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Abstract In this manuscript, we introduce asset alloca-
tion and portfolio selection techniques based on efficiency
condition, Sharpe ratio error condition and order three zero
opportunity condition. Investors expect the same level of
risk and return from alternative investment options unless
they want the advantage of diversification for risk. There
are two fundamental investment portfolios. The first one is
risk free fundamental portfolio, and the second one is risky
fundamental portfolio. Investors use zero opportunity cost
to select portfolio objective. In this research, mathematical
derivation of portfolio construction approach is described in
advance. Historical data of this research show that there is a
positive linear relationship between natural logarithm of stan-
dard deviation of securities’ return and square of co-variance
between securities and market return. Furthermore, it shows
that there is a positive linear relationship between Treynor ratio
of securities’ return and Sharpe ratio of securities’ return. We
use global search optimization tool in MatLab and R software
to solve empirical portfolio selection and asset allocation
problem. Moreover, we apply direct and indirect mathematical
proof methods to prove mathematical facts of this study.

Keywords Asset, Efficient Frontier, Opportunity Cost,
Return Neutral, Sharpe Ratio

1 Introduction

Investors optimize investment asset allocation to reduce un-
necessary losses based on their investment objectives and con-
straints. Traditionally, investors use 40-60 asset allocation
strategies. This 40-60 classical asset allocation strategy need to
be optimal. Thus, investors should set their investment objec-
tives and constraints to optimize asset allocation. Practitioners
use mean variance model to select portfolio even if the model
assumes weights of securities are independent of time parame-
ter. Another problem of mean variance model is that the model
does not consider zero opportunity cost between fundamental
portfolios. Single index model is developed because mean vari-
ance model needs estimations of expected return, risk and co-
variance of securities. This indicates that mean variance model
is not easy for portfolio with large number of securities. In this
research, we propose new portfolio construction method us-
ing order three zero opportunity condition, efficiency condition
and Sharpe ratio error condition. Clearly, one can express vari-
ance of portfolio in terms of expected return by using efficiency
condition. Similarly, the variance of portfolio can be expressed
in terms of expected return due to Sharpe ratio error condition.
Let w}, w, and wy, be weight of risk free security, weight
of risky portfolio and weight of market portfolio, respectively.
Suppose that ¢, 1y, and 7, represents risk free rate of return,
risky portfolio rate of return and market portfolio rate of return
at time ¢, respectively. Then we define rate of return of com-
plete portfolio 71cp by riecp = Wiry + wprey + Wy, Tim. In this
research, we determine 7y, w;, w; and w;}, using order three
zero opportunity condition, efficiency condition and Sharpe ra-
tio error condition. Moreover, we use weight-variance regres-



610

sion model and Treynor-Sharpe regression model to build Gen-
eral order three opportunity model (GOOM). Furthermore, we
solve Order three asset allocation model (OAAM) to determine
complete portfolio return. We use USA s&p500 companies
one year daily returns for empirical study.

1.1 Motivation

Since investors have different objectives, their portfolio se-
lection need not be the same using mean variance model. So
which investor is right? This question motivates researchers to
study portfolio selection and asset allocation techniques using
Zero opportunity cost.

1.2 Statement of the problem

The statement of the problem is constructing optimal com-
plete portfolio using order three zero opportunity condition, ef-
ficiency condition and Sharpe ratio error condition. Mathemat-
ically, we obtain the optimal risk free security weight w’, mar-
ket portfolio weight wy,, and risky portfolio weight w, to con-
struct complete portfolio P, such that ry., = w;; Ty + w;rtp +
wy, T+ Using order three zero opportunity condition, efficiency
condition and Sharpe ratio error condition.

1.3  Objectives of the study

The general objective of this study is to construct complete
portfolio using order three zero opportunity condition, effi-
ciency condition and Sharpe ratio error condition. Specific ob-
jectives are:

1. to show that there is positive linear relation ship between
Treynor ratio and Sharpe ratio of securities,

2. to estimate parameters of weight-variance regression
model.

3. to build General order three opportunity model (GOOM),

4. to construct Order three asset allocation model (OAAM).

1.4 Research gap

Since efficient frontier contains many efficient portfolios,
investors should choose efficient portfolio using logical con-
straints. Mean variance model does not explain how to choose
efficient portfolio using logical constraints. In this research,
we use (GOOM) and (OAAM) to construct optimal complete
portfolio.

2 Literature review

Investment is an allocation of resources for medium or long
term and the expected effect is to recover the investment costs
and have a high profit, [1]. Risk is the possibility that desired
objective would not be attained, [2]. One cannot definitely de-
termine whether the risk is only good or bad, [3].
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2.1 Financial risk preference and tolerance

Risk preference is the individual’s orientation towards risk-
taking, [4]. Financial risk tolerance is the level of risk that
clients believe they are willing to accept, [5]. Financial risk
tolerance is the maximum amount of volatility that investor is
willing to accept when making a financial decision, [5]. Risk
aversion means an attitude of reluctance to take risky decisions,
[6]. Financial Risk Tolerance is the willingness of individual
investors to receive negative changes of investment value or the
result opposite or different from the expected results, [7]. Will-
ingness to take financial risk depends on portfolio structure,
gender, age, educational attainment, income, financial stabil-
ity, financial literacy, marital status, and family size, [8].

Define standard deviation vector o, weight vector w, ex-
pected return vector p and vector of ones ! as follows.
o = (01,09,...,0,)T, w = (w1,wa,...,w,)", p =
(p1, ph2y - - o) T and 1 = (1,1,...,1)T. Let 3 be covariance
matrix of order n.

2.2 Markowitz’ mean variance model

H.M. Markowitz’ was the first who introduced Markowitz’
mean variance model for portfolio selection.
The Markowitz” model (M M) is given by:

MM max uTw
w

minw? Yw,
subjectto  (Tw = 1. (1)

Note that return maximization and risk minimization objec-
tives are conflicting objectives. If investors attempt to increase
return, they will be penalized by risk. The solution of M M
depends on investors’ risk preference. Consider the following
special cases of M M.

2.3 Risk neutral investors

Risk neutral investors are investors who are interested to
maximize return without paying attention on risk, [9]. These
investors do not care about risk minimization. Risk neutral
Markowitz’s model (RIN M M) is given as follows:

RINMM  max pfw

subject to Tw=1. 2)

2.4 Return neural investors

Some investors prefer risk minimization rather than return
maximization. These investors are called return neutral in-
vestors. Return neutral Markowitz’s model is given as follows:

RENMM minw’Xw,
subject to Tw=1. 3)

Note that return neutral investors gain less return than risk neu-
tral investors. However, they are less exposed to risk.
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2.5 Maximum expected return for a given level of risk

Investors who know their risk tolerance potential would like
to maximize return for their risk level. These investors would
like to solve the following optimization problem:

max " w
subjectto  w’ Xw = o7, 4
Tw=1. (5)

Readers are referred to [9] for further detail about maximum
expected return for a given level of risk.

2.6 Minimum risk for a given level of expected return

Those investors who are interested to achieve targeted ex-
pected return by minimizing risk use the following model:

minw? Sw
w

subjectto  pfw = Hops

Tw=1. (6)

The detail of this model is given in [9].

2.7 Risk adjusted model (RAM)

Investors may have different weight levels for risk and re-
turn. The investors who think both risk and return are equally
important use 50-50 weights for risk and return. In general,
risk adjusted portfolio model has the following form as given
in [9, 10]:

RAM  min[pw” Sw — p"w]
subject to Tw=1, 7

where p is a parameter.

2.8 Sharpe ratio maximization model (SRM M)

Portfolio comparison is relative to some reference. For
instance, managers may compare two portfolios relative to
Sharpe ratio. This does not mean portfolio with high Sharpe
ratio is absolutely better than portfolios with low Sharpe ra-
tio. However, portfolio with high Sharpe ratio is more desir-
able than the one with low Sharpe ratio provided an investor
cares about Sharpe ratio rather than other criteria. See ref-
erence [11, 12] for more details. Sharpe ratio maximization
model is given by:

T
prw—ry
SRMM max ——=
w o AT Yw
subjectto [Tw =1, (®)

where 7 ¢ risk free rate of return.
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2.9 Diversification maximization model (DM M)

Diversification is a key technique to minimize investment
risk. Investors who think diversification as a good tool to min-
imize risk maximize diversification ratio. Diversification ratio
maximization model is given in, [13]. The following model is
called diversification maximization model.

T

ot w
DMM max ———
w \wTYw

subject to Tw=1. )

The above investment portfolio construction models presented
above are well known fundamental portfolio selection models.
However, there are some issues which also affect portfolio se-
lection decision. For instance, managers should consider op-
portunity cost, variability (instability) of security weight over
time, inefficiency, return errors and market factors when they
construct portfolio. In this research, portfolio errors such as
return error, frontier error, opportunity error, Sharpe error,
Treynor error, Sharpe-Treynor error and weight error are con-
sidered.

2.10 Global minimum variance and expected return

Suppose that investors want to maximize expected return for
a given level of risk, see problem (4)-(5). Apply Lagrange mul-
tiplier method to solve expected return maximization problem
for a given risk level. Let A\; and )5 be two scalars. Then define

L(w, A1, A2) = —pFw — A ((Tw — 1) = A (wT Sw — a,)-
(10
Solve VL(w, A1, A2) = 0 to find critical points of L. Thus, the
following equations follow from V L(w, A1, A2) = 0.

- —,U/—>\2l

by 11
w=—5 = (11)
Tw=1, (12)
w'Sw = o}, (13)
This implies that
T T
T —u — )\Ql
Y= —nrF— 14
w TN ) (14)
Tw=1, (15)
w'Sw = o7, (16)
It follows from equation (14) that
Ty —1 Ty—1
T — K by - )\QZ Y
= . 17
w o (17)
This implies that
(wTD2x; = —pTS71 — XIT2 7. (18)
Since w’'l = 1, we get
2)\1 =—-b-— /\QC. (19)

Thus, the following equations are valid.
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—(b+2X

Ay = Lﬁ7 (20)

&

1 \? [ac—b? 1

= — - 21
% (2A1> ( c )+C @D

It follows from equation (17) that

Ty—1 Ty -1
T X =Y T —a— b

= = = .22
Pp = W™ [ N TN (22)

Substitute the value of A5 in to the equation (22) to get the
following equation (23).

1 b — cpp
= . 23
2\1 ac — b2 23)

Substitute equation (23) in to the equation (21) to get constant
weight efficient frontier of portfolio p. Therefore, constant
weight efficient frontier of portfolio p is given by:

1 (¢, — b)?
2 Z (14 e )
p c< + ac — b2

Minimize oz with respect to 1, to derive global minimum vari-
ance of portfolio p.
The global minimum variance of portfolio p is given by:

(24)

(25)

Clearly, the global minimum variance of portfolio p is obtained
at p, = 2,114, 15, 16, 17].

2.11 Complete portfolio

A complete portfolio of risk free asset and risky asset port-
folio is defined as a combination of a risky asset portfolio and
the risk-free asset, [18]. The return r. of complete portfolio is
defined by:

re = wprp + (1 — wp)ry, (26)

where 7, is risky asset portfolio return, ry is risk free asset
return and w,, is wight of risky asset portfolio.

2.12 Capital market line

Capital Market Line (CML) contains all optimal portfolios
that are combination partners of the risk-free asset and the mar-
ket portfolio, [19]. All of the portfolios on the CML have the
same Sharpe ratio as that of the market portfolio, [19]. The
tangency portfolio is the intersection point of the CML and the
efficient frontier, [17, 20]. Let r,,, be return of market portfolio.
Then the return of tangency portfolio 7, is defined by:

Tp = WpTm + (1- wp)rf, 27
where 7 is risk free asset return and w, is wight of market
portfolio. In this research, we relax the tangency portfolio con-
dition 7, = wp7ry, + (1 — wy)7y to order two opportunity cost
condition pr, + (1 — p)rp, = wpry, + (1 — wp)ry, where
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p € [0,1]. Note that tangency portfolio condition is a special
case of order two opportunity cost condition, choose p = 1.

We observe from literature review that portfolio selection
models depend on investors’ decisions and objectives. Tan-
gency portfolio condition helps investors to choose efficient
portfolio when investors would like to construct a complete
portfolio of risk free asset and market index. However, there
exist order two and three zero opportunity condition which are
general conditions of Tangency portfolio condition. In sum-
mary, researchers study portfolio selection techniques based on
Zero opportunity cost condition as investors’ decision.

3 Portfolio selection using zero opportunity cost

This research presents the mathematical modeling for port-
folio selection based on zero opportunity cost. Hence there are
many mathematical expressions used throughout this research.
We have used a number symbols in this mathematical expres-
sions which are given in Table 1.

Symbol | Value
a uIs= 1y
b [Ty
c Ty~

2
z Om
Hm —Tf

—wpTs+(Wp—D)fim

Hm —Tf T
* TEm
G R Ol VOl e
s* o2, (z* + 1)
q* —QUEHV'I"f
(tm—ry)?

Table 1. Symbols and their corresponding value

3.1 Frontier error minimization model (F'EM M)

The following model is called frontier error minimization

model:
2 2
1 Tw—b
FEMM : min (wTZw - — (1 + W))
w c ac—b
Subjectto: [Tw=1. (28)

A portfolio that corresponds to F'EEM M is called frontier error
(F'E) portfolio.

Definition 3.2 (Efficiency condition). The equation

T, \2
(c,u w b) > (29)

1
T
Sw=- (1
W= c<+ ac — b2

is called efficiency condition.

3.3  Zero opportunity portfolio

Let r; be the rate of return of risk free asset. Let r,, be re-
turn of market portfolio (index). Let ., be expected return of
market portfolio. Let 7, be return of risky portfolio. Scenario
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one portfolio (risk free fundamental portfolio) SP; is a port-
folio with return rsp, = wpry + (1 — wp)rm, wp € [0,1] .
Scenario two portfolio (risky fundamental portfolio) SPs is a
portfolio with return rsp, = pr, + (1 — p)rum,, p € [0,1]. Sce-
nario three portfolio (free-risky fundamental portfolio) S P; is
a portfolio with return rgp, = dry+ (1 —0)r,, 6 € [0,1]. SP;
and S P; are said to be zero opportunity portfolios if ji,, # 7y,
wp # 0, p=wpand rgp, = rgp,.

SP; and S P, are said to be equivalent portfolios of order
two if rgp, = rgp,. SP1,5P; and SPs are said to be equiv-
alent portfolios of order three if rgp, = 75p, = rsp,. Con-
sider equivalent portfolios of order two. There are two cases for
equivalent portfolios of order two. The first case p = w,,. The
second case for equivalent portfolios of order two is p # wy,.
Let us begin with p = w,, case. The following results are ob-
tained by the help of p = w,, case.

Theorem 3.4. Let o; and (; be two real numbers. Define
1. 7sp, = E(rsp;) for j = 1,2, 3, where E is expectation,

2. osp; = SD(rsp,;) for j = 1,2,3, where SD is standard

deviation,

3. 0; = SD(r;), where SD is standard deviation,

4. ppm = corr(ry, Tm), where corr is correlation,

5. h(wp) = 0 + apwy,

6. g(wy) = Bp + (20p0m + 207, m)Wp + (04127 - 0—72n)w127'
If SP, and SP, are zero opportunity portfolios, then
20imwp (1 — wp)omop = —wf,af) + g(wp).

Proof

Suppose that SP; and S P; are zero opportunity portfolios.
Then

rsp, = wpry + (1 —wp)rm, (30)
rsp, = prp+ (1= p)rm (€2D)
and
Wprp + (1 - wp)rm = prp + (1 - P)Tm~ (32)
It follows from equation (32) that
Tsp, =TSP, (33)
and
OSp, = 0Sp,- (34)
It follows from equation (30) that
asp, = (1 - wp)o'm- (35)
Solve for w), from equation (35) to get equation (36).
w, = Om —0Sh (36)
Om
Clearly the following equations hold.
Tsp, = wprs + (1 — wp) i, (37)
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TSP, = Wphtp + (1 — wp) fim.- (38)
Substitute equation (36) in to the equation (37) to get (39).
ag
TSP =1+ (i =) (39)
Use equations (33), (38) and (39) to get equation (40).
(o)
5+ (pm —1y) *h - Wphtp + (1 — wp ) pim (40)
m
It follows from equation (40) that
Ty A (m = 75) "5+ (wp — D
tp = . 41
wp
It follows from equations (39) and (40) that
TSP, = Wpptp + (1 — wp) i (42)

Note that market portfolio expected return and standard devia-
tion are constant numbers, whereas weight w,, and o, are vari-

ables. Clearly,
osp, = \/wgag +( — Wp) PpmTpOim.-
(43)

Since p, =7y, 5 ”P =0and 0“” = 0. Use ogp, = ogp, and
equation (43) to ﬁnd equation (44)

— 252
osp, = \/wpap +

Solve for w), from equation (37) to get equation (45)

wy — 1)202, + 2w, (1

(wp — 1)202, + 2w, (1 — wp) PpmTpTm.-

(44)

— lhm
Tf— HKm

_ 7ASPI
Wy =

(45)

Substitute equation (42) in to the equation (45) to find equation
(46).
_ Wplp + (1 — wp)ﬂm
p P——
Substitute equation (46) in to the equation (35) to get equation
47).

— Hm (46)

_ — D,
osp = %%+fp Mg @)

Not that a(w})y’p) — a(w’:)rf) _ Tf — /va

leferentlate both sides of equation (47) with respect to w,,
to get equation (48).

Oosp,
Owp,
pp = (. — 7¢) + i (48)
0
ISP _ . (49)
Oop
It follows from equation (49) that
osp, = h(wp). (50)
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It follows from equations (41), (48) and (50) that

dh(wp)
h(wp) dwp _
We also note the following equations:
2wy (1 — W) PimOpom = —wf)of, + g(wp) (52)
dh(wp) 1 2 2
= 2 2(w, — 1 53
dw, — 2h(w,) (2epoy + 20 = Do+ ), G3)
where u = 8(2%(173&)’)’7 pmp9m) Tt follows from equations
(52) and (53) that
dg(wp) dh(wp) 2
=2h 2(1 — . 54
dwp (wp) d'lUp + ( wp)am ( )

Solve for h from equation (51). Substitute / in to equation (54)
and solve for g from equation (54). Hence proved.

Theorem 3.5. If S P, and S P, are zero opportunity portfolios,
then

__ Hp—Hm
I ap= oy Om)

2

2. g(wy) = 2apom + 202w, + (afj — o2 w?

e
3. 2ppmwy(1 — wp)omo, = —wlo? + g(wp).
Proof. Clearly, «, result follows from equation (48). Now

solve for ogp, from equation (41). Thus, the following result
follows:

OSp, = Om + WpQyp. (55)
It follows from theorem 3.4 that
J%Pl = (1 —wp)?o7, + g(wp). (56)

The value of 3 is zero from equations (55) and (56). Hence the
proof followed. O

Lemma 3.6. If risky and risk free fundamental portfolios have
equal Sharpe ratio, then
rspy, —Tf

osp, = —=2—L0p,.
Hm —Tf

(57
Proof. Suppose that risky and risk free fundamental portfolios
have equal Sharpe ratio. Clearly,

rsP, — Hm
Hp — HUm

(58)

wy =
Since both risky and risk free fundamental portfolios have

equal Sharpe ratio, we get

Hm —Tf
UTVL

0sp, = Wp(p = fim) + fim — 7. (59)
Solve for w,, from equation (59). Thus, the following equation
follows.

_ (osP, = 0m)(tm — Ty)

(Up — [im)Om . (60)
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Use equations (58) and (60) to get equation (61).

(O-SPQ - Um)(/.lm - Tf) — TSPQ - ,LLm (61)
(tp = fm)Om [ip — Him
It follows from equation (61) that
osp, = w%_ (62)
Hm —Tf
Hence the proof followed. O

Corollary 3.7. If SPy and S P, are zero opportunity portfo-
lios, then

Hp—Hm

1. =
ap Hm —Tf

Omy»

2. g(wp) = (2opom, + QUfn)wp + (0412, - an)wg,

3. U.2SP2 =(1- wp)QJrQn + g(wp).

Proof. The result of this theorem follows from Theorem 3.5.
O

Theorem 3.8. If S P, and S P, are zero opportunity portfolios,
then

0%p, = 2TsPh,° + q'Tsp, + 5" (63)

Proof. Suppose that SP; and S P, are zero opportunity portfo-
lios. Then

TSPy, = Wpllp + (1 - w;n);um (64)
This implies that
-1
= 5P E (wp = Dt 65)
Wp
Clearly,
ap = Mgm. (66)
Hm —Tf
It follows from equations (65) and (66) that
(%:Um(W&—um). 67)
Wp \ Hm —Tf

Consider the following equation.

(20,0, + 202 )w), = <20m (7‘51:2—,um) Om + 2072n> wy

Wp \ Hm —Tf
Tan —
=20, <SP?'U’") O + 202w,
Hm —Tf

=202, ((Tspz — Mm) + wp>
Hm —Tf

)2 (rsp2 + (wp — D wprf)

Hm —Tf
= 20,2n (TSPQ + x)
Hm —Tf
o 2
+ 202 . (68)
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Let us consider the following equation.
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It follows from equations (73) and (74) that

2
2 2 o
2 2y, 2 g TSP, — Hm 2 2 dy = a2) 42 _Im ) 75
i = (5 (SEte) - ) L e R
9 Substitute equation (75) in to the equation (71) to get equation
S (L Bl (76).
Hm —Tf ? o 2
O 2 9 5 o U%PQ = (1—w,) 02, +q¢*T5p, +02T+2T5 P, +7 f fhm (m> )
= (TSPQ - Nm) — O Wy Hm —Tf
Mm —Tf (76)
O 2 ) ) This implies that
- (,LL —-T ) (TSPZ B QMWTSPZ + Mm) 2 a2 P *
m f Ogp, = 2Tsp,” +q Tsp, +5 . )
22
O Wy (69)  Hence the proof followed. O
It follows from corollary 3.7 that
3.9 Sharpe square error model (SSEM)
2 2 2
o =1 —-wp)o;,, +g(wy). 70
spy = p) o+ 9(wp) (70) We define zero Sharpe square error ZSSFE by:
Substitute equations (68) and (69) in to the equation (70) to get e 2
). Z8SE = <asp2 - szfam> . (78)
Hm —Tf

2
ag
U‘%PZ = (1 — wp)zo—?n, + _2Tf <’u’rn'rf> 7"5’]32 + 207%1.%' +
m

Investors who prefer to construct efficient portfolio using
zero Sharpe square error would like to solve Sharpe square er-

Om 2 S ) , o Xor model. Sharpe square error model is given by:
<Mm—Tf) (rsp2 + ,um) — O Wy (71) . e )
SSEM : min (05p2 — Qam)
2 Wp,W M — T
Define d, = op,x + (Mgi’_”vf) tip, — ozw?. Consider the Subjectto: [Tw — 1,

following equation.

o (wp — Dpm — wpry

dy =07,

0<wpw; <1Vi=1,2,... (79)

A portfolio that corresponds to S'SEM is called Sharpe square

, M.

Hm — Ty error (SSE) portfolio.
2 o . .. .
n (H Om, Tf) M72n B Ufn wi. (72) Definition 3.10 (Sharpe ratio error condition). The equation
m — rsp, —Tf
osp, = —— O (80)
This implies that pom =15 "
(wy — 1)t — 2 is called Sharpe ratio error condition.
dy = o2, Wp fom = WpT's + ( Im ) an - Ufnwi
m — Tf m —Tf
g ! : ! ) 3.11 Return neutral portfolio
— 52 (wp — 1) pim — wprs + o2 Hm —w?
m W — Tf m P — T P Use return neutral model to construct return neutral portfo-
2 (((wp = Dpim — wpry Iz Iz Ho. Clearly, = 7.
= ot (W= ) ()L )
S S SN 12 sh tio efficient opportunity portfoli
_ ((w,, — D)t — wprf) <1 _ o, wp)) . arpe ratio efficient opportunity portfolio
Hm —Tf Hm —Tf Sharpe ratio efficient opportunity model (SREOM) is an
2 ((wp — 1) pom — wpr f) <—wpum (1 — wp)r f) optimization model with Sharpe ratio objective subject to
" Hm —Tf Hm —Tf efficient-opportunity constraint and unit weight sum constraint.
2 ((1 — Wp) fhm + WpT f) <wpum + (1 — wp)r f> Sharpe ratio efficient opportunity model (SREOM) is given
= O-TTL
Hm —Tf Hm —Tf by:
Om 2 Hp — Ty
= ( = > ((1 — wp) pom + wpry) (Wpptm + (1 — wp)ry) . SREOM : max
Hm Tf w O'p
(73) 2
. 1 (cpp — b)
R id
Define d; = (1= wp)ptm + wprys) (Wphtm + (1= wp)ry). Subjectto: oy =7 (1 T ae—p )
Note that T
Fw=1,
o o ) ) 0<w; <1Vi=12,...,n. 81)
di = (wp —w,)(ry + ) + (1 = 2wy + 2wy s i,

(wp — w2) (fm — 75) + 7 .-

Sharpe ratio efficient opportunity (SREO) portfolio is a port-

79 folio with optimal weight vector of SREOM.
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3.13 Equally weighted portfolio

Investors select equally weighted portfolio to keep diversifi-
cation. However, equally weight portfolio may or may not be
optimal portfolio. Let P,,, be equally weighted portfolio. Then
expected return and risk of P,,, are given by:

Pew = P and Ocw = ~ l:Zl. Thus, Sharpe ratio of equally
weighted portfolio is defined by:

_ Fp—ry
Shew = VITEL

3.14 Order three complete portfolio

The return of order three complete portfolio Ps. is defined
by rs. = “’P;"srf + pléf‘srm + 2_”3_7”"” 7p. Without loss of
generality, let us assume that w), is given. Then one can find ¢
using weight-variance regression model and p using order three
weight equation. Therefore, for a given w,, there exist § and p

which satisfy order three weight equation.

4 Weight-variance regression model

The regression model In(o,) = a + fog,, + €, is
called weight-variance regression model. @ We use feasi-
ble generalized least square F'GLS regression method to
estimate the parameters « and S if variance of residual
square is not constant. Solve for optimal solution 11:15,, of

9\ 2
min (ln(am) + In( 11:1517) — & — Bod, (11:1;517) ) . There-
1-5
1—w,
regression model. Note that ; o =

fore,

can be estimated by the help of weight-variance

2
there is no opportunity cost between the t{;(\)/f:ndamental port-
folios. That is, fundamental portfolios have the same level of
risk and expected return. This assumption is correct because
in finance there is no free lunch or arbitrage opportunity. De-
fine expected return of risky fundamental portfolio by u. =
wpthp + (1 — wp)/,tm Similarly, define risk of risky fundamen-
tal portfolio by 07 = w20 +(lpr)2 2 +2w,(1—wp)opm.
Notation:u,, = u w and ap = wTTw.

Suppose that

Now one can build a model based on efficiency condition,
Sharpe ratio error condition and weight-variance regression
model. Define o = (01m, 02m, - - -, Onm) T . Therefore, we
have the following Sharpe variance model (SV M).

SVM : mino?
w, Wy
Subjectto: 0. = vz(pe — 7y),
In(o,) =&+ Bazm,
Tw=1,

0<wpw; <1Vi=1,2,...,n.  (82)

SV is called Sharpe variance portfolio.

Construction of Optimal Portfolio Using Efficient Portfolio and Zero Opportunity Cost

5 Treynor-Sharpe regression model

Define Treynor ratio tr;
pi=rs=Bi(ftm—75)
B

K3

of security ¢ by tr; =
. Similarly, define Sharpe ratio sr; of secu-

rity i by sr; = "L Then the model

tr; = a+ bsr; + €; (83)

is called Treynor-Sharpe regression model. The line tr; = a +
bsr; called Treynor-Sharpe regression line. We have seen the
case p = w, for equivalent portfolios of order two. Let us
consider the opposite case of p = w,. Suppose that w,rs +
(1 — wp)rm = prp+ (1 — p)ry, and p # wp,.

Let us consider three investment portfolio construction sce-
narios. Let Py, Py, and Py, denote free-risky portfolio,
market-risky portfolio and free-market-risky portfolio, respec-
tively. Consider the following return condition of these portfo-
lios. Suppose that n = wpr s+ (1—wp)rp = prym+(1—p)r, =
ory + (1 — d)ry,. The condition wyry + (1 — wp)rp, =
prm + (1 — p)rp = drp + (1 — 0)ry, is called order three
opportunity condition.

Lemma 5.1. If order three opportunity condition is valid, then

p= %. This equation is called order three weight equa-
. P
tion.

Proof. Suppose that order three opportunity condition is valid.
Then r, = w This implies that n = pry,, + (1 —

1—w
p)?"p = pr;m + (1 - P Thus’

p(lpr)rg”_z(:fl)w”rf = ory + (1 — 6)rm. Solve for p and
express it in terms of w,, and ¢. Hence the proof followed. [

)2t Solve for n.
Wp

Lemma 5.2. If order three opportunity condition is valid, then
(1—wp)o? — (1= 68)opm = 0. This equation is called weight-
variance equation.

Proof. Suppose that order three opportunity condition is valid.
Then p?07, + (1 — p)?02 +2(1 — p)popm = (1 — 0)%07, and

2
o’% — (f_‘qu) 02 . Use p = (17;6_)“”” to solve for oy,,. Thus,
Opm = lljjp o2,. Hence the proof followed. O

Lemma 5.3. [f order three opportunity condition holds, then

(Wp = p) i = —.

Proof. Suppose that order three opportunity condition holds.

Then (w, —p) 11:1317 = (w,— %)%. This implies that
1-5

1-5
(wp = p) I—w, — ( w,,zlgp

= —p. Hence the proof followed.
O

Lemma 5.4. [f order three opportunity condition holds, then
both risky portfolio p and market portfolio m have equal
Sharpe ratio.

Proof. Suppose that order three opportunity condition holds.

Then p, = % This implies that p, — 7y =
w’);fp% —rp=p Lt “m . Clearly, 0}, = (1 6)am This im-

: Bp=Ts _ T’f Hom u Bp=Tf _ pm=—ry
plies that ”Up = p( e 5) . Thus, =2 o T e
Hence the proof followed O



Universal Journal of Accounting and Finance 10(12): 609-623, 2022

Lemma 5.5. If order three opportunity condition holds, then
both risky portfolio p and market portfolio m have equal
Treynor ratio.

Proof. Suppose that order three opportunity condition holds.
Let t,, and t,,, be Treynor ratio of portfolio p and market port-
folio m, respectively. Clearly, ¢,, = 0. Claim: To show that

= 0. t, = op,(F"L) + (rp — pm). Clearly, oy, =

(11_ 6) o2,. This implies that t, = *—%2 (j1,, —77) + (ry — fim)-
Slnceupfrf—ptfu fpt (— Tf+um)+(rf—um):0.
Hence the proof followed. O

Theorem 5.6. If order three opportunity condition holds, then
both order three complete portfolio Ps. and market portfolio
m have equal Treynor ratio.

Proof. Suppose that order three opportunity condition holds.
Then r3. = pry, + (1 — p)rp. Define Treynor ratio ¢3. of order
three opportunity complete portfolio by:

by, = Qe _ Mae =Ty = Be(pim —1y) 84)
63c BSC
Similarly, Treynor ratio t,, of risky portfolio is defined by:
tp: % — Mp_rf_ﬁp(/im_rf). (85)
Bp BP
It follows from equations (84) and (85) that
Bp =Ty (1 = p)ip + piom —rf>
t :—i—tgc—( (86)
P Bp (1—p)Bp +

Consider the following result.
fp =15 ((1 — P)tp + plim —Tf)
Bp (1=p)Bptp

_ (p =) (1 =p)Bp +p) —
Bp((1—

(at i)

(=)

This implies that

Hp —T,f_((l — P)ip + plim —
517 (1*P)BP+P

Substitute the equation (87) in to equation (86) to get the equa-

Bp((1 —
p)Bp + p)

P)p + P — Ty)

tion
p
t,=| ————— | t, + 3. (88)
b ((1_10)611"':0) b °
Clearly, .
—p
tzc = | ————— | L5 (89)
° ((I_P)ﬂp+P> P

Since t, = 0, we get t3. = 0. Hence the proof followed. O

Theorem 5.7. Let ss. be Sharpe ratio of order three complete
portfolio Ps.. Suppose that 0 < w, < 1. If order three oppor-
tunity condition holds, then s3. = s.

(1=p)Bp+p P
(87)
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Suppose that order three opportunity condition holds. Then

2 _ (16 1-5
9p = 1—w, 1—wp,
of complete and risky portfolios Sharpe ratios. Suppose that

( (1=p)pip+ptim =75 )

o2,. Consider the ratio

2
2 —
) o, and opy, =

03, # 0. Define g, and s, by: g, =

Hp—=Tf
_ o3 _ 1
and 5, = T %0217 — T e, — T=wy Clearly,
e = gpsp and (1= p)pp + ppim — 75 = (1= 6)(ptm — 7).
Hm — Tf

Note that u, —ry = —p=r—+=
Hence the proof followed.

. Itis obvious that s3. = s5,,.

Theorem 5.8. Suppose that p # wy. wyry + (1 —
prp + (1 — p)ry, if and only if rp, =

Wp) T =
w, w,

Proof. Suppose that wyry + (1 — wp)rm = prp + (1 — p)rm
and p # wp. Set r, = wyry + (1 — wp)ry,. First solve for r,,

in terms of rp,. Thus, ry, = 220 = 2P Solve for rp,
P
from "=WeTs _ Th=P"p  Clearly. 7y — wp(l—p)rf+(wp—1)prp
1—w, 1—p ° Y>Th Wp—p

This implies that w7 + (1 — wp )T = wp(l= p)rf+(wp71)prp

—p
Now solve for r,. Hence the result follows 1mmedlately.
Conversely, suppose that r, = ﬁrf +(1 - %)rm. Then
pry+ (L= p)rm = p(=Lrp + (1= Z2)rm) + (1= p)rm. The
result follows 1mmed1ately Hence the proof followed. O

Theorem 5.9 (Fundamental theorem of order two zero in-
vestment opportunity). Suppose that a point (sry,tr,) lies on
Treynor-Sharpe regression line and fi,, # 7. If wpry + (1 —
Wp) T = prp + (1 — p)rp , then wy, = p.

Proof. Suppose that the a point (srp,tr,) lies on Treynor-
Sharpe regression line and p,,, # r¢. Then tr, = a + Bsrp.
Apply proof by contradiction method to prove this theorem.
Suppose w, # p. Then w, > p or w, < p. Case one:
Suppose w, > p. It follows from theorem 5.8 that r, =
“2ry + (1 — “2)rp,. This implies that 8, = (1 — <),
pp = “Ery + (1= <)y and 0, = (52 — 1)op,. Clearly,
tr, = 0. Thus, g, = r¢. This contradicts with the given
fact pi,, # ry. Therefore, w, > p is false. Case two: Sup-
pose w, < p. Similarly, it follows from theorem 5.8 that
“2ry + (1 = “2)rpm. This implies that 8, = (1 — =2),
py = “Fry + (1 — “2)um and o, = (1 — “2)oy,. Again
trp = 0. Thus, i, = r¢. This contradicts with the given fact
tm 7 7. Therefore, w, < pis false. This shows that w, = p.
Hence the proof followed. O

Tp =

6  General order three opportunity model

Use weight-variance regression model to estimate 11:1;5
P
9 (ov(ln(a ),02.,) -
Thus, (]. - 5)0—771 T‘Z)‘) = (]. — U}p). Define

22 n i) Clearly, (1 - 8)a = (1 — w,).

pm

uU=ao

Theorem 6.1. The following equations are necessary condi-
tions for order three opportunity condition.

1. B, = uf
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20 pp == Bp(ﬂm - ’I"f),
3. In(o,) = &+ Boﬁm.
The following model is called general order three opportu-

nity model (GOOM).
GOOM :

2
mino
w p

Subject to :

P
P 0_?271\/2737

fp =11 = Bp(km — 7¢),
In(o,) =&+ Bafm,
Tw=1,

0<w; <1Vi=1,2,...,n (90)

Order three (OT H ) portfolio is a portfolio with optimal weight
vector of GOOM.

7 Order three asset allocation model

Sum—rp)—pmtwpry ) \?
Deﬁne db = % <1+ (C( wp—T P ) b) >

ac—b2
Definition 7.1 (Order three efficiency condition). The equation
1-6\°
(18 s
1—w,
is called order three efficiency condition.

2
Define dj, = (wf) (11:5?) + (1 — wp)? + 2w, (1 — (5))

Definition 7.2 (Order three Sharpe ratio error condition). The
equation

dp = (wzzj( ) ) +<1_wp)2+2wp(1_5)> 92)

oD

1—w,
is called order three Sharpe ratio error condition.

Theorem 7.3. If efficiency condition, Sharpe ratio error con-
dition and order three zero opportunity condition hold, then
order three efficiency condition and order three Sharpe ratio
error condition hold.

Proof. Suppose that efficiency condition, Sharpe ratio error
condition and order three zero opportunity condition hold.

Then )
1 Tw—b
wiXw=>-(1+ M 93)
c ac — b2
and
osp, = Tsp, —Tf - (94)
Hm —Tf

Clearly, the following equation follows from order three zero
opportunity condition.

5= <“P_Tf>wp— (“p_’”‘m). (95)
Hm —Tf Hm —Tf

Construction of Optimal Portfolio Using Efficient Portfolio and Zero Opportunity Cost

Solve for p,, from equation (95) to find equation (96).

6(Hm —T§) = fim + WpT's
wp — 1 '

P

(96)

Clearly,
a?gpz = wiag +(1- wp)QU,Qn + 2w, (1 — wp)opm.  (97)

It follows from order three zero opportunity condition that

1-6\°
O'Z = (1 — wp> O’?n 98)
and 1_s
Opm = —w, 0’,2n. 99)

Substitute equations (98) and (99) in to the equation (97) to get
equation (100).

2 2 2 176 2 2
Osp, = Tm wp +(1_w;0) +2wp(1_5) .

1—-w,
(100)
Consider the following equation.

TSP, — TI'f = Wpllp + (1 — ’LUp)/Jm — Ty

5 m - Mm
wp( (p Tf) I +U/p7"f>+(1wp)um

wp — 1
—ry

(14 0)wp — 1 —w}
= m—Tf) 101
( w,—1 (Hm — 1) (101)
Substitute equation (101) in to the equation (94) to get equa-

tion (102).
2
(1468w, — 1 —w?

okp, =02, ( o, 1 S (102)

It follows from equations (100) and (102) that

((1+5)wp—1—w§>2_d
— dy.

wp — 1

(103)

Substitute equations (96) and (98) in to the equation (93) to get
equation (104)

2
O(fon —T¢) —pm F+wpr
N
o2 =

=—|1+
1—wp mooc ac — b?

(104)
Hence the proof followed. O

Order three asset allocation model (OAAM) is given by:

OAAM : mién (p(wp —6) + (6 — l)wp)2

Wp,0,p
1-6\?
Subject to : 02 =dy,
1—w,
2
(14 8)wp — 1 —w? _d
wy —1 ’
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7.4  Sharpe ratio process

Sharpe ratio process (vector) is defined by sri, =

r r —r L. .

(Fee=ly BTy 0 B ZTINT where T is an investment hori-
02p J3p Ttp

zon.

8 Results

Secondary data on stocks return is used for demonstration
purpose. In this research, we use 14 oct 2019- 7 oct 2020 daily
return historical data of USA 22 stock companies from yahoo
finance. We also use one year bond rate 7y = 0.11%(daily
bond rate ry = 0.000003) for empirical study. All empirical
results of this study is for long selling option. In this study, we
have not included short selling empirical results. We have used
global search in MatLab to solve optimization problems of the
study. Regression analysis is done by the help of R. In this
research, we have constructed Sharpe variance portfolio (SV),
order three portfolio (OT H) and complete portfolio (CP). We
solve Sharpe variance model (SV M) to find optimal weights
of Sharpe variance portfolio (SV'). We use general order three
opportunity model (GOOM) to solve for optimal weights of
order three portfolio (OT H). Return of complete portfolio is
given by riep = wirs + wyriorH + Wy, Ttm, Where riory is
rate of return of order three portfolio (OT'H) at time ¢, w} =

wp+8 % _ 2—p—w, x _ ptl1=4
t—, w, = —5—* and wy,, = 25— We apply order three

asset allocation model (OAAM) to solve for wy, § and p. The
empirical study of this research gives w, = 0, § = 0.3661 and
p = 0. Thus, we have w} = 0.122, w;; = 0.6667 and w},, =
0.2113. Let us see weights of Sharpe variance portfolio (SV'),
order three portfolio (OT' H) and complete portfolio (CP) as
given in Table 2.

Table 2. Summary of optimal weight of SV, OTH and CP portfolios

RFP ABBY AES AFL APD ALK ARE AMZN | AAPL ADM CMG CHD

SV_| 0.000000 [ 0.000005 | 0.000009 | 0.000006 | 0.000006 | 0.000212 | 0.000005 | 0.000006 | 0.000005 | 0.000008 | 0.000007 | 0.000006

KO CMCSA | CAG CXO CTVA COST CSX DHI DISCA EFX GD S&P 500

SV_| 0.000006 [ 0.000006 | 0.000339 | 0.000005 | 0.000006 | 0.000006 | 0.000005 | 0.000007 | 0.000007 | 0.000007 | 0.000007 | 0.999325
RFP ABBV AES AFL APD ALK ARE AMZN | AAPL ADM CMG CHD

OTH | 0.000000 | 0.003864 | 0.563403 | 0.006120 | 0.002222 | 0.169419 | 0.002893 | 0.002246 | 0.001522 | 0.003547 | 0.003748 | 0.004777

KO CMCSA | CAG CXO CTVA COST CSX DHI DISCA EFX GD S&P 500

OTH | 0.006097 | 0.004337 | 0.183995 | 0.004293 | 0.003027 | 0.004290 | 0.002573 | 0.002736 | 0.011899 | 0.003967 | 0.009026 | 0.000000
RFP ABBV AES AFL APD ALK ARE AMZN | AAPL ADM CMG CHD

CP_| 0.122025 | 0.002576 | 0.375602 [ 0.004080 | 0.001482 | 0.112946 [ 0.001929 [ 0.001497 [ 0.001014 | 0.002365 | 0.002498 | 0.003184

KO CMCSA | CAG CXO CTVA_| COST CSX DHI DISCA EFX GD S&P 500

CP_] 0.004065 [ 0.002891 [ 0.122664 [ 0.002862 | 0.002018 | 0.002860 [ 0.001715 [ 0.001824 [ 0.007933 | 0.002644 | 0.006017 | 0.211308

Observe from Table 2 that SV is very close to market port-
folio S& P500. Efficiency condition is not considered for SV
construction. Note that order three opportunity condition is
considered for OT' H construction. We assume that there is no
opportunity cost between two investment options. Thus, OT H
is more realistic model than SV. Since OT' H is not complete
portfolio, we want to construct complete portfolio based on or-
der three zero opportunity condition and efficiency condition.
Therefore, C'P is realistic portfolio for investors who consider
order three zero opportunity condition and efficiency condition.

619
Table 3. Summary of performance metrics of portfolios.
Company o Iz % B a Sharpe error 5

ABBV | 0.021013 | 0.000891 | 0.042269 | 0.715497 | 0.000314 | 0.000008 | 0.0004
AES | 0.036228 | 0.001311 | 0.036094 | 1.169336 | 0.000370 | 0.000002 | 0.0003
AFL | 0.035262 | -0.000698 | -0.019880 | 1.215145 | -0.001676 | 0.002918 | -0.0014
APD | 0.026578 | 0.001746 | 0.065588 | 1.038224 | 0.000910 | 0.000402 | 0.0009
ALK | 0.047673 | -0.001187 | -0.024957 | 1.435507 | -0.002341 | 0.006320 | -0.0016
ARE | 0.026188 | 0.000582 | 0.022103 | 1.008092 | -0.000230 | 0.000115 | -0.0002
AMZN | 0.022913 | 0.002723 | 0.118716 | 0.666875 | 0.002185 | 0.002485 | 0.0033
AAPL | 0.028240 | 0.003098 | 0.109586 | 1.113393 | 0.002202 | 0.002975 | 0.0020
ADM | 0.024454 | 0.001039 | 0.042384 | 0.954839 | 0.000271 | 0.000011 | 0.0003
CMG | 0.030650 | 0.002217 | 0.072230 | 0.847992 | 0.001534 | 0.000816 | 0.0018
CHD | 0.020758 | 0.001061 | 0.050967 | 0.536940 | 0.000627 | 0.000057 | 0.0012
KO | 0.021209 | -0.000067 | -0.003304 | 0.787616 | -0.000702 | 0.000533 | -0.0009
CMCSA | 0.023446 | 0.000249 | 0.010471 | 0.877408 | -0.000458 | 0.000285 | -0.0005
CAG | 0.023943 | 0.001479 | 0.061628 | 0.414378 | 0.001143 | 0.000241 | 0.0028
CXO | 0.040978 | -0.000734 | -0.017983 | 1.280099 | -0.001764 | 0.003683 | -0.0014
CTVA | 0.032291 | 0.001123 | 0.034674 | 1.054730 | 0.000274 | 0.000005 | 0.0003
COST | 0.017816 | 0.000959 | 0.053636 | 0.599532 | 0.000475 | 0.000060 | 0.0008
CSX | 0.028728 | 0.000969 | 0.033617 | 1.166044 | 0.000030 | 0.000008 | 0.0000
DHI | 0.035733 | 0.002144 | 0.059912 | 1.167007 | 0.001205 | 0.000464 | 0.0010
DISCA | 0.031693 | -0.000399 | -0.012686 | 0.889315 | -0.001115 | 0.001802 | -0.0013
EFX__ | 0.025100 | 0.000785 | 0.031146 | 0.869206 | 0.000084 | 0.000018 | 0.0001
GD | 0.024822 | -0.000546 | -0.022129 | 0.920442 | -0.001288 | 0.001561 | -0.0014
S&P 500 | 0.021460 | 0.000805 | 0.037381 | 1.000000 | 0.000000 | 0.000000 | 0.0000

Consider table 3 to observe the following results. The

minimum standard deviation corresponds to COST. AAPL
has maximum expected return. The company with maximum
Sharpe ratio is AMZN. CAG has smallest beta where as
AAPL has maximum alpha. Clearly, the market index has
zero Sharpe error. Finally, AM ZN has maximum alpha to
beta ratio(Treynor ratio). Opportunity models require estima-
tion of weight-variance model parameters. We assume that
portfolio follows weight-variance regression line. That is, nat-
ural logarithm of standard deviation of portfolio is assumed as
linear function of square of co-variance between portfolio re-
turn and market index return. Opportunity models take weight-
variance regression line as a constraint. Before applying ordi-
nary least (OLS) square parameters estimation method, one
should check the validity of (OL.S) assumption. If all assump-
tions of (O L.S) hold, then one can apply (OLS) to estimate pa-
rameters of linear regression. We want to test weight-variance
model (OLS) assumptions validity using R program. Ordi-
nary least square method has some basic assumption. Some of
these assumptions are linear relation ship between explanatory
and response variable, constant variance of residual square, er-
ror is normally distributed with expected value zero and con-
stant variance, explanatory variables should be independent to
each other. Let us consider hetroscedasticity problem testing
methods. In this research, we apply white test and alterna-
tive white test to check the hetroscedasticity problem. Once
weight-variance regression line parameters are estimated, use
the estimated parameters in opportunity models to select port-
folio based on zero opportunity cost.

Consider the following scatter plot.
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Figure 1. Scatter plot of logarithm of standard deviation against square of
co-variance

As shown in figure 1, there is linear relation ship between
natural logarithm of risky portfolio standard deviation and
square of co-variance between risky and market portfolio. Both
white and alternative white test hetroscedasticity problem test-
ing methods show that there is no statistically significant het-
roscedasticity problem. Therefore, we can apply OLS to esti-
mate weight-variance model parameters. The required weight-
variance model equation is given by:

In(op) = —4.031 + 2.1206€ + 0607, (105)
The next step is estimating the value of 11_;5 = l_ Use

w o2.1/28

m

3 = 2.121(10%) and 0,,, = 0.02145974 to find %. Hence
1-0 — 1,054398. Let us consider basic portfolios and their

1—w
optimal weight vector. In practice, investors use long selling
assuming that short selling is not allowed. Thus, we assume
weights of securities as non-negative. Treynor ratio maximiza-

tion model (T RM M) is given by:

TRMM max 22
Bp
Tw=1.

subject to : (106)

Now we want to test the assumption p = wp for second
order zero opportunity portfolio. It is proved that tr, = a +
Z)srp is sufficient condition for p = w,. Thus, we should test
the linear relation between Treynor ratio and Sharpe ratio using
linear regression. One can observe from figure 2 that there is
positive linear relation ship between Treynor ratio and Sharpe
ratio.

Construction of Optimal Portfolio Using Efficient Portfolio and Zero Opportunity Cost

Treynor—Sharpe regression line

7]

9 o

g

g _ o

[e)

3 é' | ° o

E ] o dﬁrﬁp

— —

o o o}

§ 2 o0

2 ? |o %

= T T T T T T T
-0.06 -0.02 0.02 0.04 0.06

Sharpe ratio of companies

Figure 2. Plot of Treynor ratio against Sharpe ratio

Figure 2 shows that there is positive linear relation ship be-
tween Sharpe ratio of companies and Treynor ratio of compa-
nies. Thus, we assume portfolio follows Treynor-Sharpe re-
gression line. As a result, we assume p = wp.

Sharpe ratio process against time
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Figure 3. Plot of Sharpe ratio process against time
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Let consider the performance of OT H and C'P. Note that
CP is more diversified portfolio than OT' H. We observe from
Figure 3 that C'P outperforms OT H based on Sharpe ratio
process.

9 Discussion

Mean variance model is applicable only either expected re-
turn of portfolio or variance of portfolio return is given. But
in reality both expected return and variance of portfolio are not
known. Therefore, mean variance model has no supportive ev-
idence unless either expected return of portfolio or variance of
portfolio return is given. Another problem of mean variance
model is it does not consider some logical constraints like op-
portunity cost and arbitrage opportunity constraints. By mar-
ket efficiency hypothesis, information about securities prices
is available in public. Thus, there is no arbitrage opportunity
and opportunity cost. In this research, we have investigated
two portfolio selection and asset allocation strategies based on
the evidence that there is positive linear relation ship between
Treynor ratio of securities and Sharpe ratio of securities and
positive linear relation ship between natural logarithm of stan-
dard deviation of securities’ return and square of co-variance
between securities’ return and market return. These two strate-
gies are portfolio selection and asset allocation strategies using
order three asset allocation model and general order three op-
portunity model.

We would like to test the quality or (validity) of order two
zero opportunity cost condition using historical data. We ob-
serve from results of this study that securities follow Treynor-
Sharpe regression line. Thus, it is reasonable to construct a
portfolio that follows Treynor-Sharpe regression line. It fol-
lows from fundamental theorem of order two investment op-
portunity that risk free fundamental portfolio and risky funda-
mental portfolio are zero opportunity portfolios.

Order three zero opportunity condition suggests that there is
linear relation ship between variance of security return and co-
variance of security return with market return. However, we
realized that there is positive linear relation ship between nat-
ural logarithm of standard deviation of securities’ return and
square of co-variance between securities’ return and market re-
turn using historical data of securities’ return. We have intro-
duced portfolio weight-variance regression line constraint in
GOOM. We have included portfolio market line constraint
and portfolio beta estimation constraint in GOOM . Note that
GOO M needs optimization tool for its optimal solution.

The tangency portfolio is constructed by the help of effi-
ciency condition and tangency portfolio condition. Let con-
sider efficiency condition and order three zero opportunity con-
dition to construct OAAM . Order three Sharpe error condi-
tion and order three efficiency condition follow from efficiency
condition and order three zero opportunity condition. We use
OAAM to determine weight of risky portfolio, risk free port-
folio and market portfolio in order three complete portfolio.

The two models OAAM and GOOM are favorable for in-
vestors who do not want opportunity gain or loss from the
three investment scenarios. Tangency portfolio does not con-
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sider portfolio beta estimation constraint, portfolio market line
constraint and weight-variance regression line constraint. Let
us discuss on mean variance portfolio, tangency portfolio and
order three complete portfolio. Tangency portfolio is a spe-
cial case of mean variance portfolio with capital market line
constraint. Thus, mean variance portfolio may outperform tan-
gency portfolio because tangency portfolio is constrained by
capital market line constraint. However, mean variance port-
folio has opportunity cost risk. Since tangency portfolio is a
special portfolio with special case of order three opportunity
cost condition, it has order three opportunity cost risk. Order
three complete portfolio has no order three opportunity cost
risk. Therefore, investors who take zero order three opportu-
nity cost would choose order three complete portfolio for their
investment portfolio selection and asset allocation decision. In
summary, we have relaxed tangency portfolio condition to or-
der three zero opportunity cost condition to construct order
three complete portfolio. In summary, the two models O AAM
and GOOM are realistic models than mean variance portfolio
and tangency portfolio for investors who takes order three zero
opportunity cost risk.

10 Conclusion and recommendation

In this research, we have introduced basic portfolio con-
ditions, namely, efficiency condition, Sharpe ratio error con-
dition and order three zero opportunity condition. We have
proved some mathematical facts related efficiency condition,
Sharpe ratio error condition and order three zero opportunity
condition. We have shown that there is positive linear correla-
tion between Treynor ratio and Sharpe ratio of companies us-
ing empirical study. Furthermore, we observed that logarithm
of standard deviation of companies and square of co-variance
of companies with market index are positively correlated. We
constructed GOOM using portfolio Treynor-Sharpe line and
order three opportunity condition. Moreover, we constructed
OAAM using efficiency condition, Sharpe ratio error condi-
tion and order three zero opportunity condition. Finally, we
applied GOOM and OAAM to construct complete portfolio
CP.

Let us consider practical application of GOOM and
OAAM. First, we checked Treynor-Sharpe regression model
using historical data of securities’ return. Second, we checked
the validity of weight-variance regression model using histor-
ical data of securities’ return. Third, we solved for optimal
solution of GOOM. We constructed OT'H from GOOM.
Fourth, we applied OAAM to determine weights of assets in
order three complete portfolio. Finally, we evaluated the per-
formance of OT'H and C'P using Sharpe ratio process. The
result of this study shows that C'P is outperforming OT H with
respect to Sharpe ratio process. Moreover, we constructed C'P
using proposed models and historical data. The result of this
study suggests that investors who want to take order three zero
opportunity cost risk should allocate % of the investment capi-
tal for risky portfolio.

In mean variance model, weight of each company is as-
sumed as independent of time. In this research, we assumed
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that weight of each company is assumed as independent of
time. However, in reality weight may be dynamic with respect
to time. Therefore, we recommend researchers to study the
impact of dynamic (time dependent) weight on portfolio selec-
tion. Another research recommendation for researchers is that
the study of impact of market index on portfolio selection and
asset allocation. This study does not include the impact of eco-
nomic and fundamental factors on portfolio selection. More-
over, we will study the impact of market factor and dynamic
weight in our future study.
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