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In A WINNER’S GAME, I will highlight different steps I might take to improve
the outcome of my version of the OPPW TQQQ trading strategy, which, as a
consequence, should increase the strategy’s performance.

My recent paper, THE ANTICIPATED FUTURE, emphasized that the strategy would
have more to give after the proposed improvements. The impact would be even more
dramatic over the trading interval between years 15 and 20.

Any stock or ETF has a limited daily tradable volume. You cannot trade more than
what is available. You need a buyer and a seller to make a trade.

Most people using this free program will find their own improvement solutions, which
should result in trades with different stopping times. Trades would have different
time-stamped exits − resulting in less immediate price impact.

My One Percent Per Week (OPPW) TQQQ trading strategy can significantly impact
your long-term retirement fund. I can also state that you could improve it to do even
more, much more. There is always a better trading strategy. This one is simple
enough; you can do it all by hand from anywhere in under five minutes per week. It
will all depend on you.

THE ANTICIPATED FUTURE, at a minimum, demonstrated that my OPPW TQQQ
program does operate on elementary trading rules. Here are these rules again:

− BUY the opening price on the first trading day of the week. Every week.
− SELL at the profit target price, if reached. Type-A trade (gain = 7% or 8.1%+).
− SELL at break-even the next day if the price closed below the open. Type-C (gain = 0%).
− SELL at the close on the last trading day of the week. Type-B & Type-D (gain = ±%).

The above trading rules ensure that all entries and exits occur at their preset prices.
All Type-A and Type-C trades have fixed outcomes. Type-A trades get their profit
targets or better. A Type-C trade is a break-even trade that exits at the entry price
with no profit, serving as a stop-loss procedure.

Each trade type has long-term frequencies, which, after 808 trades, have settled
down, or at least, tend to their respective long-term averages.1 The trade type
numbers are more than sufficiently large to give them statistical significance, which

1 This is important. We have the Law of Large Numbers in motion.
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means that in the future, those statistics will tend to prevail or tend close to them.

My above-cited paper has shown that even a coin-tossing game with similar playing
rules to the TQQQ strategy would win over the long run. All that was required was to
participate for a long time and follow the playing rules.

The above is a major point. You have a coin-tossing game, which is random by its
very nature, that acts the same as the TQQQ trading strategy. The TQQQ strategy
will likewise be subject to the randomness of the draw and behave as if the flip of two
biased coins generated the trades.

We do not have anything that can or could help us predict the future path of the
market over the next 5, 10, 15, or 20 years or more. Certainly, not the series of
weekly returns ri. Yet, we are using a simulation based on trading rules similar to a
game of chance and applying them to past market data to support our claim.

I showed in my paper: THE ANTICIPATED FUTURE, that after giving the
coin-tossing game a Type-C provision to claw back its bet, the strategy had a positive
long-term expectancy. The same applies to the TQQQ strategy, which has a Type-C
trade to give it its long-term edge.

We will not know the strategy’s future path, but we will know its expected long-term
outcome. And that should be our primary goal, the strategy’s outcome after years of
trading.

We have an expected outcome range for our strategy over the next 15 or 20 years.
These results are based on the mathematical principles of the game. Due to the
portfolio’s equation, you gain the ability to estimate, or provide a probable range for
the outcome of your trading strategy over a period of 10, 15, or 20 years in the future.
That is extraordinary.

Follow the math and the rules of the game you intend to play. Even starting with
$100k can build a substantial retirement fund within the next 15 to 20 years.

At the close of the last trading day of the week, the program will sell Type-B and
Type-D trades. They are therefore at the same price for everyone (usually at Friday’s
close). The question is: Can you find a better stopping time for these trades?
Evidently, this must happen before the close of trading on the last trading day of
the week.

Furthermore, Type-B and Type-D trades are the Buy & Hold part of the trading
strategy. Those trades are active from the market’s open (9:30) to its close on the
last trading day of the week (4:00). The portfolio holds no positions during weekends.
As such, these trades capture TQQQ’s weekly price variation (±ri).
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These program changes should result in increasing the average profit on Type-B
trades while decreasing losses on Type-D trades, both of which are winning
propositions, individually or in combination.

You want to improve on a prefixed exit price by taking a prior stopping time. If you
take an exit higher than the close on the last trading day, you increase your profit
potential.

The same goes for a Type-D trade; if you close at a better price before the last
trading day’s close, you reduce the potential loss. The times it would not improve the
outcome are when you could have had a better result if you had not intervened.

THE TRADING RULES

In changing the trading rules, you change the strategy.

What will change is the timestamp of those trades and the number of shares traded.
In my published version of the OPPW strategy,2 the sequence of returns for winning
and losing trades will be the same for everyone. After improving the program, the exit
timestamps, percent returns, and number of shares traded on many of those trades
will change.

Here is what I would like to change:

− Increase the average profit per trade for Type-A trades.
· Implies increasing the average profit target.

− Find better exits for Type-B trade, if there is one.
· The question is: is there a better exit than Friday’s close?

− Change some Type-C trades into Type-B or Type-A.
· Overriding the break-even exit might be sufficient for some.

− Change some Type-D trades into Type-B or Type-C trades.
· Or at least reduce the impact of the drawdowns.

− Reduce Type-D average losses per trade.
· We could ignore some of those positions.

− Add new trades.
· This would increase the average exposure rate.

You put your portfolio, or your bet, on the table and wait for the outcome, whichever
trade type happens first. It makes it a play on the ETF’s weekly volatility, and you will
get plenty of that.

I intend to elaborate on those trade types and the trading rules. The program
changes will aim to increase long-term performance.

2 Refer to my November 2024 paper, Gain Your Financial Freedom for a copy of the code.
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The sequence of returns on these trades is given by:
∏N

1 (1 ± ri), where ri is the
return on trade i, with i = 1, . . . , N .

The method of play is different from what we usually see. We are trading a single
3x-leveraged ETF and going all-in every week without even trying to predict the
outcome.

We play this ETF’s daily volatility for the week’s percentage gain or loss ±ri. We
trade for a percent change (±%) lasting at most one week.

It makes every trade important as expressed in the above product equation, which,
even if it is simple, hides the sequence of those N return factors (1± r

i
).

The product function is equivalent to its series of returns:

N∏
1

(1± r
i
) = (1± r1) · (1± r2) · (1± r3) · · · (1± r

N−1
) · (1± r

N
) = (1 + r̄)N (1)

where ±r
i

is the return on trade i for i = 1, 2, · · · , N . And r̄ is the average return for
the N trades. The product function is at the heart of this trading strategy, and it is
equivalent to a future value equation: F (t) = f0 · (1 + r̄)N .

Equation (1) states that all those returns will individually impact the total outcome,
no matter how long the return series is. That you have 780 or 1,040+ returns in this
series, equation (1) will still hold. We have an equation that tells us what the result
will be, but it still provides no numerical answer. Furthermore, we can resolve that
equation: [(1 + r̄)N ], only after reaching N .

Suppose you have a -10% drop on trade #42. It may be a single trade, but the impact
is at the portfolio level, and even after 780 trades (15 years or more), you will still see
its effect. The TQQQ trading strategy is compounding all the time, as it is an all-in
method of play. It will follow equation (1) no matter the return on any of those trades
±ri.

It is the same as for anyone building their retirement fund and buying SPY with the
intent of holding on for the duration. Buying SPY is an all-in scenario that could bring
you the market’s average return over the years. That would be 10% ± 2% over a
20-year interval. We should not be in the game for such low returns, especially when
you know you can do much better.

The primary differences between the TQQQ strategy and the SPY strategy above
are that trades have a duration of one week or less and that TQQQ is a 3x-leverage
ETF. Therefore, over 10, 15, or 20 years, you should have 520, 780, or 1,040 trades.
And not just one trade, as in the SPY Buy & Hold scenario.



Based on the strategy’s portfolio metrics, the strategy revealed a market exposure of
approximately 52

It also means that your money is at risk only about half the time and should work
harder than a Buy & Hold to compete. Achieving the results the OPPW strategy has,
with its 52% exposure, makes it even more remarkable.

What is even more remarkable is that the strategy only plays for the weekly
percentage change ±ri. It might be an all-in scenario, but it is not your whole
portfolio value that is on the line all the time. The risk could be −ri · fi−1, since it
is the maximum amount you could lose on a trade, representing the percent change
in value over a single week.

What is needed is to make improvements that will favorably change the stopping
times on some of those trades, as suggested in my paper.3

The objective is to modify the outcome of approximately 60 trades over 15 years,
which translates to an average of 4 trades per year. It would be enough to generate
something like Figure #6 in my above-cited paper, starting from what could be
available without those 60 trades as in Table #5 of the same paper.

I will again concentrate on the 5 years after the first 15 years: year 15 to year 20.
The above-cited paper states that those 5 years had considerable value, and it also
suggests that you should plan from the start to reach those levels, regardless of
future market conditions.

All that is requested is for the market to fluctuate as it has in the past. I anticipate
that the strategy will continue gambling its way forward. This compliance is really a
low-level request.

We all expect that the S&P 500 index will continue to grow at its secular average
return of about 10%±2%. But here is the twist. We trade a 3x-leverage ETF: TQQQ.
It mirrors 3 times the price moves of the QQQ ETF, which mimics the price moves of
the NDX index, which is composed of the top 100 stocks of the S&P 500. So, you
are still playing a market average proxy, but 3 times leveraged.

You still will not know the outcome of any of those future trades. But you will know
under which conditions they might occur. It will be according to your preset trading
rules, which will follow equation (1).

You will make your bets according to your new and existing trading rules, which will
affect the outcome. We are looking for price changes: ±ri + δi by changing the exit
timestamps. It sounds easy when you say it like that, but it is not, since every change

3 Look up Figure #4 in THE ANTICIPATED FUTURE.
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will be part of equations (1) and (2) below.

You have the advantage that any of those trades will not last more than one week,
since, at the close of the last trading day of the week, whatever position is still open,
it will be liquidated at the close, whether it is profitable or not.

The market should evolve as it did in the past. The market will follow Mr. Buffett’s
bet on America. I also expect America to continue to prosper, as I hope for all other
countries on the planet.

My OPPW strategy, currently, only deals with TQQQ, a U.S.-traded 3x-leveraged
ETF. To some, this might look like a dead end, but to me, it is just an indication of
tremendous possibilities.

The future will be different. Yes, it will. And it will be better for most, if not everyone.
The standard of living will continue to rise, as it has for centuries.

Regardless, having an opinion on what the future might be does not change the
return product equation:

∏N
1 (1±ri). We will have to live with it, no matter its outcome.

For example, moving trade #42 4 to the end of the series would not change a thing to
the result. You would have:

N∏
1

(1± ri) =
41∏
1

(1± ri) ·
808∏
43

(1± ri) · (1± r42) (2)

and get the same answer. The product equation implies more than that.

In shuffling around the 808 weekly returns, we would have N ! permutations. That
would be: 808! = 1.35× 102,000 permutations. And still, the strategy’s outcome would
be the same.

The path in my simulation had a probability of occurring once 1
1.35×102,000

. Now, that is
more than an infinitesimal number: 1 followed by 2,000 zeros. For comparison, we
have 1080 atoms in our entire observable universe.

What we are examining in the simulation result is the unique occurrence of what
happened, which could not have been estimated beforehand or predicted. We do
not even know if the path taken is near or far from any average. We cannot even
calculate that average. Regardless of the simulation results, the path taken is more
than exceptional; it is truly extraordinary.

The permutations mean you could pick all those 808 trades in any order and get the
same answer. All paths would be different, but you would end up at the same place

4 That it be any of the four trade types, it would still impact the outcome.



after the 808 trades.

Also, it means that doing a Monte Carlo method on such a series is futile if you
do permutations on the result of past trades with no replacements. A technique
often used to illustrate the potential extent of drawdowns, which proves to be entirely
worthless.

Due to the large number of permutations, any Monte Carlo scenario using the
strategy’s past price history would not provide any advantage.

It also implies that you could have had (1.35× 102,000)− 1 other possible paths.

We do not have the computing power even to consider a tiny fraction of that
monumental number. Taking a 0.01% sample would leave 1.35 × 101,996 other paths
to consider. Even multiple arrays of quantum computers could not handle a problem
of this magnitude within a million years. Some tasks are computationally futile.

You will have to make your estimate on which path might be taken in the future
from something else, since the Monte Carlo method will be of absolutely no use
to determine any probable future outcome.

THE PORTFOLIO EQUATION

From the equation for week #780,5 the portfolio’s 15-year outcome, we had:

0.5200 · 100000 ·
[
1.082135 · 1.0301268 · 1.00221 · (1− 0.0692)156

]
= 85, 104, 740 (3)

The total number of trades is: N = 135 + 268 + 221 + 156 = 780. The average return
per trade type is: Type-A: 8.2%, Type-B: 3.01%, Type-C: 0.0%, Type-D: -6.92%.

Equation (3) took the product equation (1) and separated the outcomes by trade
types with their respective average returns. For example: r̄

A
= 0.082 is the average

return for all Type-A trades, just as Type-B trades averaged a 3.01% gain.

The product section has the same structure as equation (1): F (t) = 0.5200 · 100000 ·∏780
1 (1± ri) = 85, 104, 740, where each ±ri keeps its importance and will impact the

outcome.

We had close to the projected numbers in equation (3) in my December 2024 article.6

The equation is sufficient to provide us with the same starting point as in previous
articles.

5 This refers to equation #5 in THE ANTICIPATED FUTURE and prior articles.
6 See Figure #1 in Your Trading Rules Matter.

https://alphapowertrading.com/WL8/Anticipated_Future.pdf
https://alphapowertrading.com/WL8/TradingRules.pdf


The advantage of this equation is that it divides the trade types according to their
respective frequencies and their related average returns (r̄). These are 15-year
averages, and not some 5-day or 3-month averages. It took 15 years of weekly
data to get those return averages: r̄.

The reason we can make these averages is simple. For instance, from the WL8
simulation, we could state the following:

∏808
1 (1 ± ri) = (1 + r̄)808, where r̄ is the

average profit per trade over those 808 trades. In the WL8 simulation report, r̄ is
given by the ”Avg Profit %” metric, which was at 1.03% per trade.

We already know what my OPPW strategy did over the past 15.5 years.7 As of week
808 (Aug. 8, 2025), the strategy reached a $112.3 million outcome with a 57.39%
CAGR while maintaining its average 1% per trade return.

The outcome is exceptional. It outperformed most stock trading strategies over the
long term.8

I still consider that the strategy ”gambles” its way to a profitable future. It is built
into its structure, as it trades in a long-term, upward-trending market. The strategy
responds to the structure and volatile nature of the 3x-leveraged TQQQ ETF.

Even after transforming the strategy into an equivalent of a coin-tossing
game, the adopted trading rules showed that even if the trades were
randomly generated, they would result in a positive return, (a.s.).

It is where we can add the ”almost surely” phrase, often used in mathematical
expressions, when the outcome is almost unavoidable. It is like: ”almost surely”,
the probability of heads of a fair coin will tend to about 1/2 on a large number of flips.

After my last paper (cited-above), I had this question: Will you be able to make the
program modifications needed to reach the levels presented in Figure #6 of that
paper?

After verifying the program that generated Figure #6, the conclusion was simple:
Yes. And I can up the ante to do even better.

What is most remarkable about my paper is that we designed a coin-tossing game,
which we gradually modified to reflect the same trading rules as the OPPW strategy.

We even used biased coins to reflect the same trade distribution as the WL8 results.
If you have a game of chance, which you know is strictly that: a game of chance, then
taking another game that is often considered not random, and nonetheless behaves

7 See the equity chart below Figure #3 in THE ANTICIPATED FUTURE paper.
8 Compare those results, for instance, with the 39% net CAGR after fees of Medallion Fund, or

with Mr. Buffett’s 20% long-term CAGR.
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the same as a game of chance, are you not considering this other game also a game
of chance? And if so, wouldn’t the trade distribution be similar to the game of chance
and have the same long-term edge?

You can have game ”A” with the same edge as game ”B” because they have the
same playing rules and distribution. And if you can predict the expected outcome of
game ”A”, so can you estimate the long-term outcome of game ”B”.

It is fundamental as to why my OPPW strategy will continue to prosper in the future.
The Type-C trade, which serves as a stop-loss procedure, is the main reason the
strategy can thrive.

THE FUTURE

Figure #6, in my paper,9 is a projection of a future that has yet to happen. And
therefore, remains a speculation, albeit based on reasonable forward assumptions,
but still unrealized expectations.

It is like when we considered the possible permutations of all those 808 returns. The
future will be under the same principles, generating one unknown return path over
its forward n! permutations of possible new trades. Reaching year 20 would give:
n! = 232!, which is still a very large number (4.15× 10449).

Whatever the future path of all those trades, fundamental data or technical analysis
could hardly provide reasonable estimates of what is to come. At the very least,
you would have a 1

4.15×10449
chance of finding that future path. Are those reasonable

odds?

You should not be surprised that you have not found a single ”guru” able to predict
such a forward path. They cannot provide an answer to:

∏1040
808 (1 + ri) = ?.

However, based on the coin-tossing game presented in my above-cited paper, you
could say:

∏1040
808 (1+ri) = (1+ r̄)232, knowing what the average return per trade tends

to:r̄n → r̄N , since you are dealing with the strategy’s expected edge.

My point is simple: we do not know what the future path of TQQQ will be, just as you
do not know QQQ’s future path over the next 232 weeks.

You know even less about the following 520 trades after that (10 more years).
Regardless, it is not that path we are most interested in; it is the outcome.

And there, on the same basis as with the coin-tossing game, we can make
projections, and gain ballpark estimates based on the strategy’s long-standing edge:

9 See the equity chart below Figure #6 in THE ANTICIPATED FUTURE paper.
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r̄ → 0.01, and that is the strategy’s long-term 1% average return per trade.

Equation (3) provides a probable answer to this unknown. It was the equation used
in the fabrication of Figure #6 in the above-cited paper. If the equation explained the
last 15 years of the trading strategy, it might also explain its future.

The expectation is that it will operate similarly to its past, regardless of its future
trajectory. You would then enter the realm of looking at long-term statistics. The
statistics on trade distribution are likely to remain prevalent in the future.

Since I see those long-term probable statistics hold, I am justified in pursuing those
program modifications, and Figure #6 in the above-cited paper should be enough of
a motivation to do so. It could also serve as a guide for what is needed. I could make
further adjustments if desired, or even override some of the program’s procedures.

We are playing our game within the game.
We are the ones to set the trading rules

in the face of uncertainty.

I accept that the OPPW trading strategy is gambling its way to long-term profits by
playing the all-in game on all bets made.

This could be translated into the following equation:

F (t) = f0 ·
780∏
1

(1± ri) = f0 · (1 + r̄)780

which expresses the same thing as equation (1) above. And on the same basis, we
could also accept: f0 ·

∏1040
1 (1 ± ri) = f0 · (1 + r̄)1040. The question becomes: Will r̄

be the same, or at least close to the same, for the two equations?

We have a series of weekly unknown returns ±ri spread out over 15 years (780).
However, even if we have an equation for it, it gives no definite answers, except for
the generalization.

We all agree that the equal sign is valid, but to get the value of r̄, we would need the
result of:

∏780
1 (1± ri) first, which you can have after those 780 trades, which is after

running the simulation, or living out, in real time, those 15 years of trading. Each of
those 780 returns (±ri) is known based on past market data, but this is not the case
when analyzing future trade outcomes.

We did not have the value for a future ri after the first 15 years, i.e., i > 780, as those
were unknowns. Now at week 808, we could say the same thing for i > 808.

However, after 780 trades, we know that r̄ = 0.01, and due to this outcome, we can
achieve our goal.



Future return rates will resemble their past, and we could substitute: r̄|7801 = 0.01
into a future average rate of return per trade: r̄|N+n

780 → 0.01. Already, since May
2024, after a 65-week walk-forward period (1.25 years), the average return per trade
has been maintained, as the portfolio simulation metrics for those 808 trades gave
r̄|8081 → 0.01.

It may not be a guarantee, but it is a reasonable assumption that the future of the
trading strategy will tend to resemble its past, especially if you have a large number
of trades to average.

Why would the market change because you started trading?

As you will start from week one, you should not expect that your trading activity will
influence the market’s daily outcome. Starting with $100k, your first trade should be
for some 1,100 shares on an ETF that trades, on average, some 70 million shares
per day. This ETF’s average daily volume is expected to continue increasing over the
next 10 to 20 years.

IMPROVING A WINNING GAME

Based on the above reasoning and my previously cited paper, the intention is to
increase the number of profitable trades while reducing the impact of losing trades.
All trades could be affected by this process. If I apply limits, they will be ones I accept
or consider worthwhile.

A second intent could be to increase the number of profitable trades over the same
time interval. It will be as if answering the question: Are there weeks when you could
make two profitable trades?

We have a 52% average exposure rate. Increasing exposure should lead to holding
a position longer or adding a new position after closing one during the same week. I
am interested in doing so since it should also increase profits.

We already have the stopping times for all the executed 808 trades. That it be the
exit at the close on the last trading day of the week for Type-B and Type-D trades,
or trades hitting their profit targets (Type-A), or those being closed at break-even
(Type-C).

For example, we can design procedures that modify the stopping times for some of
the Type-C and Type-D trades, attempting to transform some of those trades into
Type-E. A few Type-A trades, under those trading procedures, might involuntarily be
changed to Type-E, which potentially could reduce profits. So, there is a need for
some caution.

What we should aim for is an average gain for most of the modified trades. That is



making r̄
E
> 0.0 for future Type-E trades.

We cannot win all our bets. It is part of the game.

The win rate in the last simulation was: 50.99%. That is close to a game of chance
with 50/50 odds. The more reason we can compare the trading game we play with
the coin-tossing game presented in THE ANTICIPATED FUTURE.

Little is needed to change the timing of those exits. However, I want something
independent of technical or fundamental analysis, just as the present trading rules
are. For example, after making a small change to Type-C trades (-0.25%), it
was shown to have a significant impact on the strategy’s outcome. Returns are
compounding.

THE TRADE DYNAMICS

Before making any change to the program, we should better understand the trade
mechanics prevalent in my OPPW TQQQ trading strategy. As expressed earlier,
there is a resemblance to a Buy & Hold scenario in the sense that each taken position
is an all-in affair. Type-B and Type-D trades will be liquidated on the close of the last
trading day of the week (usually Friday).

The whole portfolio is the bet on the table, and we are playing for a percentage gain
or loss every single week.

Figure #1:

(Click here to enlarge)

My OPPW strategy places its bets at the open on the first trading day of the week
and waits for a trade exit, at the latest, by Friday’s close at whatever price with a profit
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or a loss. It has a bell-shaped return distribution with trade types as in Figure #1.

The strategy is placing a bet every week for a percent return (±ri). It will win some
trades (Type-A and Type-B) and lose on Type-D trades as illustrated in Figure #1
above. The percent win ratio is 50.99%; close to one half of trades are winners, and
the remaining 49.01% of trades are on the losing side.

Figure #1 displays a bell-shaped distribution of returns on those trades with a mean
nearing zero. We have the distribution for QQQ in red and TQQQ in cyan, which has
a higher volatility backdrop.

The trade type distribution for the 15-year case was as follows: Type-A: 17.26%,
Type-B: 34.39%. Type-C: 28.36%, Type-D: 9.94%.10

Because of the break-even trading rule, Type-C trades were reduced to zero gain,
making all Type-B trades more valuable.

It is the presence of Type-C trade that assures the strategy to win the long-term
game. It is more evident when sorting by weekly returns as in Figure #2 below.

Figure #2:

(Click here to enlarge)

Figure #2 displays the same distribution data as Figure #1, but where returns are
ordered from lowest to highest. The trade types are the same as in Figure #1. The
returns are on the y-axis, instead of the x-axis.

The average return per trade is the 1% horizontal cyan line, which crosses the chart.
10 The same distribution as used in equation (3).
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That 1% average return per trade is on the 808 trades executed over the past 15.5
years.

It is that 1% average return per trade that we want to maintain stable in the coming
years. Already, we have had 15.5 years where the 1% has held. Can we expect it
to persist in the future? My answer is yes, and based on my research, it will even
slowly increase over time.

My TQQQ trading strategy is the green line on Figure #2. I intervene only with the
Type-A and Type-C trades. Type-B and Type-D trades are all closed at the closing
price of the last trading day of the week. It is why they overlap the red line, which is
the quasi-normal distribution of trades without our intervention.

Without the trading rules, we should expect to achieve the red line, and that, in turn,
would decimate most of the strategy’s potential.

The easiest trade to modify should be a Type-C trade. For example, in many
scenarios, skipping over the break-even trading rule would have resulted in an
outcome that exceeded the entry price later on.

After seeing some price weakness, we could still require an exit above the
break-even point. It would transform the expected Type-C trade into some Type-E
trade with a positive outcome. As Type-E increases, the trade distribution would
change, also reducing the number of Type-C trades.

We have an estimated 28.36% of the 808 trades that are Type-C (228 trades). Half of
them may have continued to rise instead of cutting their journey short. Type-C trades
occur on the rebound after having shown some price weakness by closing below the
entry price. Therefore, caution would still be in play. Nonetheless, by the close on
the last trading day of the week, a Type-C trade changes into a Type-D trade.

Some of the possibilities in improving trade types with their long-term impact were
presented in my free paper: THE ANTICIPATED FUTURE. Based on my estimates,
someone could do even better after making the suggested modifications to the
program.

That is a daring statement. The paper already presents outstanding long-term
scenarios. And still, you can improve the strategy’s outcome by adding your
modifications to the program.

Making improvements also provides the opportunity for a complete rewrite of the
program, if desired. You already have the core trading strategy, and what you seek
is to implement the proposed improvements or do better. The objective remains
building your investment or retirement fund to a higher level.

https://alphapowertrading.com/WL8/Anticipated_Future.pdf


Your time and initial capital are limited. To increase your portfolio’s outcome, you will
have to increase the average long-term growth rate: F (t) = f0 ·(1+ḡ)t. Increasing the
growth rate has the same effect as reducing the time interval to reach the same goal.
To accelerate your growth, focus on enhancing your long-term CAGR, increasing
your initial capital, or both simultaneously. You can also add or remove capital as
needed; the strategy uses the balance in the trading account at the start of each
week.

One thing I want to keep is the randomness in all those trades. No fundamental or
technical analysis appears in my version of the OPPW strategy. And I would like to
keep it that way. The reason is that it makes the strategy immune to both overfitting
and biases.

Furthermore, it makes the TQQQ strategy resemble, in many respects, the
coin-tossing game described in my paper. And that game, with its Type-C feature,
was technically unbeatable over the long run.

How could you optimize randomness in the first place? It would be like being able to
predict the next flip of a fair coin. That has an expectancy of 1/2, and I cannot say
with 100% certainty that the next coin flip will be heads.

Based on the trading rules presented earlier, there were no price predictions made
for any of those weekly trades. A position is taken and then closed, depending on
what happened during the week.

The program does not know what will happen next, but it will react to the price action.
All trades have a deadline to honor, and that is the close of the last trading day of the
week.

Figure #2 reveals the strategy’s core behavior and its long-term edge. In the future,
that edge can be maintained simply by following the presented trading rules, from
which I derived the four trade types. Figure #2 also states, a.s., that you cannot lose
this game over the long term. And as such, it becomes a remarkable tool for building
your retirement fund.

WHAT MIGHT CHANGE IN THIS WINNING GAME

The strategy is in a good place. It can exceed Medallion Fund’s 39% net return by
providing an expected return higher than 50% CAGR, and could do even better with
the proposed program modifications. It is like an added premium, since you will be
operating the strategy for your benefit, you should not have management fees.

Your version of the OPPW strategy, whatever its origin, will become your own. You
already have the code of my program on hand, so you can modify it to increase its
overall long-term performance.



Regardless, if you keep the same program structure with its one-week time-limited
exposure, you may still want to change the stopping times of some of the trades.
The consequences of such moves were in my paper as extensions to the strategy’s
portfolio equation: THE ANTICIPATED FUTURE.

What the above-cited paper proposed was not that big; changing four trades per year
from one type to another.

The problem with the above statement is that you do not know which trades to move.
All the trades get their type status after the trade is closed, and you cannot guess
that the next trade will be of a particular type. In essence, you know you took or
will take a trade, but you do not see how it will end before it is closed. Regardless,
everything will depend on the closing price of those trades.

However, there is a hidden issue, if we can call it that. We do not know the future;
therefore, how can we expect our future projections or estimates to have any value
whatsoever? Aren’t we falling into the ”pseudo guru” trap again without justifiable
knowledge or some evidence of what the future might bring?

Anyone can claim that the future will be this or that. I have read many of those over
the years and fallen for many of those traps.

Regardless, it is your time to make your choices.

Do you go for a future that will slowly improve as it has for centuries, or do you go
for the apocalyptic scenario where humanity faces Armageddon? With a vision so
bleak, why would anyone seek brighter prospects?

I am optimistic about the future. The world will continue to improve and prosper,
fulfilling the needs of all people. We will all try to improve our standard of living to the
best of our abilities.

I might not know the future of the stock market. However, and
this is a major however, I do see the outcome of the game I
intend to play. 11

In the above-cited paper, I designed a coin-tossing game with similar playing rules to
the OPPW strategy. You have a copy of Table #6 of that paper in Table #1 below.

I transformed the coin-tossing table into something similar to the OPPW strategy
metrics, as shown in Table #7 of the above-cited paper. It is reproduced below for
your convenience as Table #2.

11 It was demonstrated in my last paper: THE ANTICIPATED FUTURE.
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The primary difference between the two tables lies in the implementation of the
break-even Type-C trades.

Table #1: A Two-Coin Tossing Game Using OPPW Trading Data

0.25 0.10 Gain Probability 1 Outcome Name
H H +0.08 0.17 Type-A
H T +0.03 0.34 Type-B
T H -0.03 0.29 Type-C
T T -0.07 0.20 Type-D

E[·] = 0.01
1 Using the same trade types and average return distribution associated with equation (3).

What is remarkable is that the coin-tossing game is predictable (Table #1). It has a
positive expected value, proportional to the number of rounds. The more you play,
the more you are expected to win. It will give N times the expected edge: N ·E[edge].

Table #2: A Two-Coin Tossing Scenario Using A Type-C Feature 1

0.25 0.10 Gain Probability 2 Frequency Outcome Name
H H +0.08 0.17 170 Type-A
H T +0.03 0.34 340 Type-B
T H -0.00 0.29 290 Type-C
T T -0.07 0.20 200 Type-D

E[·] = 0.01 1,000
1 Refer to my paper for more on the coin-tossing game.
2 Same trade types with the average returns of my OPPW strategy.

The distribution in Table #2 is based on 1,000 plays. Note that 20 years of making
weekly trades using the OPPW strategy would be 1,040 weeks.

What makes the difference in Table #2 is the Type-C trade with its zero expected
outcome per trade.

In a real-life coin-tossing game, we do not have a Type-C play available. I have not
seen a game with this feature yet.

However, in trading TQQQ, or any other stock, I can easily design a Type-C trade,
even if I cannot predict when it will occur. A break-even procedure is simplicity itself
in a trading strategy. And the OPPW strategy has at least demonstrated that the
break-even trade is a powerful feature to have.

Based on Table #2 and the OPPW trading strategy, the Type-C trade, even if not
producing anything, is nonetheless responsible for not canceling out most of the
Type-B trades. Probably some 85% of Type-B trades might have been canceled
without the break-even procedure of the Type-C trade.



In equation (3), we had 221 Type-C trades, and based on the same equation, they
had no impact on the result.

Figure #2 showed graphically that the Type-C trades, if not applied, could have been
the red line in negative territory.

Raising the average return per Type-C trade is one of the underlying objectives.

To do so, we need a way to bypass the break-even trading rule.
But here is the dilemma: we will be playing with what makes
this strategy shine. So, caution is needed.

Nonetheless, it is part of improving the strategy’s outcome. The first observation
should be: there is no way that all those 221 Type-C trades, in their rebound to
break-even, once triggered, would turn back down. That would be similar to guessing
tops or bottoms. At the first stopping time they reach, Type-C trades get triggered.
To bypass a Type-C trade would require letting it run further and waiting for a later
stopping time. The problem is that a later stopping time might not happen and result
in a loss, which would not help our cause.

Still, a good third of them could rise above break-even to generate a profit. That is
potentially some 70 trades that could qualify for a later stopping time. That becomes
remarkable, as our objective was to change a total of 60 trades over the years, and
we already have a possible 70 trades just from the Type-C trades.

I prefer that anyone using this trading program have their own solutions.

The same points should be valid for anyone wishing to modify this strategy. The
strategy has the potential to do more. Since you have the program code, you can
verify everything for yourself. No matter, it always ends with: it is all up to you.

The objective of the game is not to be right; it is to make money.
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