Digital Finance



What If Your Financial Advisor Could Never Panic?

The Automation Paradox

Human financial advisors have three well-documented problems:
commission conflicts (recommending high-fee products that pad
their income), emotional panic-selling during crashes (selling at

the bottom, buying at the top), and recency bias (overweighting
whatever happened last quarter).

What robo-advisors promise:

® No commission conflicts — algorithm-driven, fee-only model

® No emotional reactions — rules-based rebalancing ignores headlines
® No cognitive bias — math, not gut feelings

® No minimum barrier — invest with $500, not $50,000

The catch:

® The same algorithm that prevents panic-selling also prevents the
advisor calling you to say “your mother just died — let's not make
portfolio decisions this month”

® No empathy, no context, no exceptions
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No commission bias No empathy

No panic selling No life context
Consistent rules No exceptions
Low fees No hand-holding

Same algorithm. Different framing.

Robo-advisors solve the principal-agent problem by removing the agent — but the agent was also the counselor.



Would You Trust a Machine with Your Retirement?

Reflection Prompt

You are 62 years old. You have saved CHF 800,000 for retirement. The market drops 35% in two weeks (March 2020).
Your robo-advisor does nothing — by design. No phone call. No reassurance. Just an automated email: “Your portfolio
is rebalancing.” You lost CHF 280,000 on paper. The algorithm says: hold. Your stomach says: sell everything.

This is not hypothetical. In March 2020, Betterment and Wealthfront users saw massive portfolio drops. Some platforms rushed to add
“human advisor” emergency phone lines.

The paradox in action:

® The algorithm was RIGHT to hold — markets recovered within 18 months

® But it could not tell you WHY in a way that felt human

® Behavioral research: investors who call their human advisor during crashes are 3x less likely to panic-sell than those with robo-only
® The advisor adds no alpha — just hand-holding. But hand-holding prevents the costliest mistake in investing: selling at the bottom.

The question is not “was the algorithm right?” — it was. The question is: can you stay the course without a human voice on the other
end?

The algorithm was right. But being right and being trusted are different things.



What Makes a Robo-Advisor Different from a Spreadsheet?

Dimension Spreadsheet Robo-Advisor Human Advisor
Input Manual Questionnaire Conversation
Model Static MPT + rules Judgment
Rebalancing Manual Automatic Ad hoc

Tax optim. None Systematic TLH Advisor-dependent
Coaching None Nudges Relationship

Fee Free 0.25-0.50% 12%

Scalability One user Millions Hundreds

Three capabilities that matter

@ Automated risk profiling: A questionnaire maps your
answers to a risk score. No subjective judgment from the
advisor.

@ Algorithmic allocation: Modern Portfolio Theory translates
the risk score into an optimal mix of low-cost ETFs.

© Continuous monitoring: The algorithm rebalances when
drift exceeds a threshold — daily, not quarterly.

Key insight: The spreadsheet has the same math. The
robo-advisor adds automation, discipline, and scale. You could
replicate the portfolio yourself — but you would have to rebalance
without emotions, harvest tax losses daily, and never deviate. Most

humans cannot.

A robo-advisor is a spreadsheet that never sleeps, never panics, and never charges a commission.



How Does Betterment Turn Your Risk Score into a Portfolio?

Six steps, one critical decision
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Betterment’s approach: Uses ~12 Vanguard and iShares
ETFs covering US stocks, international stocks, emerging
markets, bonds, and TIPS.

Rebalancing: Triggers when any asset class drifts more than
3% from target. Uses cash flows (deposits/withdrawals) to
rebalance opportunistically.

Tax-loss harvesting: Scans daily for loss-harvesting
opportunities. Replaces sold ETFs with correlated
substitutes to maintain exposure while realizing the tax loss.
Fee: 0.25% annually on AUM. No trading commissions, no
minimum beyond $10.

The trade-off: Standardized pipeline means no
customization for concentrated stock positions, upcoming
large expenses, or divorce proceedings.

Betterment manages $40B+ with this six-step pipeline. A human advisor uses intuition. The pipeline uses math.



Why Does Modern Portfolio Theory Still Power Every Robo-Advisor?

MPT's three inputs

® Expected returns (1): The hardest to estimate. Small errors
produce wildly different optimal portfolios. This is the
“garbage in, garbage out” problem.
Sgressive L4 CO\{arianf:e matfix (X): Moderatgly hglﬁd. (;orrelations shift
“ during crises (spike to +1 when diversification matters
/ most).
® Constraints: No shorting, sector limits, maximum position

sizes. These are business rules, not math.

Return (1)

Why most robos cheat: Pure Markowitz is too sensitive. Most
robo-advisors use Black-Litterman (blends views with equilibrium)
or risk-parity (equal risk contribution) instead of raw mean-variance
optimization.

Corfservative . )
f The dirty secret: The inputs matter more than the math. Two

Risk (o) robo-advisors using the same MPT framework with different return

T estimates will give you very different portfolios.
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Markowitz won the Nobel Prize for this math. Every robo-advisor uses it. The dirty secret: the inputs matter more than the math.



What Goes Wrong When the Algorithm Meets the Real World?

Four Risks You Cannot Diversify Away

Model risk: MPT assumes returns are normally distributed. They are not.
Fat tails (2008, 2020) break the model. Correlation spikes to +1 during
crises — precisely when diversification is supposed to help.

Behavioral risk: Users override the algorithm at the worst times.
Betterment data: 10% of users sold everything in March 2020. Those who
held recovered fully by August 2021. The algorithm was right; the human
was wrong.

Regulatory risk: EU MiFID Il requires suitability assessments. Can a
10-question questionnaire truly assess suitability? Regulators are skeptical.
FINMA applies similar scrutiny.

Concentration risk: Most robo-advisors use the same ~12 ETFs. If
everyone rebalances the same way at the same threshold, you get herding
at the ETF level — systemic fragility disguised as diversification.

Algo right

Algo wrong

Human follows Human overrides

(

Best outcome Behavioral loss
(discipline pays) (panic selling)

)

(

Model failure Lucky escape
(blind trust) (tight for wrong reas

)

3 of 4 quadrants involve a failure somewhere.

The greatest risk in robo-advisory is not the algorithm — it is the human who ignores the algorithm at the worst possible moment.



How Big Is the Robo-Advisory Market — and Who Is Winning?

Fee Erosion: How Advisor Costs Compound Over 30 Years
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What the chart reveals

Global robo-advisory AUM: $2.5T (2025), projected $5T+
by 2030. Growth driven by millennials and fee awareness.
US dominates: Betterment ($40B), Wealthfront ($30B),
Schwab Intelligent Portfolios ($80B).

Europe: Scalable Capital ($20B), Nutmeg ($5B).
Switzerland: True Wealth, Selma Finance — smaller but
growing in a market that values personal banking
relationships.

The fee difference compounds: 0.25% vs 1.50% annually =
~30% less wealth over 30 years. The gap is invisible in any
single year but devastating over a career.

Key insight: The real competition is not robo vs human — it
is robo vs hybrid. Vanguard Personal Advisor Services
($300B+) proves the hybrid model wins on AUM.

The fee difference is invisible annually but devastating over a career — 1.25% compounding costs you 30% of your retirement wealth.



Who Gains Access and Who Loses Their Job?
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Winners

+ Young investors: Minimum investment dropped from $50K
to $500. A 22-year-old with $1,000 gets the same portfolio
math as a millionaire.

+ Fee-sensitive savers: 0.25% vs 1.50% means tens of
thousands more at retirement.

Losers

— Traditional advisors: McKinsey estimates 30% of advisory
tasks are automatable. Mid-tier advisors face the most
pressure.

— Complex-needs clients: Estates, trusts, divorce,
concentrated stock — robos cannot handle these.

Mixed

Banks: Launch their own robo-advisors to retain clients or
risk losing them.

Regulators: Celebrate lower costs but worry about suitability
and herding.

The barbell: Low-end goes fully robo, high-end stays human, the

middle gets squeezed. This is happening now.

Robo-advisors democratize portfolio optimization — a 22-year-old with $1,000 gets the same math as a millionaire.



The Suitability Spectrum — When Should You Use a Robot?

The Robo-Advisor Evaluation Framework
Before choosing robo, hybrid, or human, ask:
Automation
@ How complex is your financial life?
Simple (single income, standard goals) — robo.
Complex (multiple income sources, estate planning, business ownership) —
human or hybrid.

Disciplin% YOUR SITUATIONExceptions
veryone Sits somewhere

@ How do you react to market stress?
Calm or disengaged — robo handles it. on this spectrum.
Anxious or emotional — need human coaching.

Data: the #1 value of a human advisor is talking you off the ledge.

© What is your asset level?
Under $100K: robo (fees too high for human).
$100K-$1M: hybrid model ideal.
Over $1M: human advisor justified by complexity.

The automation paradox framework: The same feature that protects you (no emotion)

also fails you (no empathy). The question is which matters more for YOUR situation.

The right question is not “robo or human?” It is “which tasks need automation and which need judgment?”



Your Challenge — Design a Robo-Advisor for Swiss Retirees

Mini-Challenge (15 minutes)

A Swiss pension fund asks you to design a robo-advisory service for its 50,000 members approaching retirement (ages
55-65). Members have 2nd pillar assets averaging CHF 400,000. Swiss law requires a minimum conversion rate.
Members vary widely in risk tolerance but most are conservative.

Your deliverable: Apply the suitability framework to design a Swiss retirement robo-advisor:
@ Risk profiling: Design a 5-question questionnaire for Swiss retirees. What makes retirement risk profiling different from general
investing?
® Hint: sequence-of-returns risk, longevity risk, currency risk for CHF investors in a small, open economy
® How do you handle a 60-year-old vs a 55-year-old differently?
@ Asset allocation: Conservative Swiss retiree with 10-year horizon. What asset mix? How much home-country bias is appropriate for
Switzerland?

® CHF bonds vs global bonds (hedged)? Swiss equities vs global?
® What role for real estate and gold in a Swiss retirement portfolio?

© The automation boundary: Which functions should be automated (rebalancing, TLH) and which need human judgment
(conversion rate election, early withdrawal, coordination with AHV//pillar 3a)?

® Would Swiss retirees trust a robo-advisor? What cultural factors matter?

Discuss with your neighbor: Where is the automation boundary for retirement — and who should decide?

Swiss retirees face unique constraints: mandatory conversion rates, pillar coordination, and a culture that values personal banking relationships.



