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ABSTRACT
Mutual fund categorization has become a standard tool for the
investment management industry and is extensively used by allo-
cators for portfolio construction and manager selection, as well as
by fund managers for peer analysis and competitive positioning.
As a result, a (unintended) miscategorization or lack of precision
can significantly impact allocation decisions and investment fund
managers. Here, we aim to quantify the effect of miscategorization
of funds utilizing a machine learning based approach. We formulate
the problem of miscategorization of funds as a distance-based out-
lier detection problem, where the outliers are the data-points that
are far from the rest of the data-points in the given feature space.
We implement and employ a Random Forest (RF) based method
of distance metric learning, and compute the so-called class-wise
outlier measures for each data-point to identify outliers in the data.
We test our implementation on various publicly available data sets,
and then apply it to mutual fund data. We show that there is a
strong relationship between the outlier measures of the funds and
their future returns and discuss the implications of our findings.
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1 INTRODUCTION
Mutual funds and Exchange Traded Funds (ETFs), which we will
collectively refer to as funds in this work, have become widely
used investment vehicles globally across institutional and wealth
investors. As of Q1 2023, Mutual funds and ETFs account for $63
trillion in assets globally [16].

Funds are constructed using a wide range of investment strate-
gies from tracking market indices to generating alpha above a
defined market benchmark. Fund managers often have an incentive
to differentiate their product offerings within the sub-asset class
resulting in differences in holdings and composition. Due to the
range of different options available to investors, there arose a need
to categorize funds for performance comparison and analysis. Cer-
tain third-party data vendors such as Morningstar [29] and Lipper
[33] as well as Preqin [? ], HFRI [? ], etc. created peer groups cate-
gorization systems to help investors compare and benchmark funds
based on portfolio objectives, investment strategy and composition.

The categorization system may have a hierarchical structure
starting from a broad asset-class level categorization such as equity,
fixed income, real estate, mixed asset, commodity, etc., to more
granular categories. Each fund is assigned a unique category at each
level of hierarchy based on quantitative and qualitative assessment
by the vendors. Funds in each category are considered peers and
expected to be similar in construction and expected performance,
and therefore, extensively used for peer group benchmarking and
allocation decisions by institutional and wealth investors.

The fund categorization systems could be prone to biases and
it has been well-documented. Refs. [7, 9, 12, 13, 25, 30] have ex-
tensively reported evidence of this misclassification problem. This
could be due to a few factors:

• Information asymmetry and high cost of information acquisi-
tion: Vendors frequently rely on self-reported summary data
from fund managers on a periodic basis. These summary
metrics do not always provide a complete and accurate view
into the fund’s strategy.

• Complexity of portfolio constituent data: Portfolio holding
data, especially for fixed income funds and private markets,
can make it difficult to independently monitor and verify
fund information.

• Ambiguity, heterogeneity, and lack of sufficient granularity in
categorization systems: These three, along with any other ir-
regularities in the classification system can result in a broad
range of funds getting bucketed into the same category.

Often, misclassification can be beneficial to certain fund man-
agers. For example if the fund appears to be less risky or appears
to have better performance track record etc. to the investors, the
fund manager can charge higher fee versus peers. Ref. [10] shared
evidence that a change in the name of a fund as well as its stated
style change may significantly increase net inflows to the fund.

Given the importance of fund categorization within asset man-
agement, misclassification can have broader consequences for in-
vestors that have been studied and quantified previously. Ref. [12]
argued that investment style misclassification may have a signif-
icant effect on investors’ ability to build diversified portfolios of
funds, whereas Ref. [10] showed that change of name of a fund as
well as stated style change may significantly increase net inflow
to the fund. Ref. [2] showed that misclassified funds significantly
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under perform well-classified funds in the long run. Ref. [9] ar-
gues that miscategorized funds have higher average risk as well as
accompanying yields on their holdings than its category peers.

A few studies have employed machine learning (ML) techniques
to investigate how similar or dissimilar funds are, and in turn to
measure and correct for misclassification. In Ref. [25], results from
fund clustering were compared to vendor categories to capture any
differences between the data-driven approach and the classification
system. Refs. [1, 8, 14, 18, 20, 21, 27, 28, 37, 38, 41] take a similar
approach albeit with different clustering methodologies.

Across the studies, most clusters did not match the original
categories completely. Some studies such as Ref. [14] claimed these
inconsistencies may indicate flaws in categorization by vendors.
In a rebuttal to Ref. [14], Gambera, Rekenthaler and Xia argued
that the drivers of the inconsistencies, including (1) the variables
used for clustering were not exactly the variables used for their
categorization by vendors, and (2) a categorization system is a
classification system, so an unsupervised method such as clustering
method should not be expected to reproduce it.

Indeed, the authors of Ref. [26] and[40] showed that using su-
pervised ML techniques instead can help reproduce Morningstar
and Lipper categorizations with high accuracy if the data used to
train the model includes fund composition and self-reported invest-
ment objectives as input features and the categories as the target
variable, and posing the problem as a supervised multi-class classi-
fication problem. This, in turn, shows that the existing systems are
internally fairly consistent and rules-based.

Later, in Ref. [11], the authors also reproduced categories as
distinct clusters using a combination of distance metric learning
and K-means clustering. This helped resolve the ongoing debate
about reproducing categorization system using ML techniques
while pointing out the inappropriate use of ML techniques in most
of the previous works related to unsupervised clustering.

In the present work, we formulate the problem of quantifying
‘outliererness’ first as a supervised distance metric learning using
RF, and employ a distance-based outlier measure that yields the
distance of a fund from the rest of the funds within its assigned
category. Hence, the outlier measure provides a continuousmeasure
to quantify the outlierness of a fund as opposed to the traditional
approaches which decides miscategorization in binary fashion (i.e.,
only whether the fund is miscategorized with respect to its assigned
category or not).

1.1 Our Contributions
Our novel contributions to the existing literature in the present
work are as follows:

(1) We pose fund miscategorization as a distance metric based
outlier detection problem, and in turn device a continuous
measure of outlierness of the funds with respect to their
assigned category (as well as all other categories);

(2) We develop a Python library implementation for the pro-
posed methodology, and benchmark our implementation
on publicly available toy datasets;

(3) We then employ the outlier measure on the fund data and
show that there is inverse correlation between the fund’s
outlier measure and its returns.

We organize the remainder of the paper as follows: in Section 2,
we introduce the problem of fund categorization from the ML point
of view and show that the problem is well-suited for a distance-
based outlier detectionmethodology. In Section 3, we provide details
of the public datasets as well as the fund data used in our experi-
ments. In Section 4, we describe our methodology and experimental
set up in details such that the experiments can be reproduced by
other researchers provided the fund data is available to them. In
Section 5, we discuss our results, and finally we provide outlook
and conclusions of the results in Section 6.

2 FUND MISCATEGORIZATION AS A
DISTANCE METRIC LEARNING PROBLEM

Identifying a fund that is misfit, or an outlier, with respect to its
assigned category is clearly an outlier detection problem in the ML
terminology. Outlier detection is a ubiquitous problem in many
sub-areas of finance, and usually it is posed as an unsupervised
learning problem or sometimes as a supervised learning problem if
the ground truth labels for outlier data-points are available. In the
present work, we implement and employ a supervised similarity
(or, distance metric) learning based method that first learns the
distance metric for the given data-set using appropriate labels, and
then measures the outlierness of each data-point with respect to
the rest of the data-points within the same class. That is, the outlier
measure assigns a continuous value to each data-point with respect
to its assigned true class, instead of merely a binary flag as an
outlier or not, which in turn provides a way to systematically study
the effects of fund miscategorization on the portfolio returns with
respect to its peers.

2.1 Supervised Similarity Learning
Although similarity learning has found many applications in fi-
nancial services, most of the research there has been focused on
unsupervised methods such as 𝐾-means or other clustering meth-
ods where a specific distance metric such as Euclidean, Chebyshev,
Minkowski, etc. is explicitly or implicitly supplied in the form of
the chosen objective function. However, such a manually supplied
distance metric may or may not be appropriate for the underlying
data manifold. Moreover, here, the set of features to define similar-
ity as well as the importance (i.e., weights) of each feature is also
usually manually supplied.

Contrary to that, the similarity or distance metric learning (DML)
methods algorithmically learn the distance metric (or, similarity
metric) using the given data and labels in a supervised or semi-
supervised fashion: instead of relying onmanually supplied distance
metrics, DML aims to algorithmically construct a distance metric
from the given labeled data that can improve the performance of a
distance based model for downstream tasks such as classification
(e.g., K-nearest neighbor (K-NN) algorithm) or clustering (e.g., K-
means) Ref. [19, 31, 34, 39, 42–44].

To the best of our knowledge, a DML algorithm was used to
learn similarity among mutual funds for the first time in Ref. [11],
though this DML algorithm [42] learns the global distance metric,
i.e., not taking into account the local non-linearity and nuances of
the data manifold. Moreover, this algorithm may not capture the
distance metric over input space that is a mixture of categorical and
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numerical features. In Ref. [17], following up from [6], the authors
argued that RF [4] can be viewed as a powerful method to learn
similarity from complex datasets. To summarize, the advantages
of using RF as a DML are: (1) RF is a non-parametric method and
usually requires minimal hyperparameters tuning as well as data
cleaning or preprocessing; (3) RF accepts both numerical and cat-
egorical as well as mixed types of input features; (3) it can scale
well to relatively large datasets; (4) RF does not require reduction
in dimensionality for the raw data; (5) RF learns a local distance
metric (i.e., the distance metric that may vary as the location in the
space if required) as opposed to a global distance metric.

Below we describe the process to compute similarity using RF.

2.2 Similarity Learning using Random Forest
First, we recall that Ref. [6] proposed a specific way to extract
similarity from a trained RF as follows: once𝑇 trees are grown (i.e.,
RF is trained), we pass each of the data-points (from both training
and out-of-bag (OOB) sets) through each tree of the forest. Then, if a
pair of data-points falls in the same leaf node for a tree, we increase
their similarity score (i.e., proximity) by one. Then, normalize the
sum of the similarity scores between the pair over all the trees
by 𝑇 . Thus, the maximum possible proximity between a pair of
data-points can be 1 (i.e., the pair of data-points fall in the same
leaf node in each of the𝑇 trees) and the minimum can be 0 (i.e., the
pair never falls in the same leaf node in any of the 𝑇 trees in the
forest). Mathematically, the proximity between data-point 𝑖 and 𝑗
is given by,

𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑥 (𝑖, 𝑗) = 1
𝑇

𝑇∑︁
𝑡=1

𝐼 ( 𝑗 ∈ 𝑣𝑖 (𝑡)), (1)

where 𝑇 is the number of trees in the forest, 𝑣𝑖 (𝑡) contains indices
of the data-points that end up in the same leaf node as 𝑖 in the tree
𝑡 , and 𝐼 (.) is the indicator function. 1.

2.3 Outlier Measure using Random Forest
In general, outliers can be defined as the data points that are away
from all other data points in the sample space. Thus, outliers will
generally have small proximity to other data points. Ref. [4] defined
outlier measure for each data-point relative to the class it belongs
to. Here, we generalize the outlier measure for a data-point relative
to all the data-points of any class including its own class: first, we
define the average proximity of each data point 𝑖 the data points in
class 𝐽 as

𝑃 𝐽 (𝑖) =
∑︁

𝑗∈𝑐𝑙 ( 𝐽 ),𝑖≠𝑗
𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑥2 (𝑖, 𝑗). (2)

Here, 𝑐𝑙 (𝐽 ) denotes set of the data-points in class 𝐽 , i.e., the sum in
the formula runs over all the data-points within class 𝐽 . If 𝐽 is the
class of the data-point 𝑖 , then the sum runs over all the data-points
within the class except the data-point 𝑖 .

Now, we can define the raw outlier measure for the 𝑖-th data
point with respect to all the data points in its class 𝐽 as,

𝑃
𝐽
raw (𝑖) =

𝑛 𝐽

𝑃 𝐽 (𝑖)
, (3)

1We have also implemented and experimented with out-of-bag (OOB) proximities [22]
and Geometry-and-accuracy preserving (GAP) proximities [23, 36]. For the brevity of
the presentation though, we provide results only using the proximity as defined by
Eq. (1), and the results from other proximities will be discussed in a future work.

Data No. of Classes Features No. Obs.

Iris 3 4 (Numerical) 150
Digits 10 64 (Numerical) 1797
Wine 3 13 (Numerical) 178
Breast cancer 2 30 (Numerical) 569
Car Evaluation 4 6 (Categorical) 1728
Funds 119 373 (Mixed) 10429

Table 1: Summary for Classification datasets

where 𝑛 𝐽 is the number of data-points in class 𝐽 . To arrive to the
final outlier measure for the 𝑖-th data-point, we first find the median
of the raw outlier measure, med𝐽 (𝑃 𝐽raw (𝑖)), and their absolute devi-
ation from the median, dev𝐽 (𝑃 𝐽raw (𝑖)), both over all the data-points
in class 𝐽 as well as the data-point 𝑖 if the ground-truth class of 𝑖 is
different than 𝐽 . Then, the final outlier measure is defined as:

𝑂 𝐽 (𝑖) =
𝑃
𝐽
raw (𝑖) −med𝐽 (𝑃 𝐽raw (𝑖))

dev𝐽 (𝑃 𝐽raw (𝑖))
. (4)

The larger the value of 𝑂 𝐽 (𝑖) for the 𝑖-th data-point, the farther it
is from the data-points of class 𝐽 .

2.4 Visualization
We use two different ways to visualize the results: class-wise scatter
plot of outlier measures; and Multi-Dimensional Scaling (MDS).

For the class-wise scatter plot of outlier measures, we plot the
outlier measures for the data-points in each target class where the
classes are denoted on the y-axis to show how far or close individual
data-points are from the rest of the data-points in the corresponding
class on the x-axis.

To have a two-dimensional visual representation of the distance
matrix, we utilize the technique of MDS [15]. With the input of a
symmetric proximity matrix, output of MDS is a map that exhibits
the relationships among data-points where similar data-point are
located closer to each other and dissimilar data-points are located
proportionately placed further apart.

For the proximities among all pairs of data-points in the dataset
generated from RF, the distance matrix is defined as 1− Proximity,
where the Proximity is an 𝑛 × 𝑛 matrix whose entries are one of
the pair-wise proximity measure as defined above and 𝑛 is the total
number of data-points in the dataset.

3 DATA DESCRIPTION
In this Section, we describe details of public datasets as well as fund
data and the data preprocessing procedure employed in this work.

3.1 Toy Datasets
To benchmark our implementation, we test it on various toy datasets
for classification task from the University of California Irvine (UCI)
repository[3]: Iris flower data, MNIST digits, Wine, Breast cancer
and car-evaluation. A brief description of toy classification datasets
used in this paper are as in shown Table 1.

3.2 Fund Data
We sourced our data for funds from Morningstar Data warehouse
data feed. Since Morningstar Categories (the target variable) are
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based on funds’ portfolio composition, we chose features from the
feed which would describe the same. This dataset provides various
levels of aggregation breakdowns which would help explain the
funds’ portfolio composition. Individual feature aggregation often
breakdown into different subgroups and within each subgroup this
dataset provides the percentage breakdown of fund invested into
this subgroup. For example, when looking at a funds equity sector
breakdown, there are a total of eleven sectors and the dataset gives
the percentage breakdown of funds investment into each sector.
These aggregations vary across different attributes listed in Table 2.
Arguably, these aggregations can be considered as better features
to understand a fund’s portfolio composition as compared to the
fund’s security-level holding information as the former provide
generalization across different funds and asset classes.

Feature Group Total Subgroups Feature type

Benchmark Features 3 Categorical
Asset Allocation 14 Numerical
Asset Class 7 Categorical
Bond Region 16 Numerical
Bond Primary Sector 34 Numerical
Bond Secondary Sector 12 Numerical
Muni Sector 55 Numerical
Capital Breakdown 5 Numerical
Coupon Range Breakdown 42 Numerical
Stock Sector 11 Numerical
Maturity Range 13 Numerical
Region Breakdown 16 Numerical
Stock Type 9 Numerical
Style Box 9 Numerical
Credit Quality 8 Numerical
Country Breakdown 119 Numerical

Table 2: Fund data attributes
For the scope of this work we used data for December 2018

(which is available beginning of January 2019) to compute the out-
lier scores and the returns of all the funds for the three-year time-
period starting from January 2019 to December 2021 to compute
regression between outlier scores and returns. We have chosen
these time-periods for the availability of the data. Our universe
consisted of all U.S. domiciled oldest-share-class, open-end mutual
funds and ETFs(1̃0.5K funds). There were a total of hundred and
nineteen Morningstar Categories covered in this dataset. The class
distribution was imbalanced, where the largest class had 500 sam-
ples and the smallest class had only 10 samples. To account for this
imbalance, we used stratified sampling and took advantage of RF
algorithm which automatically up scales smaller classes. In case
of missing values, since these features describe the percentage of
funds portfolio invested in the given aggregation, we imputed them
with zero, i.e., the fund has no investments in that aggregation.

4 MODELING DETAILS
Below, we describe details on our modeling methodology.

4.1 Implementation Details
We used scikit-learn [32] for all the computation in this work in-
cluding except for the RF proximity computations which we imple-
mented ourselves in Python.

There are a few implementations of the RF proximity measures
in the R language, such as one from Breiman and Cutler themselves
[5]. Another recent library [35] for proximity computations in R is
from the authors of Ref. [36].

However, to the best of our knowledge, there is no rigorous
Python library to compute various RF proximities. Current RF im-
plementation in Python package scikit-learn [32] does not provide
explicit functions to calculate proximity or outlier measure either,
though this package does expose all its attributes which were used
to build the individual trees in the ensemble of the trained RF. We
developed our Python implementation of calculating RF proximites
on top of the scikit-learn package. Furthermore, we extended our
implementation to calculate out-of-bag proximity and Geometry-
and-accuracy (GAP) proximity, though we will compare and con-
trast the different proximities in a future work. In addition, we
implemented methods to calculate outlier measure based of these
proximities. We plan to make this package public in the near future.

We have also implemented MDS using Scikit-learn’s MDS Class
by passing the pre-computed distance matrix.

4.2 Training-testing split (stratified)
To prevent the algorithm from over-fitting, a training-testing split
of 80 − 20, respectively, with stratification to ensure that train and
test split approximately have the same distribution of each target
class as the complete set.

4.3 Balanced Class weight
Since the dataset is highly imbalanced, we used balanced class
weights to train the algorithm, i.e., the class-weights are then in-
versely proportional to their frequencies.

Hyperparameter Range
Number of trees 100-1000 (step size 100)
Max depth 5-50 (step size 5) and till pure leaf node
Max features Sqrt, log2 of total features
Split criterion Gini, Entropy and Log loss

Table 3: Hyper-parameter ranges for grid search

4.4 Hyperparameter Optimization and
Cross-validation

To tune hyperparameters of RF, we used stratified 5-fold cross-
validation on the training dataset, where the training set is spilt
into 5 smaller sets with all the folds having the same percentage
of samples of each target class as that in the training data. We
performed grid search for number of trees, max depth, maximum
number of features considered for best split and split criterion. Table
3 provides additional details on ranges of different parameters used
for grid search.

4.5 Evaluation Metrics
We have used various evaluation metrics for both the stages, i.e.,
the classification task and the similarity computation using RF
proximities, as follows.
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4.5.1 Evaluation Metrics for the Classification Task. Since our data
is highly imbalanced, we used not only accuracy but also 𝐹1 score,
the weighted micro 𝐹1 score, the weighted macro 𝐹1 score and
micro and macro area under the receiver-operating characteristic
curve (AUC-ROC). These evaluation metrics also provide the extent
of miscategorization in absolute sense, i.e., whether the true cate-
gory of a fund can be reproduced by the supervised classification
algorithm.

4.5.2 Evaluation Metrics for the Utility of the Outlier Measure. To
evaluate the utility of the outlier measure, we looked for evidence
of relationship between the outlier score of a fund and its future
returns: if a fund screens as an outlier compared to its peers in a
Morningstar category, then we expect a weak relationship between
the fund’s future returns and the respective Morningstar category
benchmark over the same time-period.

Here, we first calculate the outlier score based on the fund data
as of Dec 2018. Alongside, we sourced the returns of all the funds
for the three-year time-period starting from January 2019 to De-
cember 2021. Additionally, we sourced the aggregate returns of the
respective Morningstar category benchmark as well. We then split
these funds into quartiles of outlier measures (based on December
2018 cross-section) within each of their Morningstar categories.
The funds with the highest outlier score fall into the fourth quartile
while funds with the lowest outlier score fall into the first quartile.
We then ran a Linear Regression model between the Morningstar
category benchmark returns as an independent variable and the
fund returns as the dependent variable. This was done to record the
𝑅2 of the regression to measure the magnitude of the variation of
fund’s returns that was explained by the returns of the benchmark.
In theory, a fund with 𝑅2 value closer to 100% would indicate that
most of the movements in the fund can be explained by movements
in the Morningstar category benchmarks. Later we looked at the
distribution of the R-Squared values, including the 25𝑡ℎ percentile,
median and 75𝑡ℎ percentile, for funds in each of the four quartiles
of the outlier score.

4.6 Computational Efforts
We performed our computations using standard 32GB RAM ma-
chine with 3 cores. The computation of training the RF for funds
data took 5 minutes, that of extracting the similarity matrix out of
the train RF took 20 minutes, and computing outlier measure for
all the data-points took 4 minutes.

5 RESULTS
In this Section, we describe the results from our experiments.

5.1 Results from the Supervised Classification
Phase

As a first step, we trained RF for the toy as well as funds data on the
training split using 5-fold cross-validation, and tested the model on
the test dataset. The results for the best hyperparameter values for
the respective datasets are recorded in Table 4 for the test data.

The performance of the RF as measured by accuracy as well
as macro and micro 𝐹1 scores and AUC-ROC for all the datasets
are quite high. This is not surprising even for the funds data as

fund categorization is a rule based system and internally fairly
consistent as noted in Ref. [26]. The remaining misclassified funds
are essentially the funds that the trained RF predicted a different
category than the one assigned by Morningstar and hence these are
clearly potential outliers by the usual interpretation of classification
results.

Data Acc F1-Score AUC-ROC
Micro Macro Micro Macro

Iris 0.97 0.97 0.96 0.99 1.00
Digits 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.99 0.99
Wine 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Breast Cancer 0.94 0.94 0.93 0.99 0.99
Car Evaluation 0.96 0.96 0.93 0.99 0.99
Funds 0.96 0.96 0.96 0.99 0.99

Table 4: Classification results for the test data.

5.2 Outlier Measures
After showing satisfactory performance of the RF on the classifi-
cation task for the given datasets, here we present results for the
outlier measure.

5.2.1 Outlier Measure for the Within Class. Figures (1a)-(1c) show
the distribution of outlier measure with respect to the rest of the
data-points in its assigned class. Note that in Figure (1c), we restrict
the visualization only to three Morningstar categories (US Large
Blend, US Large Growth and US Large Value) for the brevity of
presentation. For the same reason we will also focus our analysis
to these three categories for the rest of the paper. In all these fig-
ures, we use the threshold of 2 × (standard deviation) of the outlier
measure within the respective class beyond which the correspond-
ing data-point is flagged as an outlier for the respective class. The
outliers are colored red to distinguish them from the normal data-
points.

5.2.2 Outlier Measure for Other Categories than the Assigned One.
We can also compute outlier measure for a data-point with respect
to any of the other class than its ground-truth class. To that ex-
tent, for the funds data, for those data-points that are tagged as
outliers with respect to their Morningstar categories, we now com-
pute outlier measure with respect to other categories than their
assigned category. Using this approach we can identify novelties in
the dataset, i.e., a data point which is an outlier to all other classes.
We show one such example in Figure (3) which captures the log of
outlier measure for the given point against all other classes in the
dataset.

In addition, Figure (2) also shows the MDS plot for the three
categories. Although it is difficult to extract quantitatively useful
information from a reduced representation of the high-dimensional
data, the figure at least visually exhibits that the funds deemed
outliers fall neither in the clusters of data-points of their assigned
categories.

5.3 Miscategorized Funds and Outlier Measures
One would wonder if there is any relationship between the miscat-
egorization of data-points by RF for the classification task and the
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Figure 1: Outlier measure scatter plot with respect to their assigned classes.

0.8 0.6 0.4 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8
Large Blend
Large Growth
Large Value

Figure 2: MDS plot for funds from three categories.

outliers flagged by the outlier measure. Table 5 shows the overlap
between the miscategorized data-points and outliers.

It may appear that the outlier measure and RF miscategorization
yield the same information, though, first, the RF miscategorization
results are related to the probability thresholds on the decision
function for (binary or multi-class) classification. The amount of
data-points to be miscategorized by RF depends on the this proba-
bility threshold which can also be varied to obtain different results,
the same way as the threshold on the outlier measures. An objective
method to select an optimal threshold for unsupervised anomaly
detection methods is still an active area of research with lack of
conclusive results [24].

Data No. Misclassification No. outliers

Iris 1 9
Digits 7 48
Wine 0 9
Breast Cancer 7 11
Car 13 67
Funds 104 423

Table 5: Overlap between outliers and misclassification.

5.4 Fund Returns and Outlier Measures
We conducted the evaluation exercise across the three Morningstar
categories – US Large Blend, US Large Growth and US Large Value.
The respective benchmarks used for the three categories are S&P
500, Russell 1000 Growth and Russell 1000 Value. The number of
funds included for each of the three categories are 454, 373, and
340 funds respectively. We summarize our results in Figures (4).

Across the three categories, we observed a strong negative rela-
tionship between the outlier score quartile and the 𝑅2 of each group.
For the US Large Cap Blend category, we noticed that the median
𝑅2 of funds in the first quartile of outlier score stood at 99%, imply-
ing that the S&P 500 benchmark explained most of the movements
in the underlying funds. However, the median 𝑅2 for funds in the
fourth quartile of the same category fell to 89% indicating a weaker
relationship with the S&P 500 compared to funds in the first quar-
tile. We noted numerous outliers (𝑄1 − 1.5 (Inter-quartile range))
in the fourth quartile category as well, with roughly 10% of the
funds falling outside the box plot with 𝑅2 as low as 40%. We ob-
served similar patterns across other Morningstar categories – US
Large Growth and US Large Value with key statistics summarized
by box plots in Fig. 4. In summary, as the fund is identified as an
outlier by the model, less of its future returns are explained by the
respective Morningstar category benchmark. 2

6 CONCLUSION
Due to its influence on the financial decisions by the investors,
miscategorization of funds by mutual fund categorizations may
have severe implications for the end investors as well as for the
asset management industry in general. In this work, we formulated
the problem of identifying miscategorized fund as a supervised
anomaly detection problem, and used distance metric learned by
the RF proximities while learning the mapping between portfolio

2 ©2023 Morningstar. All Rights Reserved. The information contained herein: (1)
is proprietary to Morningstar and/or its content providers; (2) may not be copied
or distributed; and (3) is not warranted to be accurate, complete or timely. Neither
Morningstar nor its content providers are responsible for any damages or losses arising
from any use of this information. Past performance is no guarantee of future results.
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Figure 3: Using outlier score to detect novelties 2

(a) Category: Large Blend (b) Category: Large Growth category

(c) Category: Large Value

Figure 4: Explained 𝑅2 over quartiled outlier score for chosen categories 2

composition data of funds and their assigned Morningstar cate-
gories. We then implemented and employed an outlier measure
which provides a continuous measure to determine the distance
between the given fund to the rest of the funds in a category (the
fund’s assigned Morningstar category or else). We back-tested our
methodology on funds’ relative performance to demonstrate that

the outlier measure is indeed negatively correlated with the relative
returns of funds with respect to their peers within the assigned
category.

Our work has potential applications which are directly relevant
for the investment management industry:
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Capturing Style drift:- Style drift occurs when a mutual fund’s
actual and the declared investment style differs. When Style drift
manifests itself in a mutual fund, the investment information that
is publicly available for the fund becomes misleading. The deviated
fund tends to become another product of different risk-return profile
that is not aligned with the investor’s initial investment goal. Our
work can help measure Style drift on a regular basis using the
latest available positioning data for the funds. Categories provided
by third-party vendors do not change often; however, using our
approach we can help determine if a fund has moved away far from
its peers using the outlier score – hence capturing the style drift.

Peer group benchmarking:- Peer group benchmarking is of critical
relevance in the fund management industry. Other than investment
returns, peer group ranking is one of the key parameters used
by investors/consultants to hire or fire any manager from their
portfolio. Our approach can help determine if the funds included
in the peer group are indeed relevant peers to be compared against
for a fund. Our work can help to weed out funds which should not
be a part of the comparison peer group - hence leading to better
investment decisions.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
The views expressed here are those of the authors alone and not of
BlackRock, Inc.

REFERENCES
[1] Debashis Acharya and Gajendra Sidana. 2007. Classifying mutual funds in India:

Some results from clustering. Indian Journal of Economics and Business 6, 1 (2007),
71–79.

[2] Dennis Bams, Roger Otten, and Ehsan Ramezanifar. 2017. Investment style
misclassification and mutual fund performance. In 28th Australasian Finance and
Banking Conference.

[3] Catherine Blake. [n. d.]. UCI repository of machine learning databases.
https://archive.ics.uci.edu/ ([n. d.]).

[4] Leo Breiman. 2001. Random forests. Machine learning 45, 1 (2001), 5–32.
[5] L Brieman and A Cutler. [n. d.]. Random Forest Software. https://www.stat.

berkeley.edu/~breiman/RandomForests/cc_software.htm.
[6] L Brieman and A Cutler. 2001. Random Forests. https://www.stat.berkeley.edu/

~breiman/RandomForests/cc_home.htm.
[7] Stephen J Brown and William N Goetzmann. 1997. Mutual fund styles. Journal

of financial Economics 43, 3 (1997), 373–399.
[8] Arturo Rodríguez Castellanos and Belén Vallejo Alonso. 2005. Spanish Mutual

Fund Misclassification: Empirical Evidence. The Journal of Investing 14, 1 (2005),
41–51.

[9] Huaizhi Chen, Lauren Cohen, and Umit G Gurun. 2021. Don’t Take Their Word
for It: The Misclassification of Bond Mutual Funds. The Journal of Finance 76, 4
(2021), 1699–1730.

[10] Michael J Cooper, Huseyin Gulen, and P Raghavendra Rau. 2005. Changing
names with style: Mutual fund name changes and their effects on fund flows.
The Journal of Finance 60, 6 (2005), 2825–2858.

[11] Dhruv Desai and Dhagash Mehta. 2021. On Robustness of Mutual Funds Catego-
rization and Distance Metric Learning. The Journal of Financial Data Science 3, 4
(2021), 130–150.

[12] Dan DiBartolomeo and Erik Witkowski. 1997. Mutual fund misclassification:
Evidence based on style analysis. Financial Analysts Journal 53, 5 (1997), 32–43.

[13] Edwin J Elton, Martin J Gruber, and Christopher R Blake. 2003. Incentive fees
and mutual funds. The Journal of Finance 58, 2 (2003), 779–804.

[14] John A Haslem and Carl A Scheraga. 2001. Morningstar’s classification of large-
cap mutual funds. The Journal of Investing 10, 1 (2001), 79–89.

[15] Michael C Hout, Megan H Papesh, and Stephen D Goldinger. 2013. Multidi-
mensional scaling. Wiley Interdisciplinary Reviews: Cognitive Science 4, 1 (2013),
93–103.

[16] Investment Company Institute. 2023. Release: Worldwide Regulated Open-End
Fund Assets and Flows. https://www.ici.org/statistical-report/ww_q1_23.

[17] Jerinsh Jeyapaulraj, Dhruv Desai, Dhagash Mehta, Peter Chu, Stefano Pasquali,
and Philip Sommer. 2022. Supervised similarity learning for corporate bonds
using Random Forest proximities. In Proceedings of the Third ACM International
Conference on AI in Finance. 411–419.

[18] Moon Kim, Ravi Shukla, and Michael Tomas. 2000. Mutual fund objective
misclassification. Journal of Economics and Business 52, 4 (2000), 309–323.

[19] Brian Kulis et al. 2012. Metric learning: A survey. Foundations and trends in
machine learning 5, 4 (2012), 287–364.

[20] Paul Lajbcygier and Asjad Yahya. 2008. Soft Clustering for Funds Management
Style Analysis: Out-of-Sample Predictability. Available at SSRN 1206731 (2008).

[21] Daniele Lamponi. 2015. A Data-Driven Categorization of Investable Assets. The
Journal of Investing 24, 4 (2015), 73–80.

[22] Andy Liaw, Matthew Wiener, et al. 2002. Classification and regression by ran-
domForest. R news 2, 3 (2002), 18–22.

[23] Yi Lin and Yongho Jeon. 2006. Random forests and adaptive nearest neighbors.
J. Amer. Statist. Assoc. 101, 474 (2006), 578–590.

[24] Martin Q Ma, Yue Zhao, Xiaorong Zhang, and Leman Akoglu. 2023. The need
for unsupervised outlier model selection: A review and evaluation of internal
evaluation strategies. ACM SIGKDD Explorations Newsletter 25, 1 (2023).

[25] Achla Marathe and Hany A Shawky. 1999. Categorizing mutual funds using
clusters. Advances in Quantitative analysis of Finance and Accounting 7, 1 (1999),
199–204.

[26] Dhagash Mehta, Dhruv Desai, and Jithin Pradeep. 2020. Machine learning fund
categorizations. In Proceedings of the First ACM International Conference on AI in
Finance. 1–8.

[27] Giovanna Menardi and Francesco Lisi. 2015. Double clustering for rating mutual
funds. Electronic Journal of Applied Statistical Analysis 8, 1 (2015), 44–56.

[28] David Moreno, Paulina Marco, and Ignacio Olmeda. 2006. Self-organizing maps
could improve the classification of Spanish mutual funds. European Journal of
Operational Research 174, 2 (2006), 1039–1054.

[29] Morningstar. 2018. "Morningstar Categorization.". https://www.morningstar.
com/content/dam/marketing/shared/research/methodology/860250-
GlobalCategoryClassifications.pdf

[30] Athanasios Orphanides et al. 1996. Compensation incentives and risk taking
behavior: evidence from mutual funds. Citeseer.

[31] Herbert Pang, Aiping Lin, MatthewHolford, Bradley E Enerson, Bin Lu,Michael P
Lawton, Eugenia Floyd, and Hongyu Zhao. 2006. Pathway analysis using random
forests classification and regression. Bioinformatics 22, 16 (2006), 2028–2036.

[32] Fabian Pedregosa, Gaël Varoquaux, Alexandre Gramfort, Vincent Michel,
Bertrand Thirion, Olivier Grisel, Mathieu Blondel, Peter Prettenhofer, Ron Weiss,
Vincent Dubourg, et al. 2011. Scikit-learn: Machine learning in Python. the
Journal of machine Learning research 12 (2011), 2825–2830.

[33] Refinitiv. 2016. Rifinitive. "Lipper Fund Research.". https://lipperalpha.refinitiv.
com/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/Lipper-U.S.-Mutual-Fund-Classifications-
Definitions-Document-version-1.2-August-15-2020.pdf

[34] Paulo Angelo Alves Resende and André Costa Drummond. 2018. A survey of
random forest based methods for intrusion detection systems. ACM Computing
Surveys (CSUR) 51, 3 (2018), 1–36.

[35] Jake R Rhodes, Adele Cutler, and Kevin R Moon. [n. d.]. RF-Gap Package. https:
//github.com/KevinMoonLab/RF-GAP.

[36] Jake S. Rhodes, Adele Cutler, and Kevin R. Moon. 2023. Geometry- and Accuracy-
Preserving Random Forest Proximities. arXiv:2201.12682 [stat.ML]

[37] Takumasa Sakakibara, Tohgoroh Matsui, Atsuko Mutoh, and Nobuhiro Inuzuka.
2015. Clustering mutual funds based on investment similarity. Procedia Computer
Science 60 (2015), 881–890.

[38] Vipul Satone, Dhruv Desai, and Dhagash Mehta. 2021. Fund2Vec: Mutual Funds
Similarity using Graph Learning. arXiv preprint arXiv:2106.12987 (2021).

[39] Juan-Luis Suárez, Salvador García, and Francisco Herrera. 2018. A Tutorial on
Distance Metric Learning: Mathematical Foundations, Algorithms and Software.
CoRR abs/1812.05944 (2018). arXiv:1812.05944 http://arxiv.org/abs/1812.05944

[40] Dimitrios Vamvourellis, Mate Toth, Dhruv Desai, Dhagash Mehta, and Stefano
Pasquali. 2022. Learning Mutual Fund Categorization using Natural Language
Processing. In Proceedings of the Third ACM International Conference on AI in
Finance. 87–95.

[41] Nadia Vozlyublennaia and Youchang Wu. 2018. Mutual funds apart from the
crowd. Available at SSRN 2769161 (2018).

[42] Eric P. Xing, Andrew Y. Ng, Michael I. Jordan, and Stuart Russell. 2002. Distance
Metric Learning, with Application to Clustering with Side-Information (NIPS’02).
MIT Press, Cambridge, MA, USA, 521–528.

[43] Liu Yang and Rong Jin. 2006. Distance metric learning: A comprehensive survey.
Michigan State Universiy 2, 2 (2006), 4.

[44] Peng Zhao, Xiaogang Su, Tingting Ge, and Juanjuan Fan. 2016. Propensity score
and proximity matching using random forest. Contemporary clinical trials 47
(2016), 85–92.

https://www.stat.berkeley.edu/~breiman/RandomForests/cc_software.htm
https://www.stat.berkeley.edu/~breiman/RandomForests/cc_software.htm
https://www.stat.berkeley.edu/~breiman/RandomForests/cc_home.htm
https://www.stat.berkeley.edu/~breiman/RandomForests/cc_home.htm
https://www.ici.org/statistical-report/ww_q1_23
https://www.morningstar.com/content/dam/marketing/shared/research/methodology/860250-GlobalCategoryClassifications.pdf
https://www.morningstar.com/content/dam/marketing/shared/research/methodology/860250-GlobalCategoryClassifications.pdf
https://www.morningstar.com/content/dam/marketing/shared/research/methodology/860250-GlobalCategoryClassifications.pdf
https://lipperalpha.refinitiv.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/Lipper-U.S.-Mutual-Fund-Classifications-Definitions-Document-version-1.2-August-15-2020.pdf
https://lipperalpha.refinitiv.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/Lipper-U.S.-Mutual-Fund-Classifications-Definitions-Document-version-1.2-August-15-2020.pdf
https://lipperalpha.refinitiv.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/01/Lipper-U.S.-Mutual-Fund-Classifications-Definitions-Document-version-1.2-August-15-2020.pdf
https://github.com/KevinMoonLab/RF-GAP
https://github.com/KevinMoonLab/RF-GAP
https://arxiv.org/abs/2201.12682
https://arxiv.org/abs/1812.05944
http://arxiv.org/abs/1812.05944

	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	1.1 Our Contributions

	2 Fund Miscategorization as a Distance Metric Learning Problem
	2.1 Supervised Similarity Learning
	2.2 Similarity Learning using Random Forest
	2.3 Outlier Measure using Random Forest
	2.4 Visualization

	3 Data Description
	3.1 Toy Datasets
	3.2 Fund Data

	4 Modeling Details
	4.1 Implementation Details
	4.2 Training-testing split (stratified)
	4.3 Balanced Class weight
	4.4 Hyperparameter Optimization and Cross-validation
	4.5 Evaluation Metrics
	4.6 Computational Efforts

	5 Results
	5.1 Results from the Supervised Classification Phase
	5.2 Outlier Measures
	5.3 Miscategorized Funds and Outlier Measures
	5.4 Fund Returns and Outlier Measures

	6 Conclusion
	References

