The One Percent Per Week TQQQ Trading Strategy:

A GAME YOU WILL WIN
by: Guy R. Fleury

This article continues building on my version of The One Percent Per Week trading
strategy, and this time, emphasizing its gaming features, statistics, and probabilities.

The objective is to provide a better understanding of its structural gaming edge within
the game. | will demonstrate the long-term survivability of its designed edge.

It will be similar to considering the rules a casino might apply in its games. Those
rules predetermine a statistical edge to their advantage, making any game they offer
to the public long-term money machines. The casinos also calculated their average
long-term percentage contribution from each game feature they will implement.

My version of this Wealth-Lab 8 (WL8) program will be a similar money machine.
You get your long-term edge that can only translate into money. And big money,
depending on your initial capital, determination, and perseverance.

In my previous article, THE EXPECTED UNEXPECTED, | demonstrated the
strategy’s equation and the impact any changes could have on its long-term outcome.

From the MY EQUATION paper (March 2025) follows a copy of the portfolio equation
used:

F(t) = 0.5144 - $100, 000 - (1 4 0.046)* . (1 — 0.0270)*® = $93,401,070 (1)

It is based on the portfolio metrics from the WL8 simulation as shown in Figure #2 of
that paper.

Figure #4 in the above-cited paper also has the core Python program code used for
the many 10,000 Monte Carlo simulations.

A more generalized formulation of equation (1) comes from the MY EQUATION
paper. | restate it here:

Fity=e-fo- [[-£r)=é-fo- (147 )" -1 -7 (2)

That paper also describes all the variables used. We can easily make the parallel
between equations (1) and (2). It took 403 winning trades to get 7, = 0.046 and
388 losing trades to average the percent loss per losing trade: 7~ = —0.0270. The
average loss per losing trade includes Type-C trades, which produce no profit and
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generate no losses. Type-C trades tend to lower the average loss per losing trade of
the Type-D trades.

The part of equation (2) of interest is: []) - (1 & r;), which is just a chain product of
returns on what should be considered a continuous bet. You are in and all the time
for the N trades you will make. The strategy will make N = 52 trades per year (over
15 years: N = 5215 = 780 trades).

Should you look at the past or the future, equation (2) will hold. It does not speculate;
it only counts the beans according to the weekly return series.

It is the same future value formula used on your savings account, where you can use
the generated average rate of return: [, - (1 + ;) = (1 + 7)’. It is also why we can

separate positive and negative returns per trade: Hf’ S(1Er) = (147 )N (1=7 )N,
where N is the total number of trades and X\ the number of losing trades.

This equation measures your participation in the market. Your portfolio will increase
or decrease according to each of those N trades. As the number of trades increases,
you also want, on average, your portfolio value to increase.

If the average rate of return over the period is positive (g > 0), the portfolio value will
rise: F(t) = Fo- (1+ g)'. Again, it is the same formula used to evaluate the future
value of your savings account. By your trading, whichever trading methods you use,
what you gain becomes part of that long-term average return (g) due to your trading
activity.

One constraint we have with the One Percent Per Week trading strategy is a
one-week time limit for each of the N trades.

Some might consider it an impediment, a handicap, but | view it mostly as
an opportunity. For one, the time limit acts as a stop-loss and stop-profit.
You do not know which will occur, the win or the loss. But you know you
will have one or the other by the end of the trading week.

If we look at equation (2), the +r; series controls the show. We could rewrite the
equation as a series of returns: [} - (1£7;) = (1£7)- (1) - (1+ry_1)-(1+7ry)
where it becomes evident that we are dealing with a series of independent returns
(7).

Having equation (2) to describe our portfolio does not give predictions.
The future (+r;) is still unknown and unknowable.

If you simulate over past price data, the outcome appears predetermined. The
generated weekly returns +r; are part of archived data for anyone to use. If a stock



went up 5% in a week, it is the same 5% for all those that held the same stock over
the same one-week period. However, each one’s total profit will be proportional to
the quantity of shares held. Nonetheless, each one would have had the 5% profit on
their positions.

To restate equation (2), the series of returns is applied to the initial capital:

N

F) = fo- T[- () = for (1)

1

therefore, you need 7 > 0 to make money, no matter which trading methods used.

| am making these points to emphasize what will appear as a betting system. Each
week, your portfolio is on the line for some return +r;. The problem is that we do
not know if the outcome will be positive or negative. We need statistics on price
variations, whether for a stock, the market in general, or multiple stocks at a time.

However, only returns that directly impact our portfolio will matter. We get a profit or
a loss only if we took a position. Staying on the sideline might be part of our strategy,
but it generates no gain, just as it generates no loss.

Trade i needs to be positive r; > 0 to make a profit. To be more accurate, it will also
depend on whether you are long or short. Therefore, you want ¢; - ; > 0. And that
can be accomplished with (—¢;) - (—r;) > 0, or ¢; - r; > 0. Evidently, the following will
generate losses; shorting a rising stock: (—¢;) - (r;) < 0, or buying a declining stock:
qi - —r; < 0. In its present iteration, my published version of the One Percent Per
Week strategy only goes long.

You want a positive return +r; on your long positions, whatever the investment
methods you intend to use, over any time interval you want to consider. All of it
will have consequences and limitations.

It will be up to you to decide which way you want to go. As | usually say, the
possibilities are endless.

There are other problems to solve. We can set: b; - (1+r;)", where b; is the bet made
and ¢; the time interval for the payout. You could set: b; - r;, = z; where z; is the profit
or loss on that bet. No bet: no gain, or loss: (b; = 0). If you have r; = 0, that also
generates nothing: no gain or loss.

All this is very simple. It gets complicated only when you start betting for
real. A lot of your trades will generate losses. Then, your perception of
the game starts changing. You began with: "This is such an easy game”,
to see it change into a more challenging endeavor.



Will our initial bet turn out to be a long-term investment? If we take a position every
week for 15 years, does it not resemble taking a single position lasting 15 years?

We can convert our initial bet into a future value expectation on our investment:
E[F(t)] = bo - (1+ g)" where ¢ is in years. What will matter is the average growth rate
we achieve g on the initial bet by. Here, | will set long-term (¢) as lasting 15+ years.

We often make multiple bets, each with its own growth rates. We could add the
outcomes of all those bets: E[X] = SV (b; - ;) = 3.V z;. The long-term expected
outcome becomes even more blurry as you increase the number of trades NV, each
with their own +r; over their respective time interval. The problem remains: you do
not know the size of each bet b, nor their achieved return +r;.

We have a formula to determine the long-term future result. However, we are unable
to confirm the portfolio’s final value or trade composition over the years. Therefore,
the outcome expectation E[X] will be just a guess with no real ties to reality except
for the hope it might occur.

If you are investing, you want more assurance than hoping you will make it.
THAT QUASI-RANDOM TRADING ENVIRONMENT

Figure #5 in THE EXPECTED UNEXPECTED article presents a trade breakdown
based on a normal distribution of expected returns with a mean centered at zero. It is
what should be expected — if and only if — we are dealing with a normal distribution
of returns without a positive or negative edge. The Figure #5 chart cited above is
reproduced below as Figure #1.

Figure #1: Return Distribution - Mean Zero And Trade Types.
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(Click here to enlarge)
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In the above-cited paper, the equation for that chart was given as:
F(t) = 0.50-$100, 000-(1+0.08)'**-(1+0.03)*%-(1-0.03)*%-(1-0.08)*> = $11,994 (3)

That outcome would give a -13.18% CAGR. In other words, based on that equation,
you would have lost most of your initial investment over those 15 years.

In the above chart, each trade type has a quarter of the trades N = 780 + 4 = 195.
The average return allocated to each trade type equals its weighted area under the
bell-shaped curve.

It is similar to dividing a normal distribution at 40 where you would have 68% of the
data within the +o separation and 16% for each section outside the sigma delimiter.

Let me be clear. Long-term, If you trade according to equation (3), as
also depicted in Figure #1, you will lose the game.

Since the above spans 15 years of data, you could restart in 15 years and again
show a loss after another 15 years. How many times will you need to restart the
game to determine that you will lose if the market has normally distributed returns?

My version of the One Percent Per Week strategy is a short-term all-in strategy.
The strategy is very simple; if dealing with a normal distribution of returns, it will
eventually destroy any portfolio. The worst part might be that it would be little by
little. There will be rebounds, but the portfolio value will progressively decrease with
time.

We could change the problem by making our bets constant. This would change
equation (3) to something like:

F(t) = $100,000 - [0.08 - 195+ 0.03 - 195 — 0.03 - 195 — 0.08 - 195] = $0.0 (4)

Changing our betting procedures does not change the price variations on which
those trades are based.

The trade entry and exit prices would stay the same. The big difference is the
outcome. You would not lose any money, but you would not make any either. It
would nonetheless outperform equation (3). However, your objective is not just to
outperform equation (3) but to make money.

Regardless, both outcomes are undesirable. Equations (3) and (4) should make the
point that the market is not randomly distributed and does not strictly follow a normal
distribution. That argument should be simple: it is not what we see in the market.



THE LONG-TERM UPSIDE BIASED SCENARIO

The US market is renowned for its long-term upside trend over the last two centuries.
Markets go up and down, but on average, tend to rise at about 10% per year. That
is 0.03968% per trading day, on average.

It is far from helpful when your trades last only one week. The average weekly price
variation due to that long-term trend is 0.1923%. Nothing close to the 8% profit target
sought in equations (3) and (4).

This is where Figure #6 in THE EXPECTED UNEXPECTED article comes into play
(reproduced below as Figure #2).

Figure #2 is relatively close to the same distribution as in Figure #1. The difference
comes from the shift in the means. Instead of a mean of zero, we have a mean
greater than zero to show the upside bias in those returns, similar to the average
one percent per trade return from the TQQQ strategy.

Figure #2: Return Distribution - Mean 1% And Trade Types.
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This shift of the mean to the right has tremendous consequences. By displacing the
mean, we moved the entire distribution to the right.

Due to this shift, we get more Type-A and Type-B trades while reducing the number
of Type-C and Type-D trades. On all counts, the strategy has improved.

Not because you did something to improve its trading procedures, but because you
now deal with the actual market data. It is not an upside bias you created; it is just


https://alphapowertrading.com/WL8/TheUnexpected.pdf
https://alphapowertrading.com/WL8/Returns_3sigma_mean1c.png

there to take advantage of.

It is also why this trading strategy, with its improved trade-type separation,
will make you win the game.

As presented in THE EXPECTED UNEXPECTED article, this shift of the mean
changed the portfolio equation to:

F(t) = 0.50-100, 000-(1+0.085)%%°.(14+0.031)%%°.(1-0.029)**°.(1-0.075)*° = 1,126,862 (5)

Without doing anything to improve the trading procedures, equation (5) turned
positive over its 15 years of trading.

The distribution of returns in equation (5) has close to the same trade type
distribution. Shifting the mean shifted the return distribution; increasing Type-A
and Type-B by 10 trades and decreasing Type-C and Type-D by 10, impacting the
average percent gain or loss per trade.

Based on equation (5), the portfolio which started with $100k ended with $1,126,862,
which is about a 17.52% CAGR over the period. Interesting, but it is not enough.

CHANGING THE PICTURE

In my published version of the One Percent Per Week strategy, all Type-C trades
are break-even stop-losses, which, if triggered, should produce nothing: no profits
and no losses.

It does not change the status of the other trade types. The strategy is not planning
for Type-C trades, which are identified only after the fact. We can use the data on
their distribution based on equation (5): 185/780 = 0.2372. In equation (4), we had a
0.25 expectation (1/4). Only to show that the mean shift did not change much.

Also, as presented in the THE EXPECTED UNEXPECTED, having a zero return for
Type-C trades, and adapting equation (4) would generate the following:

F(t) = 0.50-100, 000-(1+0.085)%%°.(14+0.031)%%°.(1-0.0)'%°.(1-0.075)'®> = 260, 803, 414 (6)

which has Type-C trades with zero returns. Equation (6) has a 68.95% CAGR, which
is more than desirable over those 780 weeks (15 years).

The Type-C trade stop-loss is a simple break-even procedure. We do not know
when it will occur, we cannot predict any of them, but we know we will have them
(they account for ~ 23.7% of trades).

All Type-C trades first have to close below the entry price at the close of any trading
day of the week. Even a close of one penny below the entry price will initiate a sell
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limit order on the next day at the entry price. A minor retrace to break even can
trigger the limit order in the following few days.

The difference between Figure #1 and Figure #2 is the shift of the whole distribution
to the right to a mean of 1.0% (the average return per trade for the strategy). There
is some similarity in these two scenarios since both distributions were randomly
generated.

My version of the One Percent Per Week strategy wins the game due to the
presence of Type-C trades, which produce nothing by themselves. However, their
presence as zero-profit trades has the benefit of not canceling the outcome of Type-B
trades should they not have been there.

Figure #2 is an important chart. You have a similar return distribution for QQQ and
TQQQ. TQQQ'’s return distribution was shifted to its 1% average return, while QQQ’s
distribution is at 0.33%. It displaced the center of gravity to the right for the four trade
types. It increased the average percent win per trade and reduced the average loss
per losing trade. Both have a positive impact on a long-term portfolio.

In a game of chance with four equal possible outcomes, we should expect 0.25 odds
on each. We have this in equation (3), and it was not a winner. The mean shift
produced equation (5), which was generating profits. Nevertheless, even with its
17.52% CAGR, it is not enough.

The picture changed considerably with equation (6) and its zero return Type-C trades.

There is no gambling game where, once you have your bet on the table, you can
remove it if you expect the odds have changed. Type-C trades saw some price
weakness and opted to exit the trade, taking our bet off the table.

This is a game you will win because you automated chickening out.

We all know the future is uncertain. Regardless, we also have hundreds of years of
history backing the point that the world is always getting better, accompanied by the
betterment of humanity.

It should be easy to expect that the future will improve the standard of living for most
people on the planet. And as a consequence, we should also expect that QQQ,
composed of the top 100 richest companies in the US, will continue to thrive for
decades.

Future prosperity is the reason for making this bet. The market will go higher in the
decades to come.

This is the same bet on America that Mr. Buffett made years ago. And as of yet, it



has been quite profitable for him and all the others that followed in his footsteps or
found other reasons to trust the potential of what the future may bring.

Building a worthwhile retirement fund should be and is our responsibility. My version
of the One Percent Per Week strategy could be one of the tickets to a much
higher-valued fund that you could have thought possible.

Having a long-term portfolio with a rising growth rate that could reach a 60%+ CAGR
appears like a worthwhile candidate to do the job. Especially since you could operate
this strategy by hand due to the simplicity of its trading procedures. A 60% CAGR
over 15 years gives: by - (1 + 0.60)'° = 1,153 - by.

Someone starting with $100k could reach $115,292,150 in 15 years. It becomes a
desirable pension fund that you can continue managing to your benefit. Five more
years and it could reach $1,208,925,819. Do the calculations.

Adapting equation (6) for the fixed position scenario would generate:
F(t) = $100,000 - [0.085 - 205 + 0.031 - 205 — 0.0 - 185 — 0.075 - 185] = $990, 500 (7)

where the Type-C trades help the scenario turn positive. But that too is not enough,
it would only be a 16.52% CAGR compared to the much higher potential of the One
Percent Per Week strategy.

IMPROVING THE TQQQ STRATEGY

Equation (6) could be improved by adding new trading procedures aimed at reducing
Type-C and Type-D trades. We should not want to reduce Type-A or Type-B trades.
However, | am not against improving their average percent win per winning trade.

We should aim for more Type-A and Type-B trades with higher average percent win
per trade, and fewer Type-C trades with no consequence, while reducing the number
of Type-D trades and lowering the average percent loss per losing trade.

The impact could be considerable since any trade you make will fall into one of the
4 types. You will need to modify the trading procedures to accommodate your new
stance facing market volatility.

Note that | will not present my modifications to the current procedures. | will only
consider their impact on the overall scenario.

One trade per week limits us to 780 trades over 15 years. Therefore, reducing the
number of Type-C and Type-D trades will be attributed to Type-A and Type-B at
their long-term average percent win per winning trade. We had 15 years of trade
history to obtain those long-term averages. They should provide relatively good
approximations of their respective long-term future values.



We could use equation (6) as a starting point. Increase Type-A and Type-B by 5%.

Such a move would increase the number of trades from 205 to 215 and reduce
Type-C and Type-D from 185 to 175. That is not a big move. We have a pool of
375 trades in Type-C and Type-D to improve upon. We request 10 trades from both
losing types to be moved to the positive side. There is ample potential to move those
10 trades with added trading procedures.

Equation (6) would be modified as follows:
F(t) = 0.50-100, 000 (140.085)!%.(14-0.031)2!5.(1.0)17.(1-0.075)'" = 1, 744,937,915 (8)

Having reduced Type-C trades by 10 had no impact on the overall results. The
improvement comes from having moved the trades to Type-A and Type-B. Simple
changes to some trading procedures could lead to such a result. The outcome
makes the quest to find those trading procedures worthwhile: compare the impact to
equation (6).

Improving the scenario by 10%, meaning increasing the number of trades of Type-A
and Type-B by 10% while reducing Type-C and Type-D by 10% would generate:

F(t) = 0.50-100, 000-(1+0.085)%%%-(14-0.031)?%5.(1.0)6°.(1-0.075)'%° = 11, 674, 725,729 (9)

The overall scenario can improve considerably depending on your determination.
The difference will come from your skills and the changes you will bring to the trading
procedures. Nonetheless, that is not all you could do. You can push for more.

For example, in making your program modifications, you could also opt to improve
the average percent win per winning trade by 2%. And do the same for the negative
side by reducing the average percent loss per losing trade by 2%. The impact would
be:

F(t) = 0.50-100,000- (1+0.0867)%%%- (1+0.0316)?*>-(1.0)1%°. (1—0.0735)6° = 24, 728, 058, 863

(10)
The average percent win per winning trade for Type-A went from 0.085 to 0.0867.
While Type-D average percent loss per losing trade went from -0.075 to -0.0735.
These moves could be considered insignificant, but the impact on the portfolio’s
outcome would not.

| wish everyone using my version of the One Percent Per Week strategy to have
different solutions to the improvement problem. It would tend to spread out each
one’s entry and exit positions over time. The trade times could differ depending on
the improvements, which could help hide some individuals’ participation in TQQQ.

There is also the point that everyone might see market and gaming risks differently.
By adding the procedure modifications yourself, you might trust your work better
knowing the intricacies and impact of your trading routines on the long-term outcome.



How far can you go? That is up to you, your skills, determination, and perseverance.
SO, WHERE IS THE HYPE?

Unfortunately, some would like to see this strategy crumble. However, there is no
hype, especially since you can verify everything.

The current trading procedures in my version of the One Percent Per Week strategy
have nothing sophisticated, unheard of, or absurd. Opening a trade every first trading
day of the week using a limit order slightly above the ask has nothing that even
remotely could be attributed to some form of hype. All it assures is to get into a
position, especially since you are zapping the ask above the asked price.

There is also no hype in closing a trade on the last trading day of the week, a few
minutes before the close, whatever the price may be (Type-D trade).

There are only three other types of exits for this strategy.

One: The Type-A trade is the triggered profit target. That you set a profit target as
an exit point in your trading procedures cannot be classified as hype. A Type-A trade
only hinges on whether the profit target was hit. Therefore, it will depend on the
weekly stock volatility. With TQQQ, you will have volatility, but you still do not know
how much. However, it will be enough to trigger some Type-A trades (about ~17%
of trades based on last February’s numbers).

Two: Type-B trades are positions that stay positive at the close of every trading day. It
has no predictable outcome. It will end the week below the potential 8% of a Type-A
trade, but still with a profit. Again, using the February numbers, we had 34% of
trades finishing the week as Type-B, all profitable.

Three: The Type-C trade is primarily due to price wiggling near the entry price after
the position closed once below the entry price. If the price rebounds back to the
entry price, the trade will be executed at the sell limit price equal to the entry price,
thereby generating a break-even stop-loss with zero profit and no loss. Based on the
February numbers, they accounted for about 28% of trades. That is about 14 trades
a year with zero profits. There is room for improvement.

If the trading procedures cannot generate hype on their own, it has to come from
somewhere else, if there is any.

All that is left is the price gyrations. It has already been demonstrated that this
strategy cannot have survivorship biases since TQQQ can only trade whatever
QQQ’s daily composition is. Also, TQQQ will only leverage QQQ’s daily price
gyrations.



It was also demonstrated in recent articles that there was no curve-fitting either. A
simple reason, there was no room for it. You would curve-fit what exactly?

The only consideration we could have is that over those 15 years of trading, the
market average has been up.

Is exploiting the future a bias? As in my projections, the US stock market will
generally rise higher. Is that a bias to expect an upward trend after seeing more
than 200 years of the market trending up? Is it a survivorship bias to expect that
companies will prosper in the future?

The best argument against potential hype is that you have everything to
"mathematically” verify all | stated in my numerous articles (27 in all) on my version
of the One Percent Per Week strategy. Last November 2024, | even provided the
WL8 program code in my free book: Gain Your Financial Freedom.

| also provided the core Python code used to make the thousands of Monte Carlo
simulations in my other article: MY EQUATION. You can use both tools to verify and
validate all the numbers presented in all the performed simulations.’

If you intend to put your monetary future on the line, you should know what you will
do. One way to gain the needed confidence in the process is to understand how that
process will behave in the future. Verify it all.

You intend to flip a coin 10,000 times. Before starting to flip your coin, you know you
have a 0.50 probability, so you will not be surprised to find a result close to 50/50.
You decide to do another 10,000 coin flips. Should you be surprised to get a result
close to 50/50 again?

In my version of the One Percent Per Week strategy, the odds are close to 0.25 for
each trade type. But since we are dealing with a return series with an upside bias,
and trading procedures impacting the outcome, the odds for each trade type tend to
their long-term averages.

In the order of trade types, we have A: 17%, B: 35%, C: 28%, D: 20%. Something
close to this trade distribution should also hold in the future. Your modifications to
the program could change that trade distribution to your advantage.

WHAT THE STRATEGY NEEDS

My version of the One Percent Per Week trading strategy does not require anything
from you. You do not need a PhD to understand its mechanics or purpose. The
playing rules are elementary; anyone can follow them using my program version or

T My Python code version has evolved to include studies of other attributes of this trading strategy.
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do it by hand.

The program does not need opinions, market sentiments, or even Al. Week after
week, trades will fall into one of the four types of trades. You do not know which one
in advance; you only see it after they have occurred.

You could demonstrate to yourself that the proposed long-term impact of the strategy
is to gradually, following all market swings, that it will prevail over the long run. It will
deliver a higher-than-market-average annual growth rate.

Nevertheless, the strategy would benefit from some added downside protection over
prolonged downturns, such as the 2008 financial crisis. We know a prolonged market
decline can happen. Therefore, your program should have provisional code in place
for such occurrences. These procedures might not be needed most of the time, and
some might even find them unnecessary, but that would be to their detriment. It is
not because it does not happen often that such phenomena will not occur.

Being prepared is the key. You could have years without those program procedures
being triggered. However, when a month-long decline happens, it might save the day
or the few months of market decline.

The easiest way to avoid significant market declines is to bypass them. Not entering
a potentially damaging trade is already a step one can take to prevent a potential
loss. One could add a trade selection process based on your assessment of market
conditions. Skipping a week of decline should be considered a win since you might
have escaped a loss.

Converting Type-D trades into Type-C trades is already a benefit; see some of the
above equations in the improvement section. Any Type-D trade your program can
skip is to your portfolio’s benefit.

A side effect of this will be a slight reduction in the average percent loss per losing
trade. The loss you miss will not need to be compensated for or recuperated. If you
skip a 10% decline with your added trading procedures, you will not have to make it
back.

Losses are only the result of Type-D trades. You have four trading days to determine
a better exit than Friday’s close. It is usually from a Type-C trade that has yet to break
even that will be converted into a Type-D by the close on Friday. You can override
your trading procedures any day of the week. The sideline in this game is a safe
place. Also, your trading account will be in cash by Friday’s close. So, no worries
over the weekends.

| again emphasize that the strategy needs protection from long-term price declines,
but not from long-term price increases.



One thing you cannot do is change the market’s gyrations. However, it is your choice
to participate when you want to. That is your ace in the game. It is not only a game
you can win, it is a game you will win.

To get there, you have to start somewhere. And my version of the One Percent Per
Week can be a good strategy to start the ball rolling. Study, test, retest, and improve
the strategy; it is all in your hands.

Equation (2) for this strategy states that the initial capital is a proportionality factor.
Therefore, you could scale the initial capital to increase or decrease the potential
outcome.

This trading strategy is 100% scalable. You could multiply the initial capital by 10 in
equation (8) and generate more than using equation (9) as is.

Know right now that you can make it. As stated before, it is all about you: your trading
capital, skills, determination, and perseverance.
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