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We develop a portfolio allocation framework that leverages deep learning techniques to address challenges
arising from high-dimensional, non-stationary, and low-signal-to-noise market information. Our approach
includes a dynamic embedding method that reduces the non-stationary, high-dimensional state space into
a lower-dimensional representation. We design a reinforcement learning (RL) framework that integrates
generative autoencoders and online meta-learning to dynamically embed market information, enabling the
RL agent to focus on the most impactful parts of the state space for portfolio allocation decisions. Empirical
analysis based on the top 500 U.S. stocks demonstrates that our framework outperforms common portfolio
benchmarks and the predict-then-optimize (PTO) approach using machine learning, particularly during
periods of market stress. Traditional factor models do not fully explain this superior performance. The
framework’s ability to time volatility reduces its market exposure during turbulent times. Ablation studies
confirm the robustness of this performance across various reinforcement learning algorithms. Additionally,
the embedding and meta-learning techniques effectively manage the complexities of high-dimensional, noisy,

and non-stationary financial data, enhancing both portfolio performance and risk management.
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1. Introduction

The pioneering Markowitz portfolio theory (Markowitz 1952), a cornerstone of modern
investment theory, provides a systematic approach to balancing risk and return in invest-
ment decisions. Classical Markowitz portfolio theory typically involve two steps. First, a
forecasting model is developed to estimate the distribution of future asset returns. Sec-
ond, the portfolio weights are determined by optimizing the investor’s utility function.
This classical Predict-Then-Optimize (PTO) framework has been commonly adopted in

the literature.



However, the complexity and dynamic non-stationarity in the market often pose chal-
lenges to the aforementioned classical PTO framework. Firstly, the high-dimensional
stochastic nature of stock market data poses challenges for effectively subtracting informa-
tion from data, in particular, information related to returns and correlations; this point has
also been noted in (Campbell and Kyle 1993, Xiao 2020, Cong et al. 2020). Secondly, the
dynamic non-stationary nature of financial markets complicates the task of making accu-
rate predictions over time based on historical data (Fama 1965, Park and Sabourian 2011,
Salahuddin et al. 2020). Many factors related to financial markets can change and evolve
rapidly, which not necessarily adhere to the same evolving pattern, including macroeco-
nomic indicators, geopolitical events, and investor sentiment. Traditional statistical and
machine learning models often struggle to capture these rapid changes, especially in the
long run, leading to outdated predictions that can adversely affect portfolio performance.
Thirdly, forecasting errors in the predictive step can be amplified without a clear pattern
during the portfolio optimization step, particularly in high-dimensional portfolio optimiza-
tion settings where the number of assets is large (Michaud 1989, Ao et al. 2019).

In this paper, to address the challenges of high-dimensional portfolio allocation in a
dynamic non-stationary market, we propose an end-to-end framework named Dynamic
Embedding Reinforcement Learning (DERL), which leverages three deep learning meth-
ods—deep reinforcement learning, generative encoders, and meta-learning. Firstly, to effec-
tively extract information to interpret stock returns and market dynamics in a high-
dimensional environment, we develop a generative encoder to summarize financial mar-
ket information. The encoder projects high-dimensional raw financial data into lower-
dimensional embeddings with more concentrated information, enabling efficient processing
of vast amounts of stock market data. Secondly, we employ online meta-learning to dynam-
ically adjust and adapt the encoder as new data becomes available, forming up-to-date
market representations. This allows our framework to automatically update itself to chang-
ing and evolving market conditions, capturing non-stationary shifts in market patterns.
Finally, we directly derive the portfolio allocation policy using reinforcement learning. All
components in this end-to-end framework ensure that the portfolio allocation adapts to
the latest market information, optimizing the investor’s utility function in real time.

We conduct multiple sets of empirical experiments to validate and explain the perfor-

mance of the proposed framework with thirty-year data in the U.S. stock market. To ensure
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the feasibility of trading profits, we follow the suggestions of Avramov et al. (2023) and
implement certain economic restrictions when constructing the optimal portfolio. First, in
the empirical study, we evaluate out-of-sample portfolio performance using top 500 stocks
in terms of market capitalization in each subperiod. Second, to effectively manage portfolio
turnover, we follow DeMiguel et al. (2020) and incorporate transaction costs into the opti-
mization objective. The Sharpe ratio, a common measure of portfolio performance, is used
in this study. The investor is assumed to maximize the Sharpe ratio of net portfolio returns
after accounting for transaction costs. Finally, we assume no leverage or short selling is
allowed, aligning our strategy with the constraints typically encountered in mutual fund

portfolio management.

Empirical Findings

Empirical results show that our DERL framework achieves significantly higher Sharpe
and Sortino ratios compared to the two-step predict-then-optimize (PTO) method using
machine learning models, as well as value- and equal-weighted portfolios. We divided the
full sample into low and high volatility regimes based on whether the VIX (Volatility
Index) published by the CBOE (Chicago Board Options Exchange) is lower or higher
than its historical median. The results demonstrate that DERL’s outperformance is highly
significant under high market volatility conditions compared to low-volatility conditions.
This indicates that, compared to other models, the DERL framework is more effective in
optimizing investment returns while managing portfolio risk.

Factor analysis shows that the performance of the DERL framework cannot be fully
explained by the Fama and French (1993) three-factor model or Fama and French (1993)-
Carhart (1997) four-factor model, with the daily risk-adjusted return « exceeding 0.03%,
or 7.5% per annum. While common factors like momentum and capitalization size are
reconstituted monthly or annually, which is less frequent than the daily rebalancing of
our DERL portfolio, the estimate of a remains significant across different test periods
and volatility regimes. A notable observation is that the DERL framework exhibits timing
ability, adjusting its market exposure according to market volatility conditions. Specifically,
the portfolio has less market exposure during periods of high volatility compared to periods
of low volatility.

We seek to understand the decisions behind the DERL framework by linking the daily
stock weights it generates to a set of standard stock characteristics. Using lasso regres-

sion on a period-by-period basis, we find those characteristics related to price trends and



risks are most frequently chosen by the model. The time-series averages of price-trend
coefficients indicate that DERL decisions align with short-term reversal and long-term
momentum. Regarding risk characteristics, DERL favors stocks with low systematic risk,
which have been volatile over the past 14 days but have stabilized in the most recent 7
days. Additionally, DERL demonstrates volatility timing capability, reducing investments
in stocks with high systematic risks during periods of market stress.

To elucidate the contributions of the three deep learning methods employed, we conduct
a series of ablation exercises and find that the framework’s performance remains robust
across various reinforcement learning algorithms. Time-series regression analyses reveal
that the contribution of the embedding becomes more pronounced when market returns
decrease or when the VIX (Volatility Index) increases. This indicates that embedding
significantly enhances the model’s ability to efficiently process noisy data. Additionally,
when market volatility patterns shift, meta-learning boosts model performance by adeptly

managing nonstationarity.

Contributions to Literature
Recently, a significant body of research has applied machine learning (ML) algorithms to
predict asset returns and optimize portfolio investments (Ban et al. 2018, Kelly and Xiu
2023, Chen et al. 2023, Jiang et al. 2023). For instance, Gu et al. (2020) and Freyberger
et al. (2020) found that using machine learning to integrate large-dimensional firm char-
acteristics improves the predictability of cross-sectional asset returns. They demonstrated
that long-short portfolios based on ML-generated signals produce superior out-of-sample
performance. Cong et al. (2021) introduced a deep sequence model for asset pricing, empha-
sizing its ability to handle high-dimensional, nonlinear, interactive, and dynamic financial
data. Their study showed that long-short-term memory (LSTM) with an attention mecha-
nism outperforms conventional models without machine learning in portfolio performance.
Additionally, Bryzgalova et al. (2023) employed an ML-assisted factor analysis approach to
estimate latent asset-pricing factors using both cross-sectional and time-series data. Their
findings indicate that this method results in higher Sharpe ratios and lower pricing errors
compared to conventional approaches when tested on a large-scale set of assets.

We distinguish our study from previous literature in three key aspects. First, the majority
of prior studies utilize firm characteristics as model inputs. Although these characteristics

exhibit predictive power for future stock returns, they necessitate manual engineering and



design for effective prediction. In this paper, our framework inputs only include price-
volume information and several technical indicators commonly used by investors. Similar
to the convolutional neural network (CNN) approach used by Jiang et al. (2023), the gener-
ative autoencoder in our framework automatically transforms high-dimensional raw inputs
into information-concentrated low-dimensional features, significantly reducing the need for
manual data selection or transformation. Unlike traditional autoencoders that focus solely
on reconstruction, generative autoencoders learn meaningful embeddings to generate real-
istic new data samples. This results in more robust and informative embeddings that better
capture the underlying data distribution.

Second, we incorporate online meta-learning to enable the model to adapt continu-
ously to changing market conditions. Unlike traditional batch learning, which periodi-
cally retrains the model using the entire dataset, online meta-learning updates the model
incrementally. As new data points are received, the model can quickly adjust its parame-
ters without requiring a complete retraining process, significantly reducing computational
intensity. This is particularly advantageous given that batch retraining of ML models is
relatively infrequent due to the intensive computation required (see, e.g., Gu et al. (2020)
and Cong et al. (2020)). By using online meta-learning, our model can continuously learn
and adapt, making it well-suited for the dynamic nature of financial markets.

Finally, we propose an end-to-end reinforcement learning (RL) framework that auto-
matically and directly provides daily weights for each asset as outputs. RL is an emerging
branch of statistical and machine learning algorithms, and its application in portfolio allo-
cation is still evolving. In a pioneering work, Cong et al. (2020) first applied policy-based
RL to solve the dynamic portfolio allocation problem with high-dimensional state variables,
demonstrating superior performance. Unlike their approach, which computes a score and
selects the top and bottom d equities based on that score, our framework directly outputs
the allocation percentage for each equity in the portfolio. Additionally, while Cong et al.
(2020) use firm characteristics as inputs and conduct monthly adjustments, our method
relies on daily adjustments solely based on price-volume data and technical indicators.
Our comprehensive framework incorporates dynamic market embedding and demonstrates
robustness across various state-of-the-art RL algorithms. Complementing their study, we
demonstrate the superior performance of end-to-end strategies compared to the traditional

two-step framework.



Our paper is organized according to the following structure. In §2, we set up the model
and present our methodology. In §3 we present our empirical studies using U.S. equities.
In §4, we summarize our results and the corresponding managerial insights into portfo-
lio management and algorithmic trading. We present more implementation details of our

algorithms and detailed disccusions of related literature in the E-Companion.

2. Methodology

In this section, we first present a generic reinforcement learning framework for portfo-
lio allocation that can incorporate diverse types of market information inputs in §2.1.
Next, we describe the generative encoder used to encode raw market information into low-
dimensional embeddings in §2.2. We then explain how these embeddings are dynamically
updated using online meta-learning. Finally, we integrate all three components to introduce

our Dynamic Embedding Reinforcement Learning (DERL) framework in §2.4.

2.1. Portfolio Allocation via Reinforcement Learning

We consider an investor aiming to optimize portfolio performance over the next T' periods
by investing in D different assets (including equities and a risk-free asset). Our framework
models the equity market as a system where public market information and current holding
positions are considered states (s), and the weights of equities and the risk-free asset in
the portfolio at each decision step are treated as actions (a). The investor makes portfolio
decisions based on the state at each step to maximize utility, specifically the portfolio
performance over the following T periods.

In this study, we focus on daily end-of-day trading, where the investor makes a single
trading decision for all equities each day, with trading orders executed based on the closing
prices of equities at the end of each trading day. Our framework relies solely on price
and volume information for decision-making, similar to Jiang et al. (2023), and uses the
Sharpe ratio as the measure of the investor’s utility, as in Cong et al. (2020). Notably,
our framework is flexible and can accommodate various types of input, such as stock
characteristics, news, and macroeconomic information. Additionally, it can be adapted to

other trading strategies or utility functions.

2.1.1. Formulation of Reinforcement Learning Reinforcement learning (RL) com-
prises a set of algorithms designed to train an intelligent agent to make autonomous deci-

sions through interaction with an environment. This interaction is typically modeled as a



Markov decision process, denoted as M = {S, A,P,r,v}. In this model, S represents the
set of possible states within the environment, A denotes the set of feasible actions that the
agent can take, P characterizes the state transition probabilities influenced by the agent’s
actions, r signifies a scalar reward obtained from taking specific actions in given states,
and v is the discount factor determining the importance of future rewards, similar to the
discount rate used for valuing cash flows. In the remainder of this section, we introduce
the modeling of portfolio allocation in an RL setting.

The market state s = (6, w',l",2)" € S € R*’*"*1 ig a collection of market informa-
tion that affects portfolio decisions. It includes the D assets’ returns & € R”, weights of
current equity and risk-free asset holdings w € RY", market-metrics I € R" that captures
information including price-volume information, technical indicators, news and macroeco-
nomic information, and total current wealth z € Rf!. Specifically for I, in this work, we
only consider price-volume information and technical indicators for the equities, although
it can also incorporate other relevant market information, including stock characteristics,
fundamental information, and macroeconomic information.

The action a e A < RP is a vector of asset weights, where the d-th entry al¥ represents
the weight of asset d in the portfolio, and A is the set of feasible actions. In this work,
no leverage or short selling is allowed, which aligns with typical mutual fund portfolio
management practices. Under the no short-selling constraint, the equity weights satisfy
25:1 a=1andal¥>0ford=1, -, D, including the risk-free asset?>. One key connection
between action and state is that the action a, taken at time ¢ will be the asset weight
information w;; at time t+ 1, i.e., w1 = ay.

The transition probability P(s'|s,a) represents the probability of transitioning to a new
market state s’ when taking action a in the current state s. The stochasticity of the tran-
sition dynamics stems from the uncertainty surrounding the return vector ¢’ and market-
metrics I’ on the next day. Once the next day arrives and the return ¢’ and auxiliary

information I’ are revealed, we can calculate the components in s’ as follows

w=a, '=6"w z—cla,w), (1)

! For cash (risk-free) asset, its price is always 1 and return is the risk-free interest rate.

2To ensure the constraint is satisfied, we can apply the softmax operation after the final layer. The softmax func-
tion normalizes the actions so they sum to 1 and ensures each action is between 0 and 1, which follows aldl =
ea[d]/(Zil eal” )€ [0,1] and 327 | a!” = 1. Our setting can also be adapted to the long-short setting. For long-short
settings, we only need the constraint that the weight actions sum to 1. In this case, we can apply the following

transformation: al? — a!? — % (Zf):l all — 1) Val eR.
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where c¢(a,w) denotes the transaction cost of executing the action @ when the current
holding is w, which includes factors such as commissions and spreads.
After taking action a; in the ¢-th step, the agent receives an instant return on the whole

portfolio R, = . To capture the utility of the investor and the long-term effect of

Tit41—T¢
Tt

the actions, similar to Cong et al. (2020), we use the Sharpe ratio to measure portfolio

performance, which serves as the final reward for the reinforcement learning agent. We

have
e
r=—, 2
-4 2
where p; = %Zfif 'R, and 0, = ﬁ Zfif _I(Ri — p¢)? are the mean and standard devia-

tion of the realized portfolio return in the following k£ days after taking action a;, respec-

tively, in excess of the risk-free rate and net of transaction costs.

2.1.2. The Objective of Reinforcement Learning The objective of RL for portfolio
allocation is to learn a trading policy that maximizes the expected long-term (discounted)
value of the portfolio.

Formally, a trading policy is represented as w(a|s) € I1: S x A — A(A), specifying the
probability distribution over the set of actions .4 when in state s. Here, A(A) denotes the
simplex of probability distributions over the action space. Given a fixed policy 7, the state
transition dynamics can be determined as follows:

P (s'|s) = J m(a|s)P(s'|s,a)da. (3)

acA(s)
With the state transition dynamics P7(s’|s), we can calculate the probability of any tra-
jectory T7(sg, a0, 81+, St). By taking the expectation over all trajectories, we can esti-
mate the expected sum of discounted future returns. We define the value function V;"(s):
II xS x[T] — R as the expected cumulative discounted return when visiting state s at

time ¢t < T

k=t

Vi (s) = Err [Z V] 80 = S] : (4)

The aim of reinforcement learning (RL) is to find the optimal policy 7*(a|s) that max-

imizes the expected value function for any s. This indicates that Vse€ S, we have

m* =argmax V"(s). (5)

mell



In modern RL practice, researchers typically approximate the value function directly
when the dimensionality of states or actions is high, rather than attempting to estimate
the transition dynamics P(s'|s,a). This value function approximation approach forms the
basis of model-free RL algorithms (Silver et al. 2014, 2016, Fujimoto et al. 2018). These
algorithms use various function types (like neural networks) and techniques to approximate
the value function induced by a given policy. For more details on model-free RL with value
function approximation, readers can refer to §EC.1.

Our framework employs model-free RL agents due to the difficulty of directly modeling
the transition dynamics in financial markets. However, applying model-free reinforcement
learning in dynamic portfolio allocation remains challenging due to the large number of
assets, high-dimensional factors associated with each asset, and the excessive random noise
present in high-dimensional financial data (Liu et al. 2024). To address these challenges,
we propose developing embeddings for the high-dimensional state space as inputs to our
reinforcement learning framework. In the following section, we discuss how to develop

effective and efficient stock market embeddings using a generative autoencoder.

2.2. Generative Autoencoder for State Embedding

To address the challenges posed by high dimensionality and low signal-to-noise ratio in
financial data, we use embeddings, which are lower-dimensional representations of the
original high-dimensional space that retain relevant information and facilitate the learning
of features. By reducing noise and redundant information, embeddings enhance a model’s
ability to generalize, making it easier to extract meaningful patterns and relationships.
Additionally, embeddings can incorporate extra information, such as transition dynamics,
that may be difficult to capture in raw data. By encoding this information in the embedding
space, the model can make more informed decisions and better handle the complexities of
financial data.

In this paper, we use generative autoencoders to embed original states into low-
dimensional representations, enabling the reinforcement learning (RL) agent to process
these inputs more efficiently. Unlike previous encoders, such as DynE (Whitney et al. 2019)
and autoencoders for asset pricing (Gu et al. 2021), which directly map information into
embeddings based on state distance, our framework learns a mapping that embeds states
and actions while incorporating market transition information. This approach ensures that
nearby embeddings have similar distributions for the next state, allowing the RL agent to

make more informed decisions by effectively capturing the dynamics of financial markets.
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2.2.1. Generative Autoencoders Autoencoders are a type of neural network used for
unsupervised learning that aim to learn a compressed representation (embedding) of input
data and then reconstruct the data from this embedding. Generative autoencoders extend
the concept of autoencoders by enforcing a structured latent space and focusing on the
underlying data distribution, providing more robust and informative embeddings compared
to regular autoencoders.

Formally, generative autoencoders are a set of probabilistic models that learn a con-
tinuous and low-dimension embedding z € Z € RY™(%) (also called a latent variable) for
the original variable s € S € R1™(S)  Generative autoencoders are designed to learn a rep-
resentative embedding that can reconstruct the original data. The learnt embedding can
further be used generate new data. Typically, the dimension of the embedding is substan-
tially smaller than the dimension of the original input, i.e., dim(Z) « dim(S). A generative
autoencoder includes:

e an encoder I'y(z|s) with parameters ¢, which maps each s to a distribution on the

latent variable z;
e a decoder Gy(s|z) with parameters 6, which maps z to a distribution over the original
variable s.
During training, these two components work sequentially. The encoder first maps the raw
variable s to a latent variable z, and then the decoder reconstructs the original variable
from the latent representation. This process can be interpreted as encoding the information
in the raw variable into a lower-dimensional latent space and then decoding it back to the

original space, i.e.,

Ty Go
s —— z(s) —— s. (6)
encode decode

A well-trained generative autoencoder can work separately with its two components.
Using the encoder, high-dimensional and noisy input s can be compressed into a low-
dimensional representation z(s) (i.e. s — z). This z(s) is usually more information-
concentrated, computationally efficient, and can capture valuable information for specific
downstream tasks. Similarly, with the decoder, we can generate s for any z (i.e. z — s(z)).

We present the details, some theoretical properties of generative auto-encoders and dif-

ferent types of autoencoders that can fit into our framework in §EC.1.
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2.2.2. State Embedding Different from conventional use of generative encoders that
aim to regenerate the data itself, we use generative autoencoders to capture hidden tran-
sition factors in our RL-based portfolio management framework. Recall that in the RL
setting, s € S represents the current state, a € A(s) represents the current action, s' € S
represents the next state. We introduce the embedded variable z; € Z for state s. Our
goal is to train a generative autoencoder whose encoder I', can provide a summarized and
low-noise-contained embedding z,; € Z for state s. Instead of only allowing z, to contain
sufficient information to reconstruct s in Equation (6), we aim to find 2z, that can reveal
transition information. Therefore, we focus on finding the latent representation zs that can
reconstruct the next state s, given a € A(s):

Ty G
s 2 - s' (7)
encode decode with acA(s)

Figure 1 illustrates how we use generative autoencoders to find a latent state embedding
zs that captures transition dynamics. The intuition behind the embedding z, is that it
allows us to decompose the transition dynamics P(s'|a, s) into

P(s'la,s) = J [y(zs]8)Go(8'|zs, a)dzs, (8)
zs€Z
where I'y(zs]s) is the encoder that maps the raw state s to the embedded state z,, and
Gy(8'|zs,a) is the decoder that generates the next state from the embedded state and
action. This decomposition is important because it allows the model to break down the
complex transition dynamics into more manageable components, facilitating learning and
representation of state transitions in reinforcement learning tasks.

In generative autoencoders, the encoder I'y(z4|s) is typically probabilistic, meaning it
defines a distribution over z,. This probabilistic nature is useful in our portfolio allocation
problem because it provides a more robust representation of market states, accounting for
uncertainty and variability. Besides, the embedding z; has more concentrated information
and higher signal-to-noise (SNR) ratio than the original state s, considering it summa-
rizes information for constructing next state with significantly lower dimension. In our
framework, we only need the encoder I'y(z;|s) in a trained autoencoders, as it provide
the downstream RL task with informative and low-dimensional representation of the raw

market states.
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Figure 1 State Embedding with Generative Autoencoders.
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Note. The upper half of the figure represents the latent space Z with lower dimensionality. The lower half represents
the original state space of the financial market, including current states s (o) and next states s’ (o). We aim to train
a generative autoencoder where the encoded states z from I'y are used by the decoder Go to generate states based
on a given action a, matching the true next states s’. The embedding z provides a low-dimensional representation of

the original market state.

2.2.3. Training Generative Autoencoders for State Embeddings The training pro-
cess of our generative autoencoder involves finding the encoder I', and the decoder Gy that
minimize the expected distance between the true next state and the reconstructed next
state for all possible tuples (s,a,s’), given by

Iglen£<¢7 9) = IEIOHE [C (3/7 EGe(é’\zs~F¢(zs|s),a) [él])] ’ (9)

where L(¢,0) represents the loss function, Eg,(s|z~T(zs)s)a) [8'] i the expected recon-
structed next state, and C:S x S — R is a distance metric that measures the dissimilarity
between the reconstructed next state 3’ and the true next state s’. The steps to construct
and apply the loss function (9) are as follows:

e For each state s, sample z, from the current encoder z, ~ I',(+|s);

e Take a random action a € A(s), and compute the expected next state 8 using the
decoder distribution Gy(-|zs,a);

e Measure the dissimilarity between the true next state s’ ~ P(s’[s,a) and the recon-
structed state & using the distance metric C(s’,8’), and update the parameters 6, ¢
using a gradient-based method.

To obtain the embedding, various generative autoencoder structures can be used, such as

the Variational Autoencoder (VAE) (Kingma and Welling 2014), Adversarial Variational
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Bayes Autoencoders (Mescheder et al. 2017), and Wasserstein Autoencoder (Tolstikhin
et al. 2018). These autoencoders differ mainly in their distance metrics C and sampling
rules in the first two steps.

Once the autoencoder is trained, we replace all states s in the RL setting mentioned in
§2.1 with their corresponding embeddings z,. In other words, the RL agent generates a
policy m(a|zs) based on the embedded states. This embedding reduces the computational
complexity of the RL algorithm and enhances the stability of the learning process due
to its low-dimensional and high signal-to-noise nature. One potential limitation of this
embedding is that it is trained with historical data, and if the dynamics captured in
Equation (8) change, the trained embedding may fail to account for nonstationarity in the
market transitions. Therefore, it may be necessary to develop an approach to incorporate

new market transition information over time.

2.3. Dynamic Embedding Update Using Meta-Learning

Market components, such as return patterns (Salahuddin et al. 2020), price series (Fama
1965), and risk loadings (Sunder 1980), change over time. A static model will not capture
sufficient market information. Conventional methods require model retraining at intervals.
However, due to the intensive computation required, batch retraining of the ML model is
relatively infrequent (e.g., Gu et al. 2020). This can lead to poor performance when the
market shifts, and the model fails to capture key dynamics. To address this, our framework
dynamically updates the encoder over time to quickly adapt to new market dynamics. We
incorporate online meta-learning techniques, inspired by Rajasegaran et al. (2022). Unlike
traditional batch learning, online meta-learning updates the model incrementally. As new
data points are received, the model can quickly adjust its parameters without the need for
complete retraining. This approach significantly reduces computational intensity compared
to batch learning while effectively capturing market changes.

The idea behind meta-learning is to train a base model that can quickly adapt to different
scenarios, allowing updates with very few samples when faced with new situations. In our
framework, we first train a base generative autoencoder I'¢, and G¢, using historical data
by minimizing the loss £((y,(p) as defined in Equation (9). We then treat every |U| periods
as a new scenario and use the latest observed data within these |U| periods to update the

autoencoder. We illustrate the framework in Figure 2.
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Figure 2 Diagram of the FOML Framework for Dynamic Embedding Updates
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Note. The fully online meta-learning (FOML) framework is employed to update the parameters of the encoder at the
start of each validation window (see Figure 4). Each update incorporates new data (a block in the memory buffer)
while also leveraging previous knowledge. FOML leverages regularization to facilitate the quick adaptation of the

parameter (¢, ) to the new task.

We first collect a set of data H = {(si,ai,s;)}g;, and use it to train a base autoen-
coder parameterized by (¢,6) = ¢ := (¢, (). The data for training the base autoencoder
can be real trading logs or simulated trading paths on historical data. During the online
update phase, we update the autoencoder every |U| periods with the latest data. The new
data DI = {(s!,a’,s? )}ﬂof size |U| is continuously added to a memory buffer, where the
superscript j indicates the j' stream. The online update step relies on the most recent
information in the buffer, which contains the latest market knowledge. To update the
encoder, we use the latest D7. This data stream is then split into a training set D/, and a
validation set Dial.

The process of updating the embedding involves transferring knowledge from the base
parameter vector ¢ to the online parameter vector (¢7,67), which represents the j-th
update. Specifically, online meta-learning uses prior knowledge ( as a regularizer for the
online parameter (¢,0). As suggested by Rajasegaran et al. (2022), a squared error of the
form R(¢,0,¢() = [(¢7,07)"T —(|? is chosen as the regularization term, securing that the
new parameter (¢,6)’ do not change drastically. This results in the following online update

for the encoder I'; at each step j:

¢ =¢' " — a1V {L (¢ DL) + BIR (¢ 6, () )
=¢ =V L (¢, Oj‘l;Di}) +2a181 (G — "7 1), (10)

v~

new-data direction update meta direction update
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where o and 3; are the learning rates, and £ ((bj_l,@j_l;Dfr) is the loss from (9) with all
data (s,a,s’) from D :

U]
L(¢7,0775DL) = Y C (85 By (5120, ~Tp (20, [s0)a0) [81]) - (11)
=1

The new-path direction update fine-tunes the autoencoder to minimize the reconstruc-
tion loss in (9) for the newly visited path. This step adapts the embeddings to current
market dynamics, capturing new market patterns. The meta direction update acts as a
penalty term to prevent the new parameters from changing drastically, ensuring a stable
learning process for downstream RL tasks. The decoder Gy is updated using a similar logic
as in (10) by replacing ¢ with 6.

We also incorporate the new information into the prior knowledge, by updating ¢ using
the following equation:

J

(=(¢—aV:L (¢j>9j§ Zfll) — 20303, Z (C — (¢, ijk)) ; (12)

k=0
where D), is a set of randomly selected data from the memory buffer Dyyge, and J indicates
that the update considers its previous J updates.

Once the autoencoder has been updated with the new parameters (¢/,67), the RL agent
in the 7 + 1-th step makes a trading action based on the new embedding from I'y;. Impor-
tantly, the portfolio allocation policy follows the form 7(a|z,) and therefore the dynamic
update of the encoder results in an updated embedding state z, for the same raw state s,

which leads to different trading actions under the updated embedding.

2.4. Dynamic Embedding Reinforcement Learning (DERL)
This section introduces the end-to-end Dynamic Embedding Reinforcement Learning
(DERL) framework, which integrates dynamic embedding with a reinforcement learning
algorithm. We also provide an implementation using the Wasserstein autoencoder as the
generative encoder and the TD3 algorithm as the reinforcement learning component.

The DERL framework uses a generative autoencoder to encode the current state into
a low-dimensional latent state, which is then used to train the RL agent. The framework
is designed to be continuously updated using online meta-learning to adapt to changing
market conditions. Figure 3 illustrates our framework, and the detailed algorithm imple-

mentation is provided in Algorithm 1.
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To train the RL agent in DERL, we save all observed tuple (s, a,r, s’) in a memory buffer
Drug- The state s is first encoded into a lower-dimensional latent state z; using the encoder
I'y trained in the generative autoencoder (as discussed in §2.2). The RL agent learns the
policy based on this encoded state zs;. During each training iteration, we randomly sample
n data points {(s,a,r,s’)}, from the memory buffer and encode them into {(zs,a,r, zs)},
with current encoder I'y for training the RL agent. Additionally, we continuously update
the encoder with new data from the memory buffer using online meta-learning to capture

the latest transition dynamics (as discussed in §2.3).

Figure 3  The DERL Framework.
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Note. The state st is first encoded into a low-dimensional latent state I'y,(s¢). The agent then learns the pol-
icy based on this encoded state. The experienced paths (s,a,r,s’) are saved in a memory buffer. Each time the
RL agent is trained, n paths {(8,0,77', s’)}n are randomly sampled from the memory buffer and encoded into
{(T4,(s),a,r,Ty, (s’)}n to update the RL parameters. To capture the latest transition dynamics, the embedding
is periodically updated with data from the memory buffer using online meta-learning with the latest path. In the
pipeline, blue parts indicate the flow of raw states and actions, green parts indicate the embeddings, and orange parts

represent computations and updates within the reinforcement learning agent.

2.4.1. Embedding with WAE This section briefly overviews how Wasserstein autoen-
coder (WAE) (Tolstikhin et al. 2018) is used as a generative model in the DERL framework.
WAE minimizes the Wasserstein distance between the encoded distribution and a known

prior distribution, mapping the data distribution to the prior.

e
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To train the generative autoencoder, we minimize the loss defined in (9). For WAE, when
encoding a state, we sample the embedded variable zs ~ I'4(s), and when reconstructing in
WAE, we use a deterministic decoder, which means Gy = §(- | z5,a) and can be simplified
as Gy(zs,a). Then, the loss of training defined in (9) can be approximated through the

empirical loss:

Lwasan (6,0)= Y [C(8',Gol(2s,a)) + AMainp (T (8) [Porior)],  (13)

(s,a,s")eDbuffer

where the MMD behind WAE indicates that the maximum mean discrepancy (MMD) loss
is used to measure the distribution distance. The loss function consists of two components:
reconstruction loss and discrepancy loss. The reconstruction loss C(+, -) measures the differ-
ence between the original input and the reconstructed output, while the discrepancy loss
D(-,-) measures the difference between the learned latent space and a pre-defined prior
distribution Ppior. For practice, the prior distribution is usually set as standard multivari-
ate Gaussian distribution: Ppior =N (0, I). The discrepancy loss Dyp is defined using a

positive-definite reproducing kernel k: Z x Z — R, and computed as:

‘cMMD,k <F¢,87 7Dprior) = f k<z7 ')drqﬁ,s(z) - J k(zv ')dpprior(z)
Z

Z

Hy

where H, is the reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) of the real-valued function that
maps Z to R, and I';  indicates the learned latent distribution of z for given raw state s.
For the implementation algorithm for training a WAE as a market state encoder, see

Algorithm 2 in the E-Companion for more details.

2.4.2. TD3 Reinforcement Learning Algorithm The Twin Delayed Deep Determinis-
tic Policy Gradient (TD3) algorithm builds upon the Deep Deterministic Policy Gradient
(DDPG) algorithm (Lillicrap et al. 2015). DDPG is a model-free off-policy algorithm that
uses deep neural networks to learn policies in continuous action spaces. TD3 addresses
issues such as overestimation bias and learning instability by incorporating three key
improvements: double Q-learning, delayed policy updates, and target policy smoothing.

Double Q-learning mitigates overestimation bias by using two critic networks to estimate
the value of the next state and taking the minimum value between them. Delayed policy
updates improve learning stability by updating the policy network less frequently than the

value networks. Target policy smoothing adds noise to the target action to make the value
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estimation more robust to slight changes in action selection, reducing the variance in value
estimates.

The TD3 algorithm uses six neural networks to approximate the value function and
generate policies. These include two critic networks, @),, and @,, : Z2 x A — R, parameter-
ized by v1 and vy, respectively, which evaluate the (state-action) value function. The actor
network, m, : Z — A(s), generates an allocation action for a given state. Additionally, there
are corresponding target networks, @Q,,,Q,; for the critic networks, and m, for the actor
network. The target networks are delayed copies of their original networks, providing more
stable and reliable targets for the critic networks.

At each step, the TD3 agent interacts with the market according to the policy from
the actor network 7, and stores its experiences in a replay buffer. The algorithm then
uses a batch of experiences to update the critic networks, predicting the value of taking
an action in a given state. The actor network is updated using the predicted values from
the critic networks to determine the best allocation action to take in a given state. The
target networks are updated slowly by copying the weights from the online networks at a
small update rate, ensuring that the learning process remains stable. This updating process
continues until the agent’s performance converges to an optimal level, indicating that the
agent is making profitable investment decisions.

The two critic networks are updated simultaneously by minimizing the mean squared

error between a target value and the estimated state-action value:

v =argmin, N ') (y— Qy,(2s,a))"  (i=1,2), (15)

where y = r + ymini_; 2 Qs (25(s'), @) represents the minimum value of the two target
networks’ outputs. In financial portfolio management, TD3 uses its actor networks to take
investment actions in a given embedding market state. The target value is calculated using
a pair of target Q-value networks that predict the expected utility.

TD3 updates the actor network using the policy gradient method. The update rule
involves computing the gradient of the expected state-action value with respect to the actor
network parameters. This gradient measures how changes in the actor network parameters
affect the expected utility. The actor network is then updated by taking a step in the
direction that increases the expected utility, enhancing its ability to select actions that

maximize the portfolio’s Sharpe ratio. This process continues until the algorithm converges.

v=1—o,V,J(1) = 1=, N7 Y VaQ,, (2s,a) V. (2s). (16)

a=m7,(zs)
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Finally, the algorithm updates the target networks with low frequency, by softly inter-

polating their parameters with those of the online networks

vi—Ttui+ (1—7)v (17)

7

where the 7 is a soft-update coefficient that controls the speed of the update. This approach
ensures that the learning process remains stable and the policy gradually converges.
For more details on the TD3 algorithm and its implementation, please refer to §EC.1.2

and Algorithm 1.

3. An Empirical Study of U.S. Equities

In this section, we assess the out-of-sample performance of the DERL framework using
thirty years of U.S. equities data, comparing it with alternative models. We outline the data
and evaluation design in §3.1, detail the implementation parameters in §3.2, and demon-
strate the framework’s performance against baseline models in §3. We analyze portfolio
performance using factor analysis and lasso regression to decode the return components
and decision-making patterns of the DERL agent in §3.4. Finally, ablation studies exploring

the impact of embedding and dynamic updating are discussed in §3.5.

3.1. Data and Empirical Design

We evaluate our model performance using the top 500 stocks by market value, which are
actively traded. The trading information for each constituent stock, including daily open
(O), high (H), low (L), close (C) prices, trading volumes (V), and returns, is collected from
the CRSP (Center for Research in Security Prices) database, covering the period from Jan-
uary 1, 1990, to December 31, 2022. We incorporate various technical indicators for each
constituent stock, including Simple Moving Averages (SMA-21-day/42-day/63-day), Expo-
nential Moving Averages (EMA-21-day/42-day/63-day), Moving Average Convergence
Divergence (MACD), Relative Strength Index (RSI-21-day/42-day/63-day), Bollinger
Bands (BOLL), Commodity Channel Index (CCI-21-day/42-day/63-day), Average Direc-
tional Index (ADX-21-day/42-day/63-day), On-Balance Volume (OBV), Stochastic Oscil-
lator, Chaikin Money Flow (CMF), Accumulation/Distribution Line (ADL), and Williams
%R. Additionally, we include two market-level variables: the daily U.S. Treasury spot rate
and the USD/EUR exchange rate. Thus, for the experiment with the top 500 stocks, the

raw state dimension is 15,506, and the action dimension is a vector of size D = 501.
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3.1.1. Segments of Back-testing Period We conduct a thirty-year backtest of our
framework using data from January 1, 1993, to December 31, 2022. Due to fluctuations in
the market value of equities over time, we segment the backtesting timeline into six disjoint
five-year periods: 1993-1997, 1998-2002, 2003-2007, 2008-2012, 2013-2017, and 2018-2022.
At the beginning of each period, we establish a new portfolio consisting of the top 500
market-value stocks. For each period, data from the previous three years served as the
training set for our model, with the following five years dedicated to applying and iteratively
updating our trading strategy on a rolling basis.

For instance, our analysis for the first period from 1993 to 1997 is based on the top 500
stocks as of the last trading day of 1992. The data for these stocks from the beginning
of 1990 through the end of 1992 are used for model training, with trading activities com-
mencing at the beginning of 1993. At the start of 1998, we construct a new portfolio for
the subsequent period based on the top 500 equities as of the end of 1997. The data from
1995 to 1997 serve as the training phase, with the new trading strategy launching at the
start of 1998. We present the testing periods, the corresponding training windows, and the

portfolio components in Table EC.1.2.

3.1.2. Rolling-window Backtesting in Segment For each segment, we follow a fixed-
length rolling window scheme shown in Figure 4, which is similar to the moving-window
approach described in Fama and French (1988). We divide each segment period into non-

21d yalidation windows

overlapping, consecutive validation windows (such as the 1°* and
in Figure 4). The length of these windows is determined by how frequently we update
our embedding and RL parameters. Our approach to updating the encoder I'y; for the j*™
validation window follows the online meta-learning framework introduced in §2.3, and the
approach to updating the RL agents follows the method introduced in §2.4.2 (detailed in
Algorithm 1).

In each training window j, we use the parameters inherited from the previous validation
window 7 — 1 as a starting point for our RL agent, which contains previously learned
knowledge. The agent then explores and learns for various iterations from the training
start date, trs;, to the training end date, tre;. The data tuples (s, a, s") visited during this
period are saved for updating the embedding encoder I'y; using the online meta-learning
updating equations (10) and (12) via gradient information. After updating the encoder I'y;

and the RL agent, we conduct backtesting in the ;" validation window.
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Figure 4 Rolling-window backtesting.

151 validation window 20 yalidation window
move one validation- 2nd training window ( with embedding Ty ) (with embeddingly )

window length s . -
i _._.>/—Ar_ﬁ_;ﬂ___\ == - .

trsy trs; ~ tre,(vals,, vale. -
) - i trey (vals1) alvalsy 1)
1! training window ;

starting date
of backtesting

~ -

validation period
(online portfolio allocation)

Note. We use a rolling window-based backtesting process inside each backtesting segment to evaluate the performance
of the trading strategy. In the figure, trs; represents the start date of the i*® training window, and tre; represents its

end date. Similarly, vals; and vale; denote the start and end dates of the validation window, with vals; = vale;,_1 = tre;

In the backtest, the training window starts on the first trading day of each segment,
respectively (trs;=January 1, 1990, 1995, 2000, 2005, 2010, and 2015) and the first val-
idation window starts on the first day of 1993, 2003, 2013, respectively (vals;= January
1, 1993, 1998, 2003, 2008, 2013 and 2018). The length of each validation window is 42
days, and the validation period for each segment ends on the last day of 1997, 2002, 2007,
2012, 2017, and 2022, respectively. The entire 30-year backtesting horizon, considering 252
trading days every year, we have in total 180 validation windows. Besides, a transaction

cost rate of 0.1% is applied to the total value of each trade.

3.2. Experimental Parameters and Configuration
This section presents the parameters of all three components (WAE, FOML, and TD3) in
the DERL framework introduced in §2.4, and briefly discusses the computation time and

complexity of each algorithm.

WAE Parameters and Configurations For the training of the embedding layer, we
initially train the encoder following Algorithm 2. The batch size n is set to 40, and the prior
distribution Py for WAE is assumed to be standard Gaussian. The layer sizes of the encoder
are dim(5),512,512,dim(Z), and the auxiliary decoder is a multi-layer perceptron (MLP)
with layer sizes dim(Z) + dim(A),512,512,dim(S). We use the inverse multiquadratics
kernel k(z,y) = m, and the regularization parameter A is set to 2. In the experiments
the embedding size dim(Z) is set to 500. We have also tested other embedding sizes from
50 to 2000 and found that 500 is an effective choice. Embedding sizes between 300 and 600

provided similar results.
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FOML Parameters and Configurations When updating the embedding according to
the FOML algorithm introduced in §2.3, the learning rates are set to a; = 0.0001, 8; =
0.001, as = 0.0005, By = 0.005. In the first training period of the meta-learning model, we
perform 6 million iterations of backpropagation for the loss and follow the updates outlined
in §2.3. The update frequency is set to |U| = 42, which is also the validation window length
shown in Figure 4. This indicates that we dynamically update the embedding every 42
days.

TD3 Parameters and Configurations For the RL network used in the backtest, the
state-action value function Q)(zs,a) for the TD3 agent is implemented as a three-hidden-
layer fully connected neural network (FCN) with a rectified linear unit (ReLLU) activation
function. The layer sizes are dim(Z) + dim(A), 256,256,256, 1, from the input layer to the
output layer, as suggested by Fujimoto et al. (2018). The actor’s policy network m, is also
an FCN with layer sizes dim(Z), 256, 256, 256, dim(A). The discount factor + is set to 0.999,
the learning rate of the policy network «, = 0.0002, the soft-update parameter 7 = 0.005,
and the target network is updated every five trading days.

Experiment Implementation and Time Complexity We implement the DERL frame-
work with Python 3.8 and PyTorch on four NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090 GPUs. All param-
eters of neural networks are initialized with normal initialization with a standard deviation
of 0.001.

To illustrate the time complexity of training each key component in our experiment, we
conduct the experiments 20 times and calculated the average time for each part. The initial
training stage of embedding with 6 million randomly collected paths takes approximately
15.3 hours. Each dynamic update of the embedding takes about 5.15 minutes. Training
the RL agent within one training window (42-day) takes 11.2 minutes. To fully execute
one 30-year back-testing path, including training the RL agent, updating embeddings with
meta-learning, and executing portfolio allocation actions based on the learned policy, the

total estimated time is approximately 45.7 hours?.

3 This estimate assumes the use of parallel training techniques on GPUs, which may save some time by conducting
all parts sequentially.
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3.3. Out-of-sample Performance

Table 1 presents the out-of-sample investment performance of our DERL agent, an RL
model utilizing dynamic embedding within our framework. For comparison, we also detail
the performance of the two-step PTO method using an MLP model, following the method-
ology outlined in Gu et al. (2020), and two standard benchmarks—the value-weighted and
equal-weighted portfolios. Key metrics reported include annualized mean, standard devia-
tion (STD), skewness (Skew), kurtosis (Kurt), Sharpe ratio (SR), and Sortino ratio (ST)
for each portfolio’s returns.

Panel A presents the results for the full sample. Compared with the other three models,
the DERL agent achieves higher average returns, lower standard deviations, and signifi-
cantly higher Sharpe and Sortino ratios. Additionally, the skewness of the DERL portfolio
returns is positive, and the kurtosis is relatively small, indicating that the DERL framework
effectively manages downside tail risks.

Panels B1-B3 further detail the performance of the four portfolios during different sub-
periods. Generally, the DERL agent consistently generates superior performance compared
to the other three portfolios across different periods, with higher mean returns and lower
standard deviations. Consequently, the DERL agent’s portfolio outperforms the two-step,
the value- and equal-weighted portfolios in terms of Sharpe and Sortino ratios. Overall, our
empirical results in Table 1 suggest that, compared to the other three models, the DERL
framework is more effective in optimizing investment returns while managing (tail) risk.

To shed light on the superior capability of the DERL framework in managing portfolio
risk, Panels C1-C2 of Table 1 present the out-of-sample performance of DERL, two-step
PTO (with MLP), value- and equal-weighted portfolios during different volatility regimes.
We use the CBOE VIX, calculated based on the prices of S&P 500 index options, to
measure the market volatility. Panel C1 presents the results when the CBOE VIX value
is lower than its historical median, or 17.91. It shows that the DERL agent enjoys returns
with relatively lower mean and lower standard deviation. When using the Sharpe or Sortino
ratio as the performance measure, the DERL agent does not significantly outperform the
other two models.

As a comparison, when the VIX value is higher than its historical median, the DERL
agent yields significantly higher Sharpe and Sortino ratios than the other two portfolios.
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Table 1 Out-of-sample performance

Mean STD Skew Kurt SR ST

Panel A: Full samples (N=7550)

DERL 0.1481 0.1423 1.7526 36.7457 1.0407 1.6200
2Step 0.1203 0.2254 -0.2683 20.6988 0.5338*** 0.7508%***
VW 0.0895 0.1864 -0.1871 13.3305 0.4802%** 0.6769%**
EW 0.1369 0.1973 -0.2129 15.4837 0.6940%** 0.98627%**

Panel B1: Subsamples (1993-2002, N=2519)

DERL 0.1451 0.1184 3.4429 69.3321 1.2257 2.0375
2Step 0.0687 0.1801 -1.3966 21.781 0.3814%** 0.5147%%*
VW 0.0851 0.1746 -0.0328 6.6929 0.4873%** 0.7012%**
EW 0.1327 0.1526 -0.0833 7.7603 0.8697** 1.2592%4*

Panel B2: Subsamples (2003-2012, N=2517)

DERL 0.1582 0.1719 1.3486 29.6616 0.9206 1.3958
2Step 0.1555 0.2804 0.0739 16.9489 0.5547#+* 0.7932%%*
VW 0.0695 0.2074 -0.0528 13.3492 0.3351%** 0.4708%**
EW 0.1367 0.2399 -0.0674 11.9524 0.5697*** 0.8105%**

Panel B3: Subsamples (2013-2022, N=2514)

DERL 0.1410 0.1312 1.1379 19.2975 1.0743 1.6668
2Step 0.1369 0.2036 -0.3585 19.0438 0.6724%+* 0.9487#**
VW 0.1139 0.1754 -0.5463 18.3967 0.6497** 0.9027%**
EW 0.1414 0.1898 -0.5407 20.5865 0.7452%* 1.0455%+*

Panel C1: Low volatility regime (VIXj17.91, N=3371)

DERL 0.2369 0.0841 0.1265 4.6564 2.8171 4.6230
2Step 0.3113 0.1123 0.0368 4.4234 2.7724 4.4968
VW 0.2805 0.0961 0.0260 4.0436 2.9174 4.8036
EW 0.3077 0.1021 -0.0355 3.8647 3.0153 4.9277

Panel C2: High volatility regime (VIX>17.91, N=3375)

DERL 0.0589 0.1827 1.7177 27.0572 0.3223 0.4960
2Step -0.0715 0.2979 -0.1297 13.4543 -0.2399%** -0.3312%%*
VW -0.1019 0.2449 -0.0411 8.8306 -0.4160*** -0.5734%**
EW -0.0344 0.2593 -0.0794 10.269 -0.1328*** -0.1850***

Notes: This table reports the out-of-sample performances of the DERL framework, two-step model, the value- and equal-
weighted portfolios. We report the annualized mean, standard deviation, skewness, kurtosis, Sharpe ratio, and Sortino ratio
of the realized portfolio returns. We test the null hypothesis that the DERL framework produces a lower Sharpe or Sortino
ratio than the alternative portfolio using the bootstrapping method (DeMiguel et al. 2013). Panel A presents the results
for the full sample, Panels B1-B3 tabulate the results during three non-overlapping subperiods, and Panels C1-C2 present
the results during low and high volatility regimes respectively. The asterisks *, ** and *** denote respectively the 10%,
5%, and 1% level of statistical significance for the null that the full baseline model underperforms the alternative model.

Moreover, the DERL portfolio returns are right-skewed under both high and low volatil-
ity regimes. These results indicate that the DERL framework has superior capability in
managing portfolio risk, especially during periods of market stress.

To determine whether the outperformance of the DERL framework can be explained

by well-known factor models, we conduct a time-series analysis by regressing the out-of-
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sample DERL portfolio excess returns on the Fama and French (1993) three-factor model
and the Fama and French (1993)-Carhart (1997) four-factor model*. The estimation results

are presented in Panels A and B, respectively.

Table 2 Factor analyisis of DERL portfolio

Subperiods Volatility regimes
Full sample 1993-2002  2003-2012  2013-2022 Low High
Panel A: Fama-French three-factor model
« 0.0003*** 0.0004*** 0.0004*** 0.0003*** 0.0001** 0.0005%**
[6.3759] [3.8402] [4.1445] [2.8778] [2.1586] [4.7450]
Market 0.6380*** 0.6204*** 0.6485%** 0.6086*** 0.7499*** 0.6198***
[50.5800] [36.0420] [34.6670] [22.8130] [101.3600] [46.0740]
SMB 0.0859*** -0.0009 0.1327%** 0.1293%** 0.1098*** 0.0625%*
[4.6880] [-0.0254] [3.8755] [4.9731] [10.3310) [2.5542]
HML 0.2698*** 0.2507*** 0.2905*** 0.2409%** 0.1915%** 0.2873***
[13.8050] [8.3042] [5.6202] [10.9790] [15.4130] [12.5000]
Adjusted R? 0.7467 0.6327 0.7914 0.7712 0.7954 0.7424
Panel B: Fama-French-Carhart four-factor model
« 0.0004*** 0.0004*** 0.0004*** 0.0003*** 0.0001*** 0.0005%**
[7.1540] [4.4872] [4.2597] [3.1853] [2.8061] [5.0347]
Market 0.6171*** 0.6129*** 0.6282%** 0.5964*** 0.7623*** 0.5895%**
[55.0700] [36.0830] [35.7780] [26.0730] [99.1520] [50.7890]
SMB 0.0840*** 0.0092 0.1564*** 0.0962%** 0.1161%** 0.0518**
[4.8961] [0.2927] [4.7012] [3.7007] [10.1710] [2.2475]
HML 0.2177*** 0.2409%** 0.2131%** 0.1876%** 0.1671%** 0.2221%**
[12.4090] [7.8167] [4.9256] [8.5233] [13.1550] [10.7030]
MOM -0.1131%** -0.1070%**  _0.1157***  _0.1221*** -0.1049%*%*  -0.1302%**
[-9.1375] [-6.1052] [-5.2066] [-6.0202] [-7.8565] [-9.0832]
Adjusted R? 0.7593 0.6468 0.7988 0.7914 0.8065 0.7583

Note. Panels A and B of this table report time series regressions of the out-of-sample excess returns of the DERL portfolio on
the Fama-French three-factor model, and the Fama-French-Carhart four-factor model respectively. The t-values with Newey-West
adjustments are reported in brackets, and the asterisks *, ** and *** denote the 10%, 5%, and 1% level of statistical significance,
respectively.

Column 2 of Table 2 shows that for the full sample, the DERL portfolio returns have
significant loadings on the market factor, with the coefficient of the market factor exceed-
ing 0.6 and being statistically significant at the 1% level. Note that the SMB and HML
portfolios are reconstituted annually, and the MOM portfolios are reconstituted monthly.
The rebalancing frequencies of these common factors are inconsistent with the daily rebal-

ancing of our DERL strategy. Consequently, while our investment scope includes the top

* Regression results based on the Fama and French (2015) five-factor and Hou et al. (2021) five-factor models show
that these common factors cannot fully explain the DERL portfolio returns across different data samples, consistent
with the main findings in Table 2. These additional results are available upon request.
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500 stocks in terms of market capitalization, the DERL portfolio has significantly posi-
tive loadings on the SMB factor. Nonetheless, the risk-adjusted daily returns («) of our
DERL portfolio are above 0.03%, or 7.5% per annum, and are significant across different
factor models, suggesting that these common factors cannot fully account for the portfolio
returns. Columns 3-5 tabulate the regression results for different subperiods. Consistent
with the findings for the full sample, the DERL portfolio returns have significant loading
on the market factor, and the risk-adjusted returns remain significant across different fac-
tor models. The coefficients of the market factor during different subperiods range from
0.60 to 0.65, all significant at the 1% level.

Finally, columns 6-7 present the estimation results under different volatility regimes.
While the DERL portfolio has significant loadings on the market factor, the coefficient
estimates are quite different across different volatility regimes. For instance, the coefficient
of the market factor is around 0.75 when the market volatility is low, which drops to around
0.62 when the market volatility is high. This indicates that the DERL agent learns the
timing ability to adjust its market exposure according to the market volatility conditions.
The daily risk-adjusted returns « are 0.01% and 0.05%, or 2.5% or 12.5% per annum under

low and high volatility regimes respectively, and are both statistically significant.

3.4. Portfolio Decision of DERL and Economic Insights

Understanding how the DERL agent works is challenging due to its complex, layered, and
nonlinear structure. In this section, we aim to analyze the decision patterns identified by
the RL agent in DERL by linking the stock weights it produces to a set of standard stock
characteristics. We focus on characteristics that capture stock-level liquidity (illiquidity
(Amihud 2002), bid-ask spread, share turnover, and number of no-trade days), recent price
trends, and risk (return volatility, beta, and idiosyncratic volatility)®. These character-
istics are calculated using a rolling window method, with window sizes of 7, 14, or 30
calendar days, to capture the trading patterns of stocks over different time periods. The
characteristics are then cross-sectionally standardized to have zero mean and unit vari-
ance. Considering the multicollinearity among the characteristics, we apply lasso regression
period-by-period to select the most relevant characteristics for the stock weights®. We
then calculate the selection rates, reflecting how often each characteristic is chosen by the

% A brief description of their calculation methods can be found in §EC.1.1.

6 The stock weights are multiplied by 100 for ease of presentation.
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lasso algorithm, along with their time-series averages and corresponding ¢-values. Table 3

presents the main results.

Table 3 Lasso regression analysis of stock weights on standard characteristics

Liquidity Risk
Tlliq Spread Turn Ztrade Trend Retvol Beta Ivol
Panel A: Full sample
%oselrq 35.56 43.06 40.21 37.03 62.08 52.52
Bra -0.0160*** 0.0034*** 0.0086*** -0.0150***  -0.0210***  -0.0100***
[-3.99] [5.92] [7.35] [-7.13] [-38.50] [-18.42]
Y%selaq 31.39 52.95 34.95 31.04 94.24 76.46
B1aq 0.0385*** (0.0231*%** 0.0076*** -0.0020 0.0741%** 0.0505***
[6.27] [23.99] [3.67] [-0.47] [81.25] [51.51]
%selsog 35.24 36.28 36.70 30.24 57.94 24.58 75.17 47.78
B304 -0.0090  0.0028*** _0.0090*** 0.0168*** 0.0047%** 0.0292*%**  _0.0320*** -0.0100***
[-1.63] [5.31] [-6.79] [2.66] [15.58] [10.25] [-20.34] [-4.63]
Panel B1: Low volatility regime
%oselrq 34.48 40.77 39.41 35.33 60.84 51.14
Bra -0.0160*** 0.0038*** 0.0066*** -0.0190***  -0.0220***  -0.0100***
[-3.70] [6.48] [7.68] [-5.32] [-28.50] [-13.35]
%oseli4q 32.36 53.82 33.99 30.54 95.50 77.61
Biaa 0.0343***  0.0214*** 0.0041*** 0.0004 0.0740%** 0.0488***
[3.58] [19.82] [3.70] [0.05] [61.10] [40.90]
%selspq 33.86 35.55 34.26 28.07 56.36 23.06 74.63 44.31
B304 -0.0140*  0.0029*** -0.0050***  0.0179* 0.0040%** 0.0242*%**  _0.0250*** -0.0110%**
[-1.74] [5.34] [-7.90] [1.80] [12.41] [6.68] [-17.50] [-3.49]
Panel B2: High volatility regime
%oselrq 36.64 45.35 41.01 38.73 63.33 53.90
Bra -0.0150*%*  0.0031*** 0.0106*** -0.0120%**  -0.0210***  -0.0090***
[-2.27] [3.17] [5.05] [-4.32] [-24.93] [-12.75]
%seliqq 30.42 52.08 35.92 31.55 92.98 75.31
Biaa 0.0428***  (0.0249*** 0.0112%** -0.0040 0.0742%** 0.0522%**
[4.66] [14.79] [2.91] [-1.08] [49.45] [33.12]
%selspq 36.61 37.01 39.13 32.40 59.53 26.11 75.72 51.25
B304 -0.0050  0.0028*** _0.0120*** 0.0157** 0.0055%** 0.0342*%**  _0.0400*** -0.0090***
[-0.59] [2.88] [-4.80] [1.97] [10.21] [7.93] [-13.93] [-3.15]

Note. This table tabulates the results of cross-sectional lasso regression of stock weights on standard characteristics. The charac-
teristics are calculated using the rolling-window method, with window size being either 7, 14, or 30 calendar days. We report the
selection rates of each characteristic, and the time-series average of the regression coefficient over all testing periods. The t-values with
Newey-West adjustments are reported in brackets, and the asterisks *, ** and *** denote the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels of statistical

significance, respectively.

For the full sample, Panel A of Table 3 shows that price trends are most likely to be

chosen by the lasso algorithm. For instance, the selection rate for the 14-day price trend

reaches 94%, much higher than the other characteristics. Meanwhile, the selection rates for

the 7- and 30-day trends are 62% and 58%, respectively. The time-series averages of the
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regression coefficients for the 7-, 14-, and 30-day price trends are -0.021, 0.074, and 0.005,
respectively, all of which are statistically significant. This suggests that DERL favors stocks
that have performed well over the past 14 or 30 days but have experienced a pullback in
the last 7 days. Among characteristics related to firms’ risk, return volatility calculated
using past 7 and 14 days returns and the market beta estimated from the CAPM model
have relatively large associations with the stock weights, with selection rates of 53%, 76%,
and 75%, respectively. Moreover, the time-series averages of the regression coefficients are
—0.01, 0.051, and —0.032, respectively, all of which are significant. Therefore, DERL favors
stocks with low systematic risk that have shown volatility over the past 14 days but have
stabilized in the most recent 7 days. Finally, given that our investment universe contains
the largest 500 stocks in the market, we find that liquidity characteristics are less relevant
to the stock weights, with selection rates all below 50%.

Panels B1 and B2 present the results during the low and high volatility regimes, respec-
tively. Consistent with the findings in Panel A, characteristics related to price trends and
risks are most relevant to the stock weights chosen by the DERL agent. The associations
between price trends and stock weights are generally similar under different market volatil-
ity conditions. The selection rates for 7- and 14-day price trends in low (high) volatility
regimes are 61% (95%) and 63% (93%), respectively. The time-series averages of 7-day
coefficients are significantly negative, while the averages of 14-day coefficients are signif-
icantly positive. This indicates that, during different volatility regimes, portfolio choices
from DERL align with a “7-day reversal and 14-day momentum” strategy. The associations
between risk characteristics and stock weights vary across different market conditions. In
particular, the selection rates of market beta during low and high volatility regimes are
75% and 76%, respectively. The time-series average of its regression coefficient is —0.025
during low volatility and decreases to —0.040 when market volatility is high. Consistent
with the findings in Table 2, these results indicate that the DERL agent has volatility tim-
ing capability and reduces investments in stocks with high systematic risks during periods

of market stress.

3.5. Ablation Study
The DERL framework incorporates three major deep learning methods, namely generative
autoencoder, meta-learning, and reinforcement learning, to enhance the agents’ ability to

continuously learn and adjust their portfolios based on new data and market conditions.
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To evaluate the contribution of each component to model performance, we conduct a series
of ablation studies, and the results are presented in Table 4.

Panel A shows the results for the full sample. We first replace the TD3 algorithm with
two other RL algorithms: A2C (Mnih et al. 2016) and DDPG (Lillicrap et al. 2015). All
three RL algorithms within the DERL framework outperform versions without dynamic
updating and versions without both dynamic updating and embeddings. This indicates
the compatibility of different RL algorithms with the DERL framework. While replacing
the TD3 RL algorithm with either A2C or DDPG results in lower Sharpe and Sortino
ratios, the difference between the TD3 and A2C models is not statistically significant.
The significant outperformance of TD3 over DDPG can be attributed to TD3’s improved
training stability and algorithmic superiority over DDPG.

After removing the dynamic learning feature (Meta-learning) from the baseline model,
the agent generates returns with lower means and significantly higher standard deviations.
Consequently, the Sharpe (Sortino) ratio drops significantly from 1.04 (1.62) to 0.64 (0.90).
When both the embedding and meta-learning features are removed, the agent performs
even worse, particularly in managing portfolio risks, producing realized returns with a
standard deviation of 0.23, compared to only 0.14 in the full model. As a result, the Sharpe
and Sortino ratios of the model decrease to approximately 0.50 and 0.69, respectively, after
the removal of these two critical features.

Panels B1 and B2 present the results of the ablation study under different market volatil-
ity conditions. Overall, the outperformance of the agent with full components in DERL
compared to other alternative agents is not significant, except for the A2C model. How-
ever, when market volatility is high, the DERL agent yields superior performance. Our
ablation study reveals the crucial role of dynamic embedding in managing portfolio risks
and enhancing portfolio performance, especially during periods of market stress.

We also find that the agent using embeddings of the current state outperforms the agent
without embeddings, as observed from the results in Lines 5 and 6 of each panel, show-
ing the importance of low-dimensional embeddings for noise reduction. Additionally, the
performance of the agent that encodes the next state surpasses that of the agent encoding
the current state, with statistical significance. This advantage is even more pronounced in
high-volatility regimes, suggesting that next-state embeddings provide more accurate and

informed latent states for portfolio allocation, particularly during periods of market stress.
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Table 4 Ablation study

Model specification Return performance FF3 factor analysis
Embedding Meta  RL Mean STD SR ST Q@ Market  Adj. R?
Panel A: Full samples (N=7550)

next state  yes  TD3 0.1481 0.1423  1.0407 1.6200 0.0003***  0.6380***  0.7467
next state yes A2C 0.1329 0.1424 0.9334 1.4212 0.0003*** 0.5810*%** 0.6018
next state yes DDPG 0.1239 0.1450 0.8544**  1.2296*** 0.0002*** 0.7074***  0.8614
next state no TD3 0.1135 0.1775 0.6394***  0.9018*** 0.0001**  0.8392***  (.8175
current state yes TD3 0.1238 0.1681 0.7361***  1.055T*** 0.0002*** 0.8161*%**  0.8603

no no TD3 0.1158 0.2328 0.4975%**  0.6934*** 0.0000  1.1201*** 0.8500

Panel B1: Low volatility regime (VIXj17.91, N=3371)
next state  yes  TD3 0.2369 0.0841  2.8171 4.6230 0.0001*%*  0.7499***  0.7954
next state yes  A2C 0.2385 0.1002 2.3795**  3.9107** 0.0001  0.7317*** 0.5098
next state yes DDPG  0.2568 0.0897  2.8640 4.6795 0.0001**  0.8028***  0.7675
next state no TD3 0.2800 0.1060  2.6429 4.2363* 0.0001  0.9277*** 0.7460
current state yes  TD3 0.2805 0.1013  2.7689 4.5071 0.0001*  0.9083*** 0.7778
no no TD3 0.3458 0.1280  2.7029 4.3396 0.0000  1.1683*** 0.8157

Panel B2: High volatility regime (VIX> 17.91, N=3375)

next state yes TD3 0.0589 0.1827 0.3223 0.4960 0.0005%** 0.6198***  0.7424
next state yes A2C 0.0271 0.1744 0.1554 0.2310 0.0003*** 0.5573*** (0.6398
next state yes DDPG  -0.0090 0.1841 -0.0490*** -0.0685*** 0.0002*%** 0.6920*** (.8875
next state no TD3 -0.0538 0.2271 -0.2370*%** -0.3256%** 0.0001  0.8241*** (.8357
current state yes  TD3 -0.0333 0.2147 -0.1550%** -0.2165%** 0.0002**  0.8007*** (0.8817
no no TD3 -0.1148 0.3028 -0.3791*** -0.5160*** 0.0000  1.1102*** 0.8576

Note. This table presents the results of the ablation study to examine the contribution of each of the three components of
our framework, namely, the embedding model, meta-learning (Meta), and reinforcement learning (RL) to the model performance.
Panels A, B1, and B2 present the result for the full sample, the low volatility subsample, and the high volatility subsample,
respectively. The asterisks *, ** and *** denote statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively, for the null
hypothesis that the full baseline model underperforms the alternative model.

Table 4 demonstrates that the embedding and meta-learning components in our DERL
framework are crucial for enhancing model performance. To evaluate the role of the embed-

ding component in managing noisy data, we conduct the following time-series regression:
EMB; = by + byMarket; + by VIX; + uy, (18)

where EMB; represents the embedding contribution, defined as the difference in returns
between the fourth and sixth models listed in Panel A of 4, and u; is the residual term. The
regression incorporates two market variables: market return and VIX, a widely-used proxy
for market uncertainty. Columns 2-4 of Table 5 display the estimation results. Consistent
with our objective for deploying embedding, models (1) and (2) reveal that the embedding
contribution is more pronounced when the market return is low or the VIX is high, indi-

cating market frictions. When both market variables are included, model (3) shows that
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the coefficient of market return remains significantly negative, and the VIX coefficient is

significantly positive, although the level of significance decreases.

Table 5 Component contributions and market conditions
Embedding Meta-learning
(1) (2) 3) (1) (2) 3)
Intercept 0.0001***  _0.0013*** -0.0001 Intercept -0.0001  -0.0003*  -0.0003*
3.49] [-5.35] [-1.00] [-0.48]  [-1.72] [-1.69]
Market -0.2790%** -0.2779%** DMkt 0.0003 0.0001
[-39.47] [-53.83] [1.55] [0.46]
VIX 0.0063*** 0.0012* DVIX 0.0003**  0.0003**
[4.84] [1.76] [2.49] [2.37]
Adjusted R? 0.6073 0.0150 0.6077 0.0020 0.0047 0.0047

Note. This table presents time-series regression of the contributions of embedding and meta learning on market variables. The
t-values with Newey-West adjustments are reported in brackets, and the asterisks *, ** and *** denote the 10%, 5%, and 1%
levels of statistical significance, respectively.

Similarly, let Meta; represent the meta-learning contribution, calculated as the difference
in returns between the first and fourth models listed in Panel A of 4. Since DERL applies
meta-learning every 42 days, Meta; is expected to be insignificant for the first 42 days of
each training segment. The corresponding ¢ statistic is —0.22, aligning with our expectation.
For the remaining samples in each segment, the ¢ statistic for Meta; is 2.04, indicating that
meta-learning significantly enhances portfolio performance.

We then run the following time-series regression to explore how meta-learning contributes

to managing nonstationarity in the market:
Meta; = by + by DMkt + boDVIX; + uy. (19)

We construct two variables, DMkt and DVIX, to proxy potential structural changes in

market conditions, defined as

DMktt _ Markett — MUMarket ’
O Market
(20)
DVIX, = 'M 7
OVIX

where parkes and pyrx are the unconditional means, and oyt and oyix are the uncon-
ditional standard deviations of market returns and VIX over a 3-year training period.
Columns 6-8 of Table 5 present the estimation results of the time-series regressions. The

results show that deviations in current market returns from their historical distribution do
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not significantly impact the contribution of meta-learning. However, when market volatility
patterns shift, the estimation results from models (1) and (3) indicate that meta-learning

significantly enhances model performance.

4. Conclusion

This paper introduces a reinforcement learning (RL) framework for dynamic portfolio
allocation that enhances both sample efficiency and risk management. By embedding the
original market state into a more representative latent space prior to learning the strategy,
we improve the handling of high-dimensional and noisy financial data. We use generative
autoencoders to project states into the embedding space and incorporate the fully online
meta-learning techniques to dynamically adapt the embedding encoder, capturing the most
recent financial transition patterns.

Our dynamic portfolio allocation framework introduces novel advancements in portfo-
lio management. Firstly, the RL agent within our framework is designed to automatically
handle portfolio allocation in an end-to-end manner, adeptly navigating high-dimensional,
low signal-to-noise, and non-stationary market conditions over long trading horizons. Sec-
ondly, it enhances market information management by employing an embedding method
that captures and converts essential features of high-dimensional financial data into a more
manageable lower-dimensional representation. This is particularly advantageous for rapidly
identifying and responding to key market trends, and is especially effective in adapting
to non-stationary market shifts. Thirdly, our framework significantly improves risk man-
agement by dynamically updating its understanding of market transitions. This allows
for the quick identification of potential risks and the implementation of preemptive mea-
sures to mitigate them. Such capabilities ensure swift reactions to market changes, thereby
minimizing potential risks and maximizing profits.

An empirical study based on the top 500 market-value stocks in each subperiod of the
U.S. stock market demonstrates that our framework outperforms the two-step predict-
then-optimize model, as well as the value- and equal-weighted strategies. Moreover, the
superior performance of our DERL framework cannot be fully explained by well-known
factor models, such as the Fama and French (1993) three-factor model and the Carhart
(1997) four-factor model, and is even more pronounced during periods of market stress.

Further analysis reveals that the DERL agent has volatility timing capability, reducing
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the portfolio’s exposure to the market during periods of market stress. Through a series of
ablation studies, we find that the framework’s performance is robust across different RL
algorithms. Additionally, embedding and meta-learning effectively address the challenges
posed by noisy and non-stationary data, making them crucial for improving portfolio per-

formance.
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E-Companion — Reinforcement-Learning Portfolio Allocation
with Dynamic Embedding of Market Information

Appendix EC.1: Further Related Literature

Machine Learning in Financial Applications Machine learning (ML) is a category of data-driven
algorithms that utilize statistical models to identify patterns and generate predictions based on historical
data. Financial data is well suited for ML techniques, and as a result, a significant body of research has
applied ML to finance for various purposes (Cong et al. 2020, Huang and Shi 2022). Such techniques can
analyze large volumes of data, identify non-linear patterns, and generate insights that traditional models
may overlook. ML-assisted techniques have been widely applied in finance to identify patterns in data and
improve investment performance (Ban et al. 2018, Kelly and Xiu 2023, Jiang et al. 2023).

In particular, Gu et al. (2020) and Freyberger et al. (2020) find that the nonlinear integration of large
dimensional firm characteristics using machine learning methods helps to improve the predictability of cross-
section asset returns, and the long-short portfolios based on the learning signals can produce superior out-
of-sample performance. Cong et al. (2021) provides a deep sequence model for asset pricing, highlighting its
ability to deal with high-dimensional, nonlinear, interactive, and dynamic financial data. They show that
Long short-term memory with an attention mechanism outperforms other models in portfolio performance.
Furthermore, Bryzgalova et al. (2023) used an ML-assisted factor analysis approach to estimate latent asset
price factors using cross-sectional and time series targets. They show that this method leads to higher Sharpe

ratios and lower pricing errors than conventional approaches when tested on a large-scale set of assets.

Reinforcement Learning Reinforcement learning (RL) has gained significant attention in recent years
due to its ability to make decisions based on real-time feedback. RL is a subfield of machine learning that
is concerned with how an agent can learn to make decisions by interacting with an environment, where the
agent receives feedback in the form of rewards or penalties for each action taken (Gosavi 2009). RL has been
used in various applications, including gaming (Silver et al. 2017), communication network (Qu et al. 2022),
marketing (Wang et al. 2022, Liu 2022), and finance (Cong et al. 2020).

One notable achievement in RL is AlphaGo (Silver et al. 2017), which defeated the top human players
in the game of Go. The success of AlphaGo has led to increased interest in RL, including its application to
finance. Hambly et al. (2021) review recent advances in RL in finance. RL has the potential to improve trad-
ing decision-making by finding optimal strategies, reducing error propagation, and capturing the complexity
of financial markets. Liu et al. (2021) introduces the FinRL library as a unified framework for deploying deep
reinforcement learning algorithms in quantitative finance. However, efficiently implementing RL for portfolio
management and trading is currently hindered by two main challenges: excessive noise and high dimension-
ality. Noise in stock market data can lead to overestimation of value functions and suboptimal policies, while
high dimensionality can make it difficult for RL agents to achieve optimal portfolio diversification.

The seminal work by Cong et al. (2020) proposed a deep RL framework that outperforms traditional port-

folio management methods. Our approach is distinct in that we propose a different framework, a dynamic
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embedding reinforcement learning framework. This framework combines three major deep learning methods:
reinforcement learning for profitable trading decisions, generative models for summarizing and analyzing
high-dimensional stock market information, and meta-learning for adapting the trading framework to chang-
ing market conditions. By utilizing these methods together, we provide an end-to-end solution for portfolio

allocation.

Embedding Methods Embedding methods in finance are important because they enable the transfor-
mation of complex financial data into continuous vector representations that facilitate advanced machine
learning and predictive analytics. These embeddings help in capturing underlying patterns, relationships,
and trends in financial data, thereby improving the accuracy of models used for tasks such as risk assessment
and portfolio allocation. Kelly et al. (2019) present instrumented PCA (IPCA), a technique that utilizes
covariates for dimensionality reduction but is limited by its reliance on linear models. On the other hand, Gu
et al. (2021) applies autoencoder neural networks for unsupervised dimension reduction, incorporating both
covariate information and returns. This method compresses returns into a low-dimensional space, allowing
for nonlinear and interactive effects of stock characteristic covariates on factor exposures.

In addition to conventional embedding methods, generative models learn latent representations of under-
lying data to generate meaningful content, resulting in more effective and insightful embeddings. Generative
models are machine learning models that create new data similar to the training set. In financial applica-
tions, Chen et al. (2023) introduces a deep neural network asset pricing model for individual stock returns,
integrating extensive conditioning information and accounting for time variation through recurrent neural
networks and generative adversarial networks. Similarly, Cong et al. (2019) proposes a method for analyzing
large-scale text data by combining neural network language processing with generative statistical modeling.
In our framework, we utilize generative encoders to summarize and analyze high-dimensional stock market

information.

Meta-Learning Meta-learning is concerned with learning how to learn from a set of related tasks and
has been applied in various domains (Bastani 2021, Anderer et al. 2022, Bastani et al. 2022). Our work is
motivated by the fully online meta-learning framework Rajasegaran et al. (2022), which allows the model
to adapt continuously across changing tasks and input distributions without resetting the model. This is
particularly crucial in finance, where the financial market is constantly changing, and any static strategy
may not adequately adapt to the non-stationary market.

There is sparse application of meta-learning in financial applications, and being a relatively new technique,
it is an area that requires more exploration (Hambly et al. 2021). Bastani et al. (2022) proposes a meta-
dynamic pricing algorithm that learns the unknown demand parameters shared across a sequence of dynamic
pricing experiments for related products. They balance meta-exploration and meta-exploitation and account
for uncertainty in the estimated prior, demonstrating its effectiveness through numerical experiments on
synthetic and real auto loan data. Duan et al. (2022) proposed a transfer learning approach that incorporates

market-specific knowledge into a target market to improve the performance of machine learning algorithms.
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Appendix EC.1: Details of Reinforcement Learning and TD3 algorithm

Reinforcement learning (RL) is a framework to teach machines to make decisions based on rewards received
from an environment. In model-based RL, an agent interacts with an environment modeled as a Markov
decision process (MDP), denoted as M = {S, A, P,r,v}. Here, S is the set of possible states in the environ-
ment. A particular state s € .S represents the current conditions of the system, such as the current holdings
of all equities and market information. A is the set of feasible actions, which represent the decisions that
the agent can make. In finance, an action a € A could correspond to buying or selling a certain amount of a
particular asset.

The transition probability P(s/\s,a) represents the probability of transitioning to a new state s’ when
taking action a in the current state s. After taking action a, in the t-th step, the agent receives a reward r,
based on the path tuple (s;, a;, 8;41), where r, = r (84, @y, 8¢11). The discount factor v balances the importance
of immediate and future rewards. In RL, the cumulative reward is the discounted sum of the rewards of each
step over a period T' (which can be infinite): ZtT:l'ytflrt. The objective of RL is to learn a policy 7 that

maximizes the expected cumulative reward in the MDP framework.

EC.1.1. Bellman Equation and Bellman Optimality

Given a fixed policy m, we can determine the state transition dynamics:
P7(s'|s) = J 7(a|s)P(s'|s,a)da. (EC.1.1)
acA(s)

With the state transition dynamics P7(s’|s), we can calculate the probability of any trajectory

7" (80, a0,81 -+ ,S). By taking the expectation over all trajectories, we can estimate the expected sum of

discounted future returns. We define the value function V;"(s) : II x S x [T] — R as the expected cumulative
discounted return when visiting state s at time ¢t <T"
T

V7 (s)=FE = lz V| 8 = s] . (EC.1.2)

k=t

1

Trs; 2 the discount rate for the value function, the value function may represent

For example, if we take v =
the net present value (NPV) of the portfolio at time ¢. For notation simplicity, we abbreviate E, - as E, for
the rest of the paper.

To account for the stochasticity of the policy m(a|s), we introduce the state-action value function
Q7 (s4,a:) : I x S x A(s) x [T] — R. This function allows us to estimate the expected value from taking a

specific action a, in state s, at time ¢ under policy 7. We have

Q:(Stvat) = Est+1~ﬂ""(s’\s) [T (St, Q, 8t+1) ‘/,511(3,54_1) . (EC.1.3)

+ —
1465
This state-action function @™ and state value function V™ can be derived from each other through equation

(EC.1.3) and
Vi(s:) = J m(a.|s)P(si11]8:,a:)Q7 (84, a:)da, =E, [Q7(s:,a,)]. (EC.1.4)
acA(st)

The aim of reinforcement learning (RL) is to find the optimal policy 7*(a|s) that maximizes the expected

value function for any s, which can be represented as follows: Vs and a,

T = arg max V7™ (s) =arg max Q" (s,a). (EC.1.5)
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In portfolio management, the optimal policy 7* can be interpreted as the agent’s strategy for making
purchase-sell decisions for each asset in the portfolio to maximize the expected net present value of their
portfolio when observing the market state. The Bellman Optimality Equation (Sutton et al. 1998) guarantees

the existence of such an optimal policy:

ProrosiTiON EC.1 (Bellman Optimality). Let IT denote the set of all non-stationary and randomized

policies, and assume an infinite time horizon. Define:

V*(s):=supV7(s), Q*(s,a):=supQ7(s,a).

well well

There exists a stationary policy 7 such that for all s€eS and a€ A,

VEE ZVE(s), Q7 (s,a) =Q*(s,a).

The optimal value function satisfies

* 1 *
(s, a)=E,  _prrisns |T(8t,04, 8 + — max T (S¢41,0 . EC.1.6
Qt ( t t) t+1~P77 (s']s) ( t) At t+1) 1+5f |:at+IEA(3t+l)Qt ( t+1 t+1)” ( )

The Bellman optimality equation demonstrates the existence of optimal policies and provides a approach
to find 7* by finding the optimal value functions Q™" (s,a) or V™" (s). Equation (EC.1.6) is particularly useful
in practice since it allows us to easily derive and evaluate policy without modeling transition dynamics, and
can handle both discrete and continuous action spaces. This approach is especially important in financial
market settings, where transition dynamics are difficult to capture and decisions are continuous.

The concept of modeling the value function directly, rather than attempting to estimate the transition
dynamics P(s’|s,a) forms the basis of model-free RL algorithms (Silver et al. 2014, 2016, Fujimoto et al.
2018). These algorithms use various function types and techniques to approximate the value function induced
by a given policy, and seek to identify the value function that satisfies the equilibrium in equation (EC.1.6).
Our framework also employs model-free RL algorithms as the agents, given the difficulty of directly modeling

the transition dynamics in financial markets.

LemMA EC.1.1. (Bellman Equation) If the state space and action space is discrete and finite, for a fized
policy m, we have the following recursive relation for the state value function V™(s) and the state-action

value function Q™ (s,a)

Vis)= Y] mlals) Y Bs]s.a)[r(s,a,8) 9V ()] = Y w(a]$)Q(s,a). (BC.LT)

acA(s) s'eS acA(s)
Similarly, we can also express the Q(s,a) as:
Q" (s,a) = Z P(s'|s,a)r,(s,a,s' )+~ 2 P(s'|s,a)V™ (s) (EC.1.8)
s'eS s'eS
Proof:  To show a brief proof of the Bellman equation, we start with the definition of the state value

function V7 (s) and the state-action value function Q7 (s,a) under a fixed policy 7:
e}
v (s) = E, [2 N p ]
t=0

e
Q" (s,a)=E, [Z Yrie1 | S0 =8,a9 = a] ,
t=0
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where 7,1 is the reward obtained at time ¢ + 1 and -y is the discount factor.

Now, we can use the law of total expectation to expand these expressions as follows:

V™(s)=E, lZ Y71 so = 51
= Z m(als) lE’yrHﬂsosaoa}

acA(s) t=0

Y, w(als)Q"(s,a),

acA(s)

where A(s) is the set of actions available in state s. Similarly, we can expand Q7 (s, a) as follows:

o]
Q" (s,a)=E, lZ Y'rip1| 80 =8,a9= a]

t=0

o0
=E, lrl + Zwtmﬂ | 8o =8,a0 = a}

t=1

o0
—Z s'|s,a)r(s,a) +'yz s'|s,a)E, Z’ytrt+2|sl=s’,al=a’
t=0

s’'eS s'eS
= Y B(s'|s,a)ri(s,a) +7 ), P(s']s,@)V7(s),
s’eS s’eS

where a’ is an action chosen by the policy 7 in state s’.

Therefore, we have proved the Bellman equation for the state value function V™ (s) and the state-action
value function Q™ (s,a) under a fixed policy 7. o

For small-scale problems, such as a tabular MDP, if a model M = {S, A, P, r,~} is provided, we can directly
compute the value function V™ and the action-value function @™ based on the transition probabilities and
expected reward dynamics. However, for larger problems with continuous state and action spaces, such as
those encountered in finance settings, it is not feasible to visit each state and compute the value function
directly. Therefore, we need to approximate the @ and V functions using function approximation techniques,
such as deep neural networks. Despite the continuous nature of the state and action spaces, the Bellman
equation can still be used to derive the optimal policy. This is known as the continuous Bellman equation,

and it has been shown to be useful in finance applications (see Lemma EC.1.2).

LemMA EC.1.2. (Continuous Bellman Equation) For a fized policy m, we have the following recursive

relation for the value function:

V7™ (s) =J N )7r(a|s) J/ SJP’(S’|s,a) [r(s,a,s8") +~yV7™ (s')] ds'da (EC.1.9)

Another property of MDP and reinforcement learning is the Bellman optimality equation (Sutton et al.
1998). This proposition proves the existence of the optimal policy and the optimal value function. Formally,
the Bellman optimality equation can be written as follows.

ProposITION EC.2. (Bellman Optimality Equation) (Sutton et al. 1998) There exists an optimal policy
7, allowing the mazimization of V -type and Q-type value functions at the same time. Formally written, we

have that:
= argma&(V"(s) = arg max Q" (s,a). (EC.1.10)
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Proof: To briefly show that there exists an optimal policy 7* that maximizes both the state value function

V7™ (s) and the state-action value function Q7(s,a), we first define the optimal value functions V*(s) and

Q*(s,a) as:

V*(s) =max V" (s)

rell
Q"(s,a) =maxQ"(s,a),
where II is the set of all policies.
Now, we want to show that there exists a policy 7* that achieves the optimal value functions V*(s) and
Q* (s, a) simutaneously. We first prove that if 7’ is a policy that achieves V*(s), then it also achieves Q*(s, a)
for all a € A(s), where A(s) is the set of actions available in state s.

Assume that 7/ achieves V*(s), i.e., V™ (s) = V*(s). Then, we have:

Q" (s.a)= ) P(s']s,a)[r(s,a,s) + 7V (s)]

s'eS

< Z P(s'|s,a)[r(s,a,s") +~yV*(s')] (EC.1.11)

= max P(s'|s,a)[r(s,a,s) +yV™(s)]
s/es
=Q’(s,a)
where we used the fact that 7’ achieves V*(s), and hence V™ (s) < V*(s), and the maximization over policy
space II. Similarly, we can show that if 7’ is a policy that achieves Q*(s,a), then it also achieves V*(s). o

This equation also indicates the following relations under optimal policy 7*:

acA(s) 7 >
s’'eS s’eS

V™ (s) = max (Z P(s'|s,a)r(s,a,s’) +~ Z P(s'|s,a)V"™ (s’))
(EC.1.12)

Q™ (s,a) = Z P(s'|s,a)r(s,a,s) +~ Z P(s'|s,a) max Q™ (s',a’).

s'es s'es a'eAle)

Bellman optimality equation shows the existence of the optimal strategy. It also provides us with a way to
find the optimal 7* by finding the optimal value functions Q™" (s,a) or V™" (s). Since the aim of RL is to find
the optimal policy 7* achieving the optimal value function, we can directly approximate the optimal value
function bypassing modeling the transition P. The intuition of modeling the value function directly, rather
than attempting to estimate the transition dynamics P(s’|s,a) forms the basis of model-free RL algorithms
(Silver et al. 2014, 2016, Fujimoto et al. 2018). These algorithms use various function types and techniques
to approximate the value function induced by a given policy with the aim to achieve the equilibrium in
Equaition (EC.1.12). Our framework also employs model-free RL algorithms as the agents, given the difficulty
of directly modeling the transition dynamics in financial markets. In the next section we will present the
Twin Delayed Deep Deterministic Policy Gradient (TD3), which use neural networks to approximate the

value function and policy.

EC.1.2. Twin Delayed Deep Deterministic Policy Gradient (TD3)

In this part we present the exact steps in deploying TD3 algorithm on the embedded states and the approaches
to training a TD3 agent. The pseudo-code for TD3 algorithm based on the dynamic embedding is presented
in Algorithm 1.
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As mentioned in the main body, the TD3 algorithm deploys two critic networks @,,,Q,, : Z x A —R to
estimate the state-action value function, and use an actor network 7, : § — A to generate the best action.
Each step we take action according to m,(z,), and evaluate the action based on the value function @, . The
target networks @Q,/,Q,;,m, are used for stable updates of the parameters of the original network, which we
will discuss later.

The Twin Delayed Deep Deterministic policy gradient (TD3) algorithm builds upon the Deep Deterministic
Policy Gradient (DDPG) algorithm (Lillicrap et al. 2015). TD3 addresses issues such as overestimation bias
and learning instability by incorporating improvements in the form of double @Q-learning, delayed policy

updates, and target policy smoothing.

Double Q-learning. In the TD3 algorithm, double Q-learning is employed to mitigate the overestimation
bias that may arise from using a single critic network. Overestimation can lead to suboptimal policies and
slower convergence. TD3 incorporates two separate critic networks, (),, and @,,, to independently learn
the Q-values. During the update process, the algorithm takes the minimum of the two critics’ predictions
(min; @,,), which reduces overestimation bias. This technique is inspired by Double Q-learning, and it helps

improve the stability of the learning process.

Delayed Policy Updates. TD3 introduces delayed policy updates to further enhance the stability of
training. In this approach, the actor network is updated less frequently compared to the critic networks.
As shown in the steps : Update actor network and Smoothly update three target network in Algorithm 1, we
only update the actor network every d step. By delaying the policy updates, the actor has access to more
accurate QQ-value estimates, which results from the additional critic network updates. This, in turn, leads to

more stable policy improvements and prevents premature convergence to suboptimal policies.

Target Policy Smoothing. Target policy smoothing is a technique introduced in TD3 to address the
exploitation of unrealistic Q-value estimates due to the inherent function approximation errors in neural
networks. This method involves adding a small amount of noise € (in Step 2 in Algorithm 1) to the target
action during the critic update step, effectively smoothing the target policy. By incorporating noise into
the target actions, the algorithm learns to generalize better across different states and actions, reducing the
chance of overfitting to specific scenarios.

Together, these three improvements enable the TD3 algorithm to exhibit superior performance and stability
compared to the DDPG algorithm. The incorporation of double Q-learning, delayed policy updates, and
target policy smoothing helps to mitigate overestimation bias and learning instability, leading to more reliable
and efficient reinforcement learning.

Throughout the training process, TD3 alternates between learning the actor and critic networks using
experience replay and soft updates to the target networks. This iterative procedure allows TD3 to achieve

superior performance and stability compared to its predecessor, DDPG.
Appendix EC.1: Details on Generative Autoencoders

Generative autoencoders aim to simulate the real-world data generation process of a random variable by

learning the joint distribution of all variables related to its generation.
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Algorithm 1: TD3 algorithm with dynamic embedding

Input: Initialize critic networks @, ,@.,, and actor network 7, with parameters
V1, Vs, L; initialize target networks v] «— vy, v < vy, 1/ < 1; initialize buffer B;
set action noise variance o? and maximum noise level ¢; initialize the
pre-trained encoder I'y; set frequency of delayed policy update d and
frequency of dynamic update —U—

fort=1toT do
Take action: receive states s, encode it with I'y into z,, select action with

exploration noise a ~ 74(2s) + €, € ~ N(0,0°I), observe reward r and new state
s’; and store transition tuple (s,a,r,s’) in B;

Update critic networks: sample mini-batch of b transitions {(s;, a;,r;,8;)}2_,
from B and encode the corresponding latent state {zsi}?:1 with T'y;

recalculate the target optimal action under the current policy network
a; — s (25,(8)) +e, e~clip(N(0,0°1),—cl,cl),

and the target value: y; <— r; +ymin;—; » @,/ (s, @); and update parameter of
critic networks:

v; < argmin,, b~' Z (i — Qu,(2s,,a))>.
if t =0 (mod d) then

Update actor network parameter through:

L=1—qa, b ! Z V@, (zs,a)

V., (2zs)-

a=7,(2zs)

Smoothly update target network parameters:

vi —Tvi+ (1 —1)1

79

Ve—1i+(1—7)

end

if t=0 (mod |U|) then
| Update the encoder I';, with online meta-learning.

end

end
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EC.1.1. Generative Autoencoders

We begin by introducing the concept and use of generative encoders. Considering two random variables
X and Y in a compact set X', we aim to learn the joint distribution of two random variables X € X and
Y € X through a latent variable Z € Z that supports the conditional independence of X and Y, such that
(YLX)| Z. Most work using generative models focuses on regenerating X € X through the latent variable

Z € Z, or what is known as self-regeneration (X encoder, g decoder X). The step X encoder, 7 ig usually called

encoder
_—

encoding and Z X is usually called decoding.

We describe the generative encoders with a probabilistic model. For X,Y € X and Z € Z, we assume
X ~Px and Y ~ Py, and for Z € P;. We use Pxy :=P (X ~ Px,Y ~ Py) to denote the set of all joint
distributions of (X,Y") with marginal distributions Px and Py . Similarly, for a pair (X, Z), we have for joint
distribution Px » := P (X ~ Px,Z ~ Py), where Py is the prior distribution over the latent variable Z. In the
context of generative tasks, we define a cost function C(X,Y): X x X — R, which measures the difference
or regeneration loss between the input data X and the generated data Y. The objective is to minimize the

transport cost

Wc(Px,Py) = inf ]E(X,Y)NPX,Y[C(X7Y)]' (ECll)

Px vy€Px,y

Our setting, as mentioned in the main body of the paper, is modified into

s—" sz o s, (EC.1.2)

encode ° decode with acA(s)

where each notation represents:

e Encoder I'y(z,|s): maps the state s to its latent representation z,, parameterized by ¢;

e Decoder Gy(s'|z,,a): maps the latent state z, and action a back to the predicted next state §', param-
eterized by 6.
With the encoder and decoder, we reconstruct the next state through

P, (3]s, a) =f Go(8'|zs,a)T 4(2,]5)d2s. (EC.1.3)

zZs€EZ

Similar to conventional autoencoders, we hope that for any given (s,a), the reconstructed distribution P} ,
of next state s is close to the real distribution Py 4. Thus we modify (EC.1.1) to minimize the transport cost
between the reconstructed transition probability and the exact transition probability under given (s, a). We
use Ps o :=P(s' ~P(|s,a),8 ~ P} ,(-|s,a)) denote all distribution of (§’,s") with marginal distribution of P
and P} ;, thus we have:

We(P),,P)i= inf Es..p,.[C(3,8)]. (EC.1.4)

Ps o€Ps o
In our framework, the decoder Gy(:|z,,a) for next state is constructed through two steps, where the z, is
sampled from a fixed distribution P, on the latent space Z, and then z, is mapped to the next state s’ € S,
leading to
P, (s'|s,a) = f Go(8'|zs,a)p.(2,)dz,. (EC.1.5)
z

There is a special case that the decoder is a deterministic decoder, which indicates the Gy(-|s,a) is Dirac
distribution. For simplicity, in deterministic decoder case, we write the decoder as s’ = fg,(s,a), which

deterministically maps the state-action pair (s,a) to the next state s'.
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Then we have the marginal distribution of z, under given s from the state encoder Py(z,) = I'y(2,|s),

which is assumed to match the known prior P, for any given s.

ProprosITION EC.3. With given current state-action pair (s,a), for Gy as defined above with determin-
istic Go(s'| zs,a) and any function fg,(zs,a): Z x A— S, we sample z, from T'4(z4|s) and then §" from
Go(z4,a). Comparing the estimated next state 8§ and the exact next state s', we have

inf E(s/7§/>~p[C(s',.§')] = inf EPS/EF¢(zs|s) [C(S/,fge (zs,a,))]. (ECl6)

PeP(s’~]P’,§'~]P’/¢ 9) Ty(|s)=Pz

Proof: Since the Gy(§'|z, a) is a deterministic mapping, for any subset S in S, we have E [[[sc5|8', @, 2] =
E [[{srcs)|@, 25|, which implies the independence of 8’ and s given (z,,a).
The tower rule of expectation, and the conditional independence property of Py & .. with given (s,a), we
have that
We (B B) = il Epwe, w10 [C(5,8)]

PeP, A

s’ ,zg,8

= oot Ery e Barnp(oris.) Esr vy 1200 [C(5,8)]

Pe7?3,,zs”§
= PeP?Es,g/ El‘(ﬁ(zsls)Es/\,P(s/‘s,a) [C(s/’ fGe (zs7a))] (EC.1.7)
=, Eesoer, [0 fo (20 a))]
= inf  Ep Er .[C(s, z..a))].

r, o B Bryle[Cs's fos (25, 0))]

It remains to notice that Py ., =P (s' ~P(:|s,a),z, ~ Py).

CoROLLARY EC.1. With given current state-action pair (s,a), for G, as defined above with random
decoder Go(s' | zs,a), if the mean value function fg,(zs,a): Z x A— S, we sample z5 from T'y(zs|s) and

then 8 from Gy(zs,a). If adopting the squared loss distance C(s',8") = s’ — §'|2 and assuming the variance

associated with prior Py as {o2}0 %) we have that
dim(2)
inf EaerlC(s08)] = Y o?+ inf Ee Eroells —fo,(zea)l. (ECLS)
PeP(s/~P,8'~P, ) a Fo(ls)=Pz

Proof: With squared distance, we can rewrite the EC.1.4 as

We (BooP) =, ol Ercrsu o lls' =313

= P inf EP(s’,zs,él\s,a) [HS, - fGe (0’7 ZS) + fGe (a7 ZS) - §l”§]

EPS/7ZS7§/

dim(Z)
. o EC.1.9
= ol Brteanstolls o, (@) 4206~ oy o, ~ 801+ 3y o7 (HOL
dim(2)
2 - 2

= 21 o; + Fd,(.l\rsl)fzpz EJP’S/ EF¢(23|S) [Hsl - fGe (zsn a)HQ]v

im

which concludes the proof. o
Proposition EC.3 and Corollary EC.1 allow us to find the optimal encoder-decoder if the encoder T'4(:|s)
can map the raw states into a known prior P,. In order to find a numerical solution, we can relax the

constraint I'y = P, by adding a penalty term and minimize the loss function:

infLop = inf B Er,en[C( fo, (2, 0))] + ADist(Ty([s), Pr). (EC.1.10)

Ty (-18),fay
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where Dist(T'y(+|s), Pz) measure the divergence between distribution I'y(:|s) and P,. There are various
types of divergence metrics, such as maximum mean discrepancy (MMD) mentioned in the main body and
generative-adversarial-network (GAN-based) distance. With different divergence metrics and some modifi-

cations, we obtain the corresponding autoencoders. The following are some commonly used autoencoders.

EC.1.2. Different Generative Models and Loss Functions

Well-known generative models include generative adversarial network (GAN), Wasserstein GAN, variational
autoencoder, and Wasserstein autoencoder. The encoder parts in all of them can be fitted in our framework
as the embedding.

Wasserstein autoencoder (WAE) (Tolstikhin et al. 2018) WAE applies the direct adaption on Equation
(EC.1.10), which optimizes on the loss function with relaxed the constraints on I'y(z,|s) by adding a penalty

to the objective:

EWAE(H,QJ)) =S EPS/EF¢(z5\s) [C(S/, fGe (Zs, a))] + )\Dlst(l"¢(|s), PZ) (EClll)

Considering using the MMD as the discrepancy metric, we provide a numerical algorithm to minimize the

loss function. The algorithm is presented in 2.

Algorithm 2: Training WAE
Input: Regularization coefficient A > 0, characteristic kernel k, prior P, training

set B.

Initialize encoder I'y, decoder Gy;
while (¢, 0) not converged do

Sample batch {(s,a,s’);}_, from B;
Sample {z1,...,2,} from Py;
Sample {Z;}I" ; where Z; ~ '4(+|s;);
Compute loss:

A

1
EZE, n(n—1)

7

/ - - - 2\ -
c (s}, Go(Zi,a:)) + Z [k(ze, 25) + k(Ze,25)] — EZk(zZ, Z;)
£ 5

(EC.1.12)

n
=1

Update I'y and Gy by backpropagating £;

end

Generative adversarial network (GAN). (Goodfellow et al. 2014) With given (s,a), GAN trys to

minimizes the

Laan (9,0) =SBy pja.a) [108T(8)] + Eeyory (2o 1o [log(1 = T, (22, )] (EC.1.13)
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with respect to a deterministic generator fg,(zs,a): Z x A — S, where T is any non-parametric class of

choice.
Wasserstein GAN (WGAN) (Arjovsky et al. 2017) The WGAN minimizes

EWGAN ((b, 9) = ;uy}a Es/~P(-\s,a) [T(S/)] — Ez;~l“¢(z5\8) [T(fgg (Z57 a))], (ECll4)
€
where W is any subset of 1-Lipschitz functions on S.
Variational autoencoder (VAE) (Kingma and Welling 2014) With given (s,a) tries to minimize the

loss £VAE

»CVAE (¢,0> = inf DKL (F¢(ZS | S),PZ) _EFd)(ZslS) [IOgG9(§/ ‘ zs,a)] (EC115)

T'y(zsl|s)el
where the I' is a known family of distribution. Here we provide a sample approach to train VAE in Algorithm

3.

Algorithm 3: Training /—VAE (with g =1)
Input: Characteristic positive-definite kernel k. Initialize the parameters of the

encoder I'y, decoder Gy, collected dataset (memory buffer)
D=/{(s,a,s8);}V,.

while (¢,0) not converged do
Sample {(s,a,s')1,...,(s,a,s’),} from D;

foreach i=1,...,n do
Sample Z; from I', (Z | s;);

Sample &, from Gy (Z;,a;);

Update Q4 and Gy by backward propagating the loss with SGD:

1 ¢ NP ldim(Z) 2 2 2
“ M lsi=8h+5 Y (1+log (o)) = (m)* = (0,)?).
i=1 j=1

where the o; and p; represent the j-th element in p and o.

end

end

Appendix EC.1: Addition to Experiments

In this section, we present some additional information regarding our numerical experiments.

EC.1.1. Stock Characteristics

In this section, we provide a brief description of the eight characteristics that are used in this study. We
calculate the characteristics using a rolling window approach. The sizes of the window, n, are selected as 7,
14, and 30 calendar days, with a minimum requirement of 3, 6, and 10 valid observations within the rolling

window, respectively. Table EC.1.1 outlines the methods for constructing these stock characteristics.
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Table EC.1.1 Stock characteristics

Characteristics Abbreviation Formula
Amihud (2002) illiquidity Tlliq 1y |§Vt L % 106
: | o1 (askpe_.—bidp:_.)
Bid-ask spread Spread 7@ 24520 Taskp, . +bidn )2
Share turnover Turn D P Shr‘/ﬁ
#Days with zero trades  Ztrade Z;o 1{Vt ~o}
Price Trend Trend Iy (1+R,_y)—1
Return Volatility Retvol \/ ﬁ ::3 (Ri_s— ,ut)2 , where p, = % :;01 R,_,
Market beta Beta Market coefficient of CAPM model

Idiosyncratic volatility Ivol \ T ZS o U7_,, where u, is the residual of CAPM model

Note. This table presents the methods for calculating the standard stock characteristics used in this study. R is the
return, V; and $V; are share and dollar volume respectively. askp; and bidp, are closing ask and bid prices on day ¢, and
shrout; is the shares outstanding.

EC.1.2. Six Back-testing Segments
We present the six backtesting segments and their corresponding training periods and portfolio components

in the Table EC.1.2.

Table EC.1.2 Backtesting and Training Segments with Portfolio Components

Backtesting segment | Training Portfolio Components
1993-1997 1990-1992 | Top 500 stocks at end of 1992
1998-2002 1995-1997 | Top 500 stocks at end of 1997
2003-2007 2000-2002 | Top 500 stocks at end of 2002
2008-2012 2005-2007 | Top 500 stocks at end of 2007
2013-2017 2010-2012 | Top 500 stocks at end of 2012
2018-2022 2015-2017 | Top 500 stocks at end of 2017

Note. This table summarizes the period of six backtesting segments with corre-
sponding training periods and portfolio components for the respective periods.
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