeed give a general
criterion to determine under which values of the paramefexponentsc and characteristic scaleg of
the distributions of the asset returns) the average retutimeoportfolio may increase while the large risks
decreasait the same time, thus allowing one to gain on both account (of course, thdlsisks quantified
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by the variance will then increase). For two independengtasassuming that the cumulants of ordemd
n + k of the portfolio admit a minimum in the interv@, 1, we can show that

Hr, < Mk (86)

- - |(26) - (G3) ™) o <87>

wherey; denotes the return of the portfolio evaluated with respethié minimum of the cumulant of order
n andC, (i) is the cumulant of order for the asset.

if and only if

The proof of this result and its generalisation/fo> 2 are given in appendii F. In fact, we have observed
that when the exponentof the assets remains sufficiently different, this result Isblds in presence of
dependence between assets. This last empirical obsenmtthe presence of dependence between assets
has not been proved mathematically. It seems reasonalésgets with moderate dependence while it may
fail when the dependence becomes too strong as occurs famonic assets.

For the assets considered above, we have fouad, = 0.13, ugwp = 0.07, uxo = 0.05 and

1
C2(IBM) Cu(IBM) \ 3 Ce(IBM) \ 5
Gomwpy — 0> (S9d)° =103> coe) =0 (88)
1
Co(IBM) C4(IBM) 3 _ Cs(IBM)\5
o), ~09< (QU25)" =1o01< G0y ) =10 (89)

which shows that, for the portfolio IBM / Hewlett-Packartgetefficient return is an increasing function of
the order of the cumulants while, for the portfolio IBM / CeCala, the inverse phenomenon occurs. This
is exactly what is shown on figurgs| 20 21.

The underlying intuitive mechanism is the following: if arffolio contains an asset with a rather fat tail
(many “large” risks) but narrow waist (few “small” risks) thivery little return to gain from it, minimizing
the variance’;, of the return portfolio will overweight this asset which isamgly perceived as having little
risk due to its small variance (small waist). In contrastoalling for the larger risks quantified by, or

Cs leads to decrease the weight of this asset in the portfofid, @rrespondingly to increase the weight
of the more profitable assets. We thus see that the effectath “Becreasing large risks and increasing
profit” appears when the asset(s) with the fatter tails, &wdefore the narrower central part, has(ve) the
smaller overall return(s). A mean-variance approach wdighkit them more than deemed appropriate from
a prudential consideration of large risks and considanatigorofits.

From a behavioral point of view, this phenomenon is veryraegéng and can probably be linked with the
fact that the main risk measure considered by the agents igihtility (or the variance), so that the other
dimensions of the risk, measured by higher moments, are aftglected. This may sometimes offer the
opportunity of increasing the expected return while lowgtiarge risks.

10 Conclusion

We have introduced three axioms that define a consistent isgit measures, in the spirit gf [Artzner et al. (1997),
Artzner et al. (1999)]. Contrarily to the risk measures|orteer et al. (199F)[, Artzner et al. (19p9)], our
consistent risk measures may account for both-side risksnah only for down-side risks. Thus, they
supplement the notion of coherent measures of risk and adieadapted to the problem of portfolio risk
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assessment and optimization. We have shown that these @akures, which contain centered moments
(and cumulants with some restriction) as particular exasypljeneralize them significantly. We have pre-
sented a generalization of previous generalizations ddffi@ent frontiers and of the CAPM based on these
risk measures in the cases of homogeneous and heterogeagamis. We have then proposed a simple but
powerful specific von Mises representation of multivaridigribution of returns that allowed us to obtain
new analytical results on and empirical tests of a geneaahéwork for a portfolio theory of non-Gaussian
risks with non-linear correlations. Quantitative testgehbeen presented on a basket of seventeen stocks
among the largest capitalization on the NYSE.

This work opens several novel interesting avenues for rese®ne consists in extending the Gaussian cop-
ula assumption, for instance by using the maximum-entromciple with non-extensive Tsallis entropies,
known to be the correct mathematical information-theoedtiepresentation of power laws. A second line
of research would be to extend the present framework to epassnsimultaneously different time scates

in the spirit of [Muzy et al. (200]L)] in the case of a cascadeletof volatilities.
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A Description of the data set

We have considered a set of seventeen assets traded on th&¥ddewBtock Exchange: Applied Mate-
rial, Coca-Cola, EMC, Exxon-Mobil, General Electric, GeaddMotors, Hewlett Packard, IBM, Intel, MCI

WorldCom, Medtronic, Merck, Pfizer, Procter & Gambel, SBCn@ounication, Texas Instrument, Wall
Mart. These assets have been choosen since they are amdargtst capitalizations of the NYSE at the
time of writing.

The dataset comes from the Center for Research in SecuiitgsP(CRSP) database and covers the time
interval from the end of January 1995 to the end of Decemb@@ 2@hich represents exactly 1500 trading
days. The main statistical features of the compagnies csimgdhe dataset are presented in the t@ple 5.
Note the high kurtosis of each distribution of returns ad a&the large values of the observed minimum and
maximum returns compared with the standard deviationsctbarly underlines the non-Gaussian behavior
of these assets.
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B Generalized efficient frontier and two funds separation treorem

Let us consider a set d¥ risky assetsXy,---, X and a risk-free asset,. The problem is to find the
optimal allocation of these assets in the following sense:

infy,ef0,1] Pa({wi})
Zizo w; =1 (20)

Zizo wip(i) = p

In other words, we search for the portfoli® with minimum risk as measured by any risk measpye
obeying axioms I-IV of section 2 for a given amount of expdcteturn . and normalized weights;.
Short-sells are forbidden except for the risk-free asséthvban be lent and borrowed at the same interest
ratepg. Thus, the weights;’'s are assumed positive for all> 1.

B.1 Case of independent assets when the risk is measured bytbumulants

To start with a simple example, let us assume that the riskgtasare independent and that we choose to
measure the risk with the cumulants of their distributiohseturns. The case when the assets are depen-
dent and/or when the risk is measured by apywill be considered later. Since the assets are assumed
independent, the cumulant of ordeof the pdf of returns of the portfolio is simply given by

N
Cn =Y w™ Cy(d), (91)
=1

whereC,, (i) denotes the marginal’horder cumulant of the pdf of returns of the asseln order to solve
this problem, let us introduce the Lagrangian

N N
L=C,— )\ (Zwi,u(i)—,u>—)\2 (Zw,——l), (92)
i=0

i=0
where)\; and )\, are two Lagrange multipliers. Differentiating with resprw yields
A2 = po A1, (93)

which by substitution in equatiof (92) gives

L=Cp=\ (sz — (- m)) (94)

Let us now differentiate with respect taw;, ¢ > 1, we obtain

nw™ ™ Cp(i) — Ay (i) — o) = 0, o5
so that |

Applying the normalization constraint yields

e 35 (M) o

=1



thus

1—
/\1ﬁ = 20 1 > (98)
S (M)
and finally
1
(H(ci')—yo ) n—=1
w; = (1 —wp) n(z)) ——- (99)
N [ p(i)—po \n-1
S, (M)
Let us now define the portfolitl exclusively made of risky assets with weights
(H(ci')—yo > n—=1
iy = n(0) i1 (100)

S, ()™

The optimal portfolioP can be split in two funds : the risk-free asset whose weighiyisnd a risky fund
IT with weight (1 — wg). The expected return of the portfol@ is thus

= wo po + (1 — wo)p, (101)

whereu; denotes the expected return of portofdllo

S uti) (M)
)

N i)—po \ -1
i1 (M(c,)l(zf)m)
The risk associated with and measured by the cumulatit of ordern is
22‘]\;1 C (1) (u(cl;)a)m > m
Cp = (1 —wp)" . (103)
N p()—po | -1
[Zm ( Cu0) ) ]
Putting together the three last equations allows us to & equation of the efficient frontier:
n n—1
i) — o)1 | "
p=po+ |3 U Tk (104)
Cn (Z) n—1

which is a straight line in the pIar(«S‘nl/", 1).

B.2 General case

Let us now consider the more realistic case when the riskgtaigge dependent and/or when the risk is
measured by any risk measysg obeying the axioms I-IV presented in sectign 2, wherdenotes the
degres of homogeneity gf,. Equation [94) always holds (witfi, replaced by, ), and the differentiation
with respect tav;, i > 1 yields the set of equations:

pa , . , .
(W, wi) = A (i) — o) i€ {1 N, (105)
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Sincep, (w, - - -, wy) is @a homogeneous function of ordey its first-order derivative with respect to; is
also a homogeneous function of order- 1. Using this homogeneity property allows us to write

1 9pa, . . .
)‘1 1%(11)1,'”,'{0]\/) = (M(Z)_MO)a 16{17"'7N}7 (106)
dpa 1, o, ) .
w; ()\l ailwla"'a)‘l aile) = (M(Z)_MO)a 16{17"'7N}' (107)
Denoting by{w, - - -, wy} the solution of
8pa N N . .
8w‘(1U1,"',’wN):(,U(Z)—,U(]), ’LG{I,"',N}, (108)

this shows that the optimal weights are
1
w;-k = Alﬁ’tz)i. (109)
Now, performing the same calculation as in the case of inudgmt risky assets, the efficient portfolid

can be realized by investing a weighg of the initial wealth in the risk-free asset and the weight- w)
in the risky fundII, whose weights are given by

A~

Wy

W; = S (110)
Therefore, the expected return of every efficient portf@dio
p=wo - po + (1 —wo) - p, (111)
wherepuy; denotes the expected return of the market portfljavhile the risk, measured by, is
pa = (1 —wo)®pa(1l), (112)
so that
p= o+ L p e (113)

This expression is the natural generalization of the m@hatbtained by[[Markovitz (1959)] for mean-
variance efficient portfolios.
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C Composition of the market portfolio

In this appendix, we derive the relationship between thepmmition of the market portfolio and the com-
position of the optimal portfolidI obtained by the minimization of the risks measuredRyn ).

C.1 Homogeneous case

We first consider a homogeneous market, peopled with aghatsing their optimal portfolio with respect
to the same risk measupg. A given agenip invests a fractionuy(p) of his wealthiV (p) in the risk-free
asset and a fractioh — wq(p) in the optimal portfolioll. Therefore, the total demand; of asset is the
sum of the demand; (p) over all agent® in asset:

D = Y. Dip). (114)
= ZP:W(p) (1 = wo(p)) - wi , (115)
R ZW (1 —wo(p)) , (116)
where thei;’s are given by[(Z70). The aggregated demandver all assets is
D = Z D;, (117)
sz ZW (1 = wo(p)), (118)
Z W(p) - (1 —wo(p)). (119)
(120)

By definition, the weight of asséf denoted byw", in the market portfolio equals the ratio of its capital-
ization (the supplyS; of asseti) over the total capitalization of the markg&t= > S;. At the equilibrium,
demand equals supply, so that

m_ S Di
Thus, at the equilibrium, the optimal portfolld is the market portfolio.

C.2 Heterogeneous case

We now consider a heterogenous market, defined such thagémesachoose their optimal portfolio with
respect to different risk measures. Some of them choosestia@ mean-variance optimal portfolios, others
prefer any meam,, efficient portfolio, and so on. Let us denote By, the mearp, (n) optimal portfolio
made only of risky assets. Le}, be the fraction of agents who choose the mpat:) efficient portfolios.
By normalization,) ¢, = 1. The demandD;(n) of asseti from the agents optimizing with respect to

Pa(n)is

Di(n) = > W(p)-(1—wo(p))-wi(n), (122)
PESH
— dy(n) 3 Wp) - (1—wo(p)), (123)
PESH
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wheresS,, denotes the set of agents, among all the agents, who follaghmization stragtegy with respect
to po(n). Thus, the total demand of asses$

Di = > N Di(n), (124)

= N bn-i(n) Y W(p) - (1—wo(p)), (125)

PESH

where)\ is the total number of agents. This finally yields the totahdedD for all assets and for all agents

D = ) D, (126)
= NZZ%.W )Y Wip) - (1 —wolp)), (127)
; pPESH
=NZ%ZW - (1= wo(p)), (128)
PESH

since) , w;(n) = 1, for everyn. Thus, setting

®n ZpESn W(p) ’ (1 - wO(p))

Tn = ) (229)
2o O 2 pes, Wp) - (1 —wo(p))
the market portfolio is the weighted sum of the mearin) optimal portfolioslIl,,:
m_Si D ~
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D Generalized capital asset princing model

Our proof of the generalized capital asset princing modsihislar to the usual demontration of the CAPM.

Let us consider an efficient portfoliB. It necessarily satisfies equatidn ([L05) in appeifglix B :

a (63 k * . .
(Wi, wi) = M (i) — po), i€ {1 N}, (131)

Let us now choose any portfoli® made only of risky assets and let us denotehyR) its weights. We
can thus write

N 9 N
Do wiR): ot k) = Y w(R): (uld) ~ o) (132
= A1 (R — o) (133)

We can apply this last relation to the market portfdlip because it is only composed of risky assets (as
proved in appendik]B). This leadstq(R) = w; andug = pr, SO that

N

* a « * *
E wy - ap (wlv te >UJN) =\ (MH - #0)> (134)
i=1 Wi

which, by the homogeneity of the risk measupgsyields
a'pa(wi"'7w7\7)2>\1 (/LH_,U'O)' (135)

Substituting equatiorf (1B1) intp (435) allows us to obtain

fj — po = B - (u — po), (136)
where )
0 (111 paE)
By =—5—"", (137)
8wj

calculated at the poinfws, - - -, w} }. Expression[(135) with[(IB7) provides our CAPM, generalinéth
respect to the risk measurgs.

In the case wherg, denotes the variance, the second-order centered momequaste the second-order
cumulant and reads

Cy = wj - Var[Xq] 4+ 2wjw; - Cov(X7, X2) + w; - Var[Xs], (138)
= Varl[I]] . (139)
Since
1
— . % = wj - Var[X;] + w5 - Cov(Xy, X2) , (140)
2 Ow
= Cov(Xy,1I), (141)
we find Cov(Xy. X11)
ov 1, A1l
=\ 142
B Var[XH] ’ ( )

which is the standard result of the CAPM derived from the mesiance theory.
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E Calculation of the moments of the distribution of portfolio returns

Let us start with equatior} (Jf2) in tieasset case :

. 1 1, _ . y1 |
Ps(k) = 7/dy1dy2 exp {——ytV by +ik <X1wlsgn(y1) —=| +
2m\/1 — p? 2 V2
Y2 @
+x2wasgn == . 143
Xzzg(y2)\/§>} (143)

Expanding the exponential and using the definitiof (67) ofrraits, we get

1 n n _ _ qip
M= ——— [ | dyaZ( )xffxg Puful Psgn(n ) | x|
214/1 — p? o \P V2
q2(n—p)
n—p | Y2 _Llyty-1
xsgn(ya)" P | == e 2Y v, (144)
V2
Posing
x1Px2" P yi |77 —p| Y2 em-p) ty -1
n,p) = —>—— [ dyrdys sgn(y1)? |=—=| sgn(y)" ?|—= e 2Y v, 145
’YQ1Q2( p) 27‘(@ Yy1dyz sg (yl) \/5 g (yZ) \/5 ( )
this leads to .
n n—
My, = ( >wfw2 P Yarg2 (5 p) - (146)
p=0 p
Let us defined the auxiliary variablesand such that
a = (V= (V 1)y = 1_1p2 , (147)
B = —(V Hhip=—(V"1y= 1_pp2

Performing a simple change of variable [n (145), we can foanmsthe integration such that it is defined
solely within the first quadrany( > 0, y2 > 0), namely

_1\n pHoo +00 Qp q2(n—p)
Va2 (1, 0) = xaPx2" 1+ (1) dy1/ dy2 <ﬂ> <£> THU
0

21\/1 — p2 Jo V2 V2
% (eﬁylm + (_1)176—53111/2) . (148)

This equation imposes that the coefficiemtganish ifn is odd. This leads to the vanishing of the moments
of odd orders, as expected for a symmetric distribution.nT ke expand¥1¥2 + (—1)Pe~P¥1¥2 in series.
Permuting the sum sign and the integral allows us to decabplategrations over the two variablgsand

Ya:

1—p? s=0 st 272

+00 yqz(n—PHS o
X / dy2 % E_Eyl . (149)
0 272

1 1" = s +00 qp+s N
Vargs (15 P) = leX2n_p2+# 1+ (—1)p+8]ﬁ— </ dy; & e 3V | x
T 0
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This brings us back to the problem of calculating the same wfpintegrals as in the uncorrelated case.
Using the expressions af and3, and taking into account the parity ofandp, we obtain:

1 — p2yapta(n—p)+z X 2s 1
Va2 (21, 2p) = X12p><22"_2p( 7) Z <q1p+ s+ 5) X
=0
1
xT <q2(n—p)—|—s—|—§> , (150)
—go+1
a1 Ry R g ash
om. 2 1 — 2p+1 2n—2p 1(

Yargs (21, 2p + 1) X177 X2 - . (s + 1)1

xF(qlp—l—s—i-l—i-%)F(qg(n—p)—ks—kl—5). (151)

Using the definition of the hypergeometric functionfs, [Abramovitz and Stegun (1972)], and the relation
(9.131) of [Gradshteyn and Ryzhik (1965)], we finally obtain

2, 202 ] (@p+ 3T (g2(n —p) + 1)

1
Vg2 (2n,2p) = x1 o FYy (—qw, —q2(n — p); 5;[)2()52)

™
o 12 (p+ 1+ L) T (2(n—p)+1 - £
Yag(2n,2p +1) = X12p+1X22n 2p=1 ( 2) ﬂ(_ 2)P X
-1 +1 3
X o} <—Q1p_q1T7_QZ(n_p)+q22 15 2) : (153)

In the asymmetric case, a similar calculation follows, vifta sole difference that the results involves four
terms in the integral (148) instead of two.
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F Conditions under which it is possible to increase the retun and decrease
large risks simultaneously

We considerN independent assefd - - - N}, whose returns are denoted pyl) - - - u(N). We aggregate
these assets in a portfolio. Let - - - wy be their weights. We consider that short positions are doidm
and thaty_, w; = 1. The returry of the portfolio is

N
p=">_ wip(i). (154)
=1

The risk of the portfolio is quantified by the cumulants of thstribution of ..

Let us denote. the return of the portfolio evaluated for the asset weighigtvminimize the cumulant of
ordern.

F.1 Case of two assets

Let C,, be the cumulant of order n for the portfolio. The assets bi&idgpendent, we have
C, = Cn(l)wln + C'n(2)w2", (155)
= Co(Dwr™ + Cu(2)(1 — wp)™ (156)

In the following, we will drop the subscrigtin wy, and only writew. Let us evaluate the value = w* at
the minimum ofC,,, n > 2 :

Ciz?un =0 < Cu(Lw" ' —Cp2)(1 —w)" ! =0, (157)
Co(1)  (1—w*\""
= aw-(w) 159

and assuming that,, (1)/C,,(2) > 0, which is satisfied according to our positivity axiom 1, wezb

1
wt = Cn@)mr (159)

Ca(1)7T + Cp(2) 7T

This leads to the following expression g}, :

== ; — : (160)

Thus, after simple algebraic manipulations, we find

i < Bk = ((1) = #(2)) (Cu(1) 7T G ()57 = Co(2) 71 Crg(1) 751 ) >0, (161)

which concludes the proof of the result announced in the mady of the text.

38



F.2 General case

We now consider a portfolio wittV independent assets. Assuming that the cumul@ptsg) have the same
sign for alli (according to axiom 1), we are going to show that the minimdid,pis obtained for a portfolio
whose weights are given by

_1

[T Cn(i) ™

zjzl Cn(]) n-l
and we have )
X (O T Cali) )
i = - (163)
2 j=1 Cn(j)mT
Indeed, the cumulant of the portfolio is given by
N
Cn =Y Culi)w} (164)
=1
subject to the constraint
N
> wi=1. (165)
=1
Introducing a Lagrange multipliex, the first order conditions yields
Co()wl™ —X=0, Vie{l,---,N}, (166)
so that \
el _ | 167
YT L0 (167)

Since all theC,,(7) are positive, we can find asuch that all thev; are real and positive, which yields the
announced resulf (ITE2). From here, there is no simple dondhat ensureg;, < 1, .. The simplest way
to compareu;, andy;; ;. is to calculate diretly these quantities using the formfuEay.
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1 e/t gt g

0.10% 0.92% 1.36% 1.79% 2.15%
0.12% 0.96% 1.43% 1.89% 2.28%
0.14% 1.05% 1.56% 2.06% 2.47%
0.16% 1.22% 1.83% 2.42% 2.91%
0.18% 1.47% 2.21% 2.92% 3.55%
0.20% 1.77% 2.65% 3.51% 4.22%

1/8

Table 1: This table presents the risk measurequw for n=2,4,6,8, for a given value of the expectedd
(daily) return.

Wall Mart 0.0821 0.0555 0.0424 0.0710 0.0557
EMC 0.0801 0.0552 0.0430 0.0730 0.0612
Intel 0.0737 0.0512 0.0397 0.0694 0.0532
Hewlett Packard 0.0724 0.0472 0.0354 0.0575 0.0439
IBM 0.0705 0.0465 0.0346 0.0574 0.0421
Merck 0.0628 0.0415 0.0292 0.0513 0.0331
Procter & Gamble 0.0590 0.0399 0.0314 0.0510 0.0521
General Motors 0.0586 0.0362 0.0247 0.0418 0.0269
SBC Communication 0.0584 0.0386 0.0270 0.0477 0.0302
General Electric 0.0569 0.0334 0.0233 0.0373 0.0258
Applied Material 0.0525 0.0357 0.0269 0.0462 0.0338
MCI WorldCom 0.0441 0.0173 0.0096 0.0176 0.0098
Medtronic 0.0432 0.0278 0.0202 0.0333 0.0237
Coca-Cola 0.0430 0.0278 0.0207 0.0335 0.0252
Exxon-Mobil 0.0410 0.0256 0.0178 0.0299 0.0197
Texas Instrument 0.0324 0.0224 0.0171 0.0301 0.0218
Pfizer 0.0298 0.0184 0.0131 0.0213 0.0148

Table 2: This table presents the values of the generalizago8hatios for the set of seventeen assets listed
in the first column. The assets are ranked with respect to $tgirpe ratio, given in the second column. The
third and fourth columns give the generalized Sharpe ratioutated with respect to the fourth and sixth
centered momentis, andug While the fifth and sixth columns give the generalized Shagte calculated
with respect to the fourth and sixth cumulaitg andC.

43



Positive Tail Negative Tail

<x+> <cp> X+ Cy <x-> <c_> x- c_

CHF 2.45 1.61 2.33 1.26 2.34 1.53 1.72 0.93
DEM 2.09 1.65 1.74 1.03 2.01 1.58 145 0.91
JPY 2.10 1.28 1.30 0.76 1.89 1.47 0.99 0.76
MAL 1.00 1.22 1.25 041 1.01 1.25 0.44 0.48
POL 1.55 1.02 1.30 0.73 1.60 2.13 1.25 0.62
THA 0.78 0.75 0.75 0.54 0.82 0.73 0.30 0.38
UKP 1.89 1.52 1.38 0.92 2.00 1.41 1.82 1.09

Table 3: Table of the exponentsand the scale parameteysfor different currencies. The subscript "+”
or "-" denotes the positive or negative part of the distribatof returns and the terms between brackets

refer to parameters estimated in the bulk of the distrilbbutidile naked parameters refer to the tails of the
distribution.

Positive Tall Negative Tail
< X4 > <cpr > X+ ct <x— > <c- > x— c_
Applied Material 12.47 1.82 8.75 0.99 11.94 1.66 8.11 0.98
Coca-Cola 5.38 1.88 446 1.04 5.06 1.74 298 0.78
EMC 13.53 1.63 13.18 1.55 11.44 1.61 3.05 0.57
General Electric 5.21 1.89 1.81 1.28 4.80 1.81 431 1.16
General Motors 5.78 1.71 0.63 0.48 5.32 1.89 2.80 0.79
Hewlett Packart 7.51 1.93 420 0.84 7.26 1.76 1.66 0.52
IBM 5.46 1.71 3.85 0.87 5.07 1.90 0.18 0.33
Intel 8.93 2.31 279 0.64 9.14 1.60 3.56 0.62
MCI WorldCom 9.80 1.74 11.01 1.56 9.09 1.56 2.86 0.58
Medtronic 6.82 1.95 6.09 1.11 6.49 1.54 255 0.67
Merck 5.36 1.91 456 1.16 5.00 1.73 1.32 0.59
Pfizer 6.41 2.01 5.84 1.27 6.04 1.70 0.26 0.35
Procter & Gambel 4.86 1.83 3.53 0.96 4.55 1.74 2.96 0.82
SBC Communication 5.21 1.97 1.26 0.59 4.89 1.59 1.56 0.60
Texas Instrument 9.06 1.78 4.07 0.72 8.24 1.84 2.18 0.54
Wall Mart 7.41 1.83 581 1.01 6.80 1.64 3.75 0.78

Table 4: Table of the exponentsand the scale parameteydor different stocks. The subscript "+” or "-”
denotes the positive or negative part of the distributiod #ie terms between brackets refer to parameters
estimated in the bulk of the distribution while naked partargerefer to the tails of the distribution.
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Mean (0~3) Variance (0~%) Skewness Kurtosis min  max

Applied Material 2.11 1.62 0.41 4.68 -14% 21%
Coca-Cola 0.81 0.36 0.13 571 -11%  10%
EMC 2.76 1.13 0.23 4.79 -18% 15%
Exxon-Mobil 0.92 0.25 0.30 5.26 7% 11%
General Electric 1.38 0.30 0.08 4.46 7% 8%
General Motors 0.64 0.39 0.12 4.35 -11% 8%
Hewlett Packard 1.17 0.81 0.16 6.58 -14% 21%
IBM 1.32 0.54 0.08 8.43 -16% 13%
Intel 1.71 0.85 -0.31 6.88 -22%  14%
MCI WorldCom 0.87 0.85 -0.18 6.88 -20% 13%
Medtronic 1.70 0.55 0.23 5.52 -12%  12%
Merck 1.32 0.35 0.18 5.29 -9% 10%
Pfizer 1.57 0.46 0.01 4.28 -10% 10%
Procter&Gambel 0.90 0.41 -2.57 4275 -31% 10%
SBC Communication 0.86 0.39 0.06 5.86 -13% 9%
Texas Instrument 2.20 1.23 0.50 5.26 -12%  24%
Wall Mart 1.35 0.52 0.16 4.79 -10% 9%

Table 5. This table presents the main statistical featuréiseodaily returns of the set of seventeen assets
studied here over the time interval from the end of Janua8b 18 the end of December 2000.
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Figure 1. This figure represents the functioh- e=* for n = 1,2 and4. It shows the typycal size of the

fluctuations involved in the moment of order
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Figure 2. This figure represents the generalized efficiemitier for a portfolio made of seventeen risky
assets. The optimization problem is solved numericallyygia genetic algorithm, with risk measures given

respectively by the centered moments 4, g andug. The straight lines are the efficient frontiers when
we add to these assets a risk-free asset whose interest satietd 5% a year.
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Figure 3. This figure represents the generalized efficiemttiier for a portfolio made of seventeen risky
assets and a risk-free asset whose interest rate is set toy&%r.a The optimization problem is solved

numerically, using a genetic algorithm, with risk measuy®en by the centered moments, p4, ug and
8-
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Figure 4: Dependence of the five largest weights of riskytasaethe efficient portfolios found in figurjé 3
as a function of the weight, invested in the risk-free asset, for the four risk measuresgoy the centered
momentsus, 14, ttg andug. The same symbols always represent the same asset.
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Figure 5: The dark and grey thick curves represent two effidimntiers for a portfolio without risk-free
interest rate obtained with two measures of risks. The dadlgaey thin straight lines represent the efficient
frontiers in the presence of a risk-free asset, whose valge/én by the intercept of the straight lines with
the ordinate axis. This illustrates the existence of anrgiva of the dependence of the slope of the efficient
frontier with risk-free asset as a function of the ordesf the measures of risks, which can occur only when
the efficient frontiers without risk-free asset cross eatieio
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Bimodal Example PDFs

— 16

Figure 6: Schematic representation of the nonlinear mappin= «(X) that allows one to transform a
variableX with an arbitrary distribution into a variabké with a Gaussian distribution. The probability den-
sities forX andY are plotted outside their respective axes. Consistentthétitonservation of probability,
the shaded regions have equal area. This conservation lodilmtity determines the nonlinear mapping.
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Figure 7: Quantile of the normalized sum of the Gaussianieéans of the Swiss Franc and The British
Pound versus the quantile of the Normal distribution, far time interval from Jan. 1971 to Oct. 1998.
Different weights in the sum give similar results.
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Figure 8: Quantile of the normalized sum of the Gaussianieagns of Coca-Cola and Procter&Gamble
versus the quantile of the Normal distribution, for the timierval from Jan. 1970 to Dec. 2000. Different
weights in the sum give similar results.
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Figure 9: Quantile of the normalized sum of the Gaussianieadns of Merk and General Electric versus
the guantile of the Normal distribution, for the time intakfrom Jan. 1970 to Dec. 2000. Different weights
in the sum give similar results.
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Figure 10: Cumulative distribution of> = y*V~ly versus the cumulative distribution of chi-square
(denotedy?) with two degrees of freedom for the couple Swiss Franc i€riPound, for the time interval
from Jan. 1971 to Oct. 1998. Thig’ should not be confused with the characteristic scale usedein
definition of the modified Weibull distributions.
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Figure 11: Cumulative distribution af? = y*V 1y versus the cumulative distribution of the chi-square
x? with two degrees of freedom for the couple Coca-Cola / Pr&&@amble, for the time interval from Jan.
1970 to Dec. 2000. Thig? should not be confused with the characteristic scale ustidefinition of the
modified Weibull distributions.
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Figure 12: Cumulative distribution af? = y*V 1y versus the cumulative distribution of the chi-square
2 with two degrees of freedom for the couple Merk / General Eigdor the time interval from Jan. 1970
to Dec. 2000. Thisy? should not be confused with the characteristic scale useheimefinition of the
modified Weibull distributions.
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Figure 13: Graph of Gaussianized Malaysian Ringgit retuemsus Malaysian Ringgit returns, for the time
interval from Jan. 1971 to Oct. 1998. The upper graph givegusitive tail and the lower one the negative
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Figure 14: Graph of Gaussianized British Pound returnsugeBsitish Pound returns, for the time interval
from Jan. 1971 to Oct. 1998. The upper graph gives the peg#ivand the lower one the negative tail. The

T

two straight lines represent the curvgs- /2 (%)@i) andy = /2 (—)ci
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Figure 15: Graph of Gaussianized General Electric retuamsus General Electric returns, for the time
interval from Jan. 1970 to Dec. 2000. The upper graph givegdtsitive tail and the lower one the negative
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tail. The two straight lines represent the curyes /2 (@) v
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Figure 16: Graph of Gaussianized IBM returns versus IBMrregufor the time interval from Jan. 1970 to
Dec. 2000. The upper graph gives the positive tail and thel@me the negative tail. The two straight lines
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Figure 17: Graph of Gaussianized Wall Mart returns versult Mart returns, for the time interval from
Sep. 1972 to Dec. 2000. The upper graph gives the positivandithe lower one the negative tail. The two
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Excess Kurtosis for CHF / JPY
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Figure 18: Excess kurtosis of the distribution of the priegiation wegrxcpr + wipyxpy Of the
portfolio made of a fractionvc g of Swiss franc and a fractiom;py = 1 — wogr of the Japanese Yen
against the US dollar, as a functionwf . Thick solid line : empirical curve, thin solid line : thedical
curve, dashed line : theoretical curve wjth= 0 (instead ofp = 0.43), dotted line: theoretical curve with
qgcur = 2 rather thanl.75 and dashed-dotted line: theoretical curve with;» = 1.5. The excess kurtosis
has been evaluated for the time interval from Jan. 1971 to 19&8.
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Fourth Cumulant for CHF / UKP
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Figure 19: Fourth cumulant for a portfolio made of a fractiopy » of Swiss Franc and — wepgr of
British Pound. The thick solid line represents the empirceamulant while the dotted line represents the
theoretical cumulant under the symmetric assumption. Biseeld line shows the theoretical cumulant when
the slight asymmetry of the assets has been taken into a@ccdhis cumulant has been evaluated for the
time interval from Jan. 1971 to Oct. 1998.
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Efficient Frontier forlBM—-HWP
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Figure 20: Efficient frontier for a portfolio composed of twtocks: IBM and Hewlett-Packard. The
dashed line represents the efficient frontier with respetiie second cumulant, i.e., the standard Markovitz
efficient frontier, the dash-dotted line represents theiefit frontier with respect to the fourth cumulant and
the solid line is the efficient frontier with respect to thgtkicumulant. The data set used covers the time
interval from Jan. 1977 to Dec 2000.
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Efficient Frontier forIBM-KO
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Figure 21: Efficient frontier for a portfolio composed of twtncks: IBM and Coca-Cola. The dashed line
represents the efficient frontier with respect to the seaamdulant, i.e., the standard Markovitz efficient
frontier, the dash-dotted line represents the efficiemttfen with respect to the fourth cumulant and the solid
line the efficient frontier with repect to the sixth cumulamhe data set used covers the time interval from

Jan. 1970 to Dec 2000.
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