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Abstract. This paper examines replication portfolio construction in incomplete markets -
a key problem in financial engineering with applications in pricing, hedging, balance sheet
management, and energy storage planning. We model this as a two-player game between an
investor and the market, where the investor makes strategic bets on future states while the
market reveals outcomes. Inspired by the success of Monte Carlo Tree Search in stochas-
tic games, we introduce an AlphaZero-based system and compare its performance to deep
hedging - a widely used industry method based on gradient descent. Through theoretical
analysis and experiments, we show that deep hedging struggles in environments where the
optimal action-value function is not subject to convexity constraints - such as those involving
non-convex transaction costs, capital constraints, or regulatory limitations - converging to
local optima. We construct specific market environments to highlight these limitations and
demonstrate that AlphaZero consistently finds near-optimal replication strategies. On the
theoretical side, we establish a connection between deep hedging and convex optimization,
suggesting that its effectiveness is contingent on convexity assumptions. Our experiments
further suggest that AlphaZero is more sample-efficient - an important advantage in data-
scarce, overfitting-prone derivative markets.

1. Introduction

Financial markets are inherently complex and unpredictable, making the construction of
strategies to mitigate the risk of complex financial assets a key challenge in financial engi-
neering. Replication portfolios allow investors to replicate the return profile of a complex
asset using simpler instruments, e.g. to offset future contractual payoffs, manage exposures
or price the asset. Common areas of application include risk management of derivative con-
tracts [10], balance sheet management [23], and the planning of energy consumption and
storage [15]. In practice, replication problems often arise in incomplete markets, where
available financial instruments cannot fully replicate the payoffs of complex assets. Incom-
pleteness often arises due to the presence of transaction costs, stochastic market volatility,
jump-diffusion dynamics, or regulatory limitations. Under such conditions, investors face the
challenge of holding risky positions while balancing replication accuracy against associated
costs. To address this, the construction of replication portfolios is often formulated as a
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stochastic multi-period utility optimization problem [16]: the investor consecutively rebal-
ances the holdings in the replication portfolio to maximize the expected utility of terminal
wealth (which reflects the discrepancy between the asset’s payoffs and the replication portfo-
lio). Although the specific setup varies, such problems have traditionally been phrased in the
language of dynamic programming [18, 5, 19, 43] or, more recently, Reinforcement Learning
(RL) [10, 11, 13, 12, 39].

Deep hedging (DH), a pioneering machine learning approach introduced in [10] and widely
adopted in industry applications, models the sequential decision-making process using a stack
of shallow neural networks (NNs), or alternatively, a recurrent NN or long short-term memory
network. Each NN of the stack learns a deterministic policy corresponding to investment
decisions at the respective time-step, where gradients are passed through the entire NN to
maximize the expected utility over the investment horizon. DH relies on the ability of gradient
descent to identify a near-optimal solution. Through theoretical analysis and experiments, we
show that its performance can falter in environments where the optimal action-value function
is not governed by convexity assumptions, causing the algorithm to converge to suboptimal
local minima.

On the theoretical side, this paper provides a mathematical analysis of the limitations
of DH, demonstrating its close relationship with traditional convex optimization. First, we
show that in settings, where the utility function is concave and increasing, and transaction
costs are convex, portfolio replication becomes a convex problem in the space of deterministic
policies. This insight explains why DH performs well in such domains: under these condi-
tions, a local, deterministic policy gradient method converges reliably to the global optimum.
Notably, such environments are also well-suited to classical convex optimization techniques.
Second, we examine scenarios where DH is applied to non-convex environments - such as
those characterized by multimodal optimal action-value function, which may arise from non-
convex transaction costs, liquidity constraints, market frictions, or regulatory restrictions.
In such cases, we argue that DH fails with non-negligible probability. We provide concrete
examples where these non-convexities play a central role, illustrating that non-convex behav-
ior is not only possible but likely in realistic hedging scenarios. These theoretical results are
supported by experiments across the described environments.

In our experiments, we propose an alternative RL-based approach inspired by the success
of Monte Carlo Tree Search (MCTS) in solving complex games. We show that this method
can consistently identify optimal courses of action in scenarios where DH fails. We also mea-
sure sample efficiency, where the reliance on gradient descent makes DH less sample-efficient
in low-data regimes. MCTS-based algorithms represent the state-of-the-art and most ex-
tensively studied method for a wide range of sequential decision-making problems - ranging
from discrete, perfect information scenarios (such as combinatorial games and puzzles) at
the one end, to continuous, imperfect information scenarios (as encountered in real-world
decision-making) at the other. Typical applications include puzzles [30] (in single-player set-
tings), combinatorial games such as Chess and Go [36, 32] (in two-player settings), as well as
non-deterministic and imperfect information games, such as the Sailing domain [41, 25] and
a variety of video games [17, 26, 3]. For comprehensive reviews, see [9] and [38]. Conversely,
derivatives hedging can be conceptualized as a “a game with the world”, where one player
(the investor) bets on future outcomes, while the other player (the market) determines the



DEEP HEDGING UNDER NON-CONVEXITY: LIMITATIONS AND A CASE FOR ALPHAZERO 3

actual outcomes [39]. Shafer and Vovk [33] argue that this interpretation is foundational
and can serve an axiomatic role in the development of financial mathematics and proba-
bility theory as a whole. This game-theoretic interpretation aligns naturally with viewing
replication as a sequential optimization problem of expected terminal utility: in each round
the investor places a bet on the best composition of the replication portfolio; subsequently
the market transitions to the next state until the asset matures and the games’ outcome
is revealed to the investor. Specifically, we investigate an AlphaZero/MuZero-based system
for constructing replication portfolios under market incompleteness and compare them to
DH. AlphaZero [2, 34] is an advanced variant of MCTS that integrates NNs to guide the con-
struction of MCTS’ decision tree and to evaluate leaf nodes, which demonstrated tremendous
success in high-complexity, large state-space games. MuZero [32] is an extension of AlphaZero
that requires no access to an environment simulator but learns an internal model to predict
the environment’s behavior purely from data. The following facts motivate our investigation
of MCTS (and AlphaZero/MuZero in particular): 1. MCTS solely relies on contractual cash
flow information without requiring intermediate reward signals or external pricing. 2. NN-
enhanced MCTS variants achieve state-of-the-art performance in complex games and general
game playing. Interpreting utility optimization as a stochastic, multi-turn, two-player game,
this suggests a strong potential for financial planning tasks. AlphaZero/MuZero’s ability to
handle large state and action spaces makes them well-suited for discretized market models
and scaling to systems requiring intelligent multi-asset trading coordination. 3. One of the
central contributions of this paper is to demonstrate that AlphaZero/MuZero can consistently
identify optimal replication strategies even in settings where DH converges to local optima.
Our experiments show that these methods achieve the same levels of test loss as DH while
requiring fewer training samples. Since training DH on real market data is often impractical
due to its substantial data requirements, improving our ability to extract effective policies
from smaller datasets is an important direction for research.

To maintain focus and conciseness - and in view of page limitations - we leave several
interesting research directions outside the scope of this paper. (1) We do not compare our
AlphaZero and MuZero agents with reinforcement-learning methods other than DH. In this
work, the primary role of the AlphaZero and MuZero agents is to serve as reference baselines
(i.e., ground truth) where a dynamic-programming approach is infeasible. (2) Following the
methodology of the original DH study [10], we do not include experiments on historical data.

2. Replication strategies

2.1. Replicating portfolios. We follow roughly the notation and exposition of the pioneer-
ing work on Deep Hedging [8]. We consider a discrete-time financial market with trading
dates 0 = t0 < t1 < ... < tn = T . Market information becomes available successively, where
at each tk the investor first observes the new market state and then adjusts his positions
for the investment period from tk to tk+1. At time 0 the investor sells a complex asset Z
that matures at T . This generates an immediate cashflow1 of p0 ≥ 0 to the benefit of the
investor but also a random liability Zn ≤ 0 at T . The market is comprised of m “simple”

1Focusing on the construction of replication portfolios rather than asset pricing, this article assumes that
the price p0 is given exogenously. Pricing is discussed, e.g., in [10].
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financial instruments2 (X i)i=1,...,m with value X i
k at tk. To offset the risk from Zn = Zn(Xn)

the investor maintains a replication portfolio of the form Πk =
∑m

i=0 δ
i
kX

i
k = δk ·Xk, where

δik denotes the holdings in the asset X i
k at time tk and δk = (δ0k, ..., δ

m
k ), Xk = (X0

k , ..., X
m
k ).

Our index convention is that immediately after observing X i
k at tk the investor adjusts his

position from δik to δik+1. To reflect cash holdings without interest we set X0
k = 1. The overall

positions δk are subject to constraints arising, e.g., from liquidity, asset limitations or overall
trading restrictions. We assume, in particular, that trading is self-financed, i.e. any adjust-
ment of positions δ1k, ..., δ

m
k is reflected by a respective adjustment δ0k on the cash holdings

such that δk ·Xk = δk+1 ·Xk. We assume that the transaction costs incurred at tk are of the
form ck = ck(∆δk, Xk) ≤ 0 with ∆δk = δk+1 − δk. The investor’s terminal wealth at time T
is then

PLn = p0 + Zn + δn ·Xn +
n−1∑
k=0

ck(∆δk, Xk).(2.1)

Formally, the investor’s objective is to choose a trading strategy (i.e. policy, see below) to
maximize3 the expected utility

max
δ1,....,δn

E [u(PLn)] ,(2.2)

where the utility function u quantifies the investor’s risk preference. For exact replication
one could minimize a loss l between Zn and Πn, corresponding to l = −u.

2.2. Maintenance of the replication portfolio as a Markov Decision Process. Markov
decision processes (MDPs) constitute a mathematical framework that formalizes sequential
decision-making problems, where an agent interacts with an uncertain environment over a
sequence of time steps. Formally an MDP is a tuple M = (S,A, λ, r, µ, T ), where S is a set
of admissible states, A are possible actions, λ ∈ [0, 1] denotes the environment’s transition
kernel, i.e. λ(s′|s, a) is the probability of entering state s′ ∈ S given that action a ∈ A is
taken in state s ∈ S, and r(s, a, s′) is the reward generated through this transition. µ(s) is
the initial distribution over states and T is the MDP’s planning horizon. The interactions
take place at the times 0 = t0 < t1 < ... < tn = T . Occasionally we add a subscript, tk or
simply k, to emphasize that a certain quantity belongs to a specific point in time. In what
follows we assume that the time variable tk is always part of the state. Starting with µ(s),
at each step of the MDP the agent first observes s ∈ S and then chooses a ∈ A according
the policy π(s, a). Subsequently the environment transitions to the next state s′ accord-
ing to λ(s′|s, a) and a reward of r(s, a, s′) is granted to the agent. The return from tk is
Gk =

∑n−1
k′=k r(Sk′ , Ak′ , Sk′+1). Performance is measured by the state-value and action-value

functions, which are defined for a given policy π and all sk ∈ S, ak ∈ A as

V π(sk) = Eπ [Gk|Sk = sk] , Qπ(sk, ak) = Eπ [Gk|Sk = sk, Ak = ak] .

2These instruments represent general drivers of market risk. They could include cash, equity and com-
modity prices, assets that represent market volatility, etc.

3Note that this constitutes a constrained optimization problem over policies, where the sequence
(δ0, . . . , δn−1) must satisfy all trading constraints such as the self-financing condition.
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The random variables S, A represent the choice of state or action and the state-value or
action-value functions represent the total expected reward when starting at state s, or, re-
spectively, at the state action pair (s, a), and acting according to π. Although we include
the time variable in the state, it will sometimes be convenient to emphasize the specific point
in time writing explicitly Vk = V |Sk

and Qk = Q|Sk×A, where Sk ⊂ S are the state at tk.
Finally, the objective function of an MDP with initial distribution µ and policy π is defined
as Jπ

µ =
´
S V

π(s)dµ(s). It is this objective that many RL algorithms optimize.
Portfolio replication can be phrased in the language of MDPs, where the agent represents

the investor and the environment represents the market. We assume the absence of market
impact (as in DH), i.e. market components of the state evolve independently of the chosen
actions. This is a significant simplification for MDP theory and algorithm design, but it is an
underlying premise behind the common framework of stochastic market models in the first
place. For convenience we also assume Markovianity, which means that the distribution of
future market states depends only on the current market, not on its history.4 In this situation
a possible choice of state representation at time tk could be

Sk = (tk, δk, Xk, p0 +Πk +
k−1∑
j=0

cj(∆δj)),(2.3)

with Im(Sk) ⊂ S. The agent observes this state and chooses an action Ak ∈ A subject to
all necessary trading constraints. As trading strategies are self-financed, we will interpret
Ak = (δ1k+1, ..., δ

m
k+1) ∈ A ⊂ Rm and the cash holdings δ0k as part of the state. Maximizing

the utility of terminal wealth corresponds to a unique reward5 at maturity

r(Sk−1, Ak−1, Sk) =

{
0 if k < n,

u(PLn) = −l(PLn) else.

In this formalism, Equ. (2.2) is equivalent to finding an optimal policy π∗ ∈ argmaxπV
π (pro-

vided that it exists, cf. Sec. 3.1). While an optimal policy can be computed in n steps using
dynamic programming [37] each step involves the expensive computation of expectations
making straight-forward dynamic programming unfeasible even for moderate T . Numerous
methods aim at solving this problem efficiently.

2.3. Deep Hedging. DH approaches the sequential decision-making problem (2.2) using a
stack of shallow NNs, or alternatively, a recurrent NN or LSTM. The sequential structure of
DH reflects the temporal structure of the problem (2.2), where the k-th NN of the stack (or
the k-th argument of the recurrent NN or LSTM) represents a deterministic policy Fk for
taking action Ak = (δ1k+1, ..., δ

m
k+1) based on the state Sk at time tk. Let NNm0m1 denote the

set of all feed-forward NNs mapping from Rm0 → Rm1 . Although the specific architectural
details may vary, a basic DH system chooses replication strategies from the set (see [10] for
details):

NN =
{
(Fk)k=0,...,n−1 | (δ1k+1, ..., δ

m
k+1) = Fk(Sk), Fk ∈ NN dim (Sk)m

}
.

4If the market is only partially observable, Markovianity can be ensured by incorporating the entire market
observation history into the state.

5For assets with a term structure, rewards occur exclusively as a result of contractual cash flows.
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The rationale behind this representation is that the action (δ1k+1, ..., δ
m
k+1) (of dimension m =

dimA) computed by the NN Fk ∈ NN dim (sk)m for the state sk (of dimension dim (sk) > m)
becomes part of the subsequent state sk+1 (of dimension dim (sk+1) > m), cf. (2.3). Refer
to [10, Figure 1] for an illustration of the described DH architecture.

For training random Rm-valued market evolutions Xk, k = 0, ..., n are sampled from a
stochastic market model/market simulator. The entire sequence F = (F0, F1, ...Fn−1) ∈ NN
is then optimized end-to-end via gradient descent. Thus DH can be interpreted either as
a supervised learning process, with samples

{
(x

(i)
0 , ..., x

(i)
n ), u(PLT (x

(i)
0 , ..., x

(i)
n , F ))

}
i

maxi-
mizing E[u(PLT (X0, ..., Xn, F ))] or as an RL process with deterministic policy and episodic
reward u(PLn(X0, ..., Xn, F )). For simple market models (such as discretized geom. Brow-
nian motion, Heston Model, or simple yield curve models) the number of sampled market
evolutions for training typically lies in the thousands, see e.g. [40] and below. Although DH
might be seen as model-free in that its NN structure does not make explicit use of a market
model, such numbers can realistically be obtained only from a market simulator (rather than
the real markets). Effectively, this brings DH close to model-based RL (such as MCTS, see
below). Contrary to algorithms like value iteration, DH only searches through part of the
state space, optimizing the objective Jπ

µ only for the specific initial conditions outlined by
the simulated market Xk.

2.4. From financial games to MCTS, AlphaZero and MuZero. Inspired by the success
of MCTS-based algorithms across a wide range of games, we frame the management of a
replication portfolio as a multi-turn, two-player game - where the investor places bets and
the market determines outcomes - and apply MCTS variants to solve it. Unlike “brute-force
Monte Carlo methods” that sample environment transitions and actions indiscriminately,
MCTS performs a “guided Monte Carlo search”, selectively constructing a restricted search
tree based on reward signals [14, 22, 21]. MCTS is model-based, as it samples transitions from
λ. Its action selection balances exploration (adding new nodes) and exploitation (choosing
high-reward paths), guided by reward statistics at each node. This balance is effectively
achieved using bandit-based methods like the UCT algorithm [22, 21].

UCT is guaranteed to identify optimal actions in stochastic environments in the limit
of infinite time and computational resources [22, 21, 42]. In principle, this allows UCT to
be used for constructing replication portfolios with a guarantee of performance, in contrast
to DH that may converge to a poor local optimum. However, in games with large state
spaces or branching factors it becomes unfeasible to sample all nodes of the tree sufficiently
often. AlphaZero combines UCT with NNs to guide the construction of the planning tree
and to evaluate leaf-nodes [2, 34]. These NNs provide estimates of rewards and visitation
statistics for nodes not yet explored by Monte Carlo simulations, reducing the need for
the costly simulations. This improves computational efficiency, but the estimates might
be less accurate and the NNs themselves may converge to poor local optima - losing UCT’s
performance guarantees. Stochastic market models often have continuous state spaces, which
can be discretized by placing variables on a grid. Smaller grid sizes reduce discretization
error but increase the size of the state space. This makes AlphaZero variants well-suited for
replication problems in discretized markets. Discrete action spaces, in turn, align naturally
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with practical trading constraints such as minimum order sizes imposed by brokers. Refer to
App. A.1 and [2, 34] for a description of AlphaZero’s architecture.

MuZero [32, 3] extends AlphaZero by planning without prior knowledge of the model λ,
using a learned surrogate model instead of relying on λ to simulate trajectories. MuZero
is trained solely on observed data collected by playing games from beginning to end, gen-
eralizing the path-based training process of DH as described in Sec. 2.3. To ensure a fair
comparison when measuring sample efficiency, we assume a fixed dataset of market paths
and compare MuZero (rather than AlphaZero) against DH. The absence of market impact
yields an important simplification for our system design, see App. A.2 for details.

For complex games like chess or Go, AlphaZero has reached super-human level and it has
beaten the world-champion chess software Stockfish6 in [31], see also [32]. Such performance
would be difficult to achieve with plain NN architectures, like DH. In what follows we analyze
the convergence of DH both from a theoretical, cf. Sec. 3, and experimental, cf. Sec. 4,
perspective. While Sec. 3 is technical, both sections are self-contained and can be read
independently.

3. On the Optimality of Deterministic Policy Search for Replication
Strategies

DH employs gradient methods to optimize deterministic policy NNs. The original work
asserts that in this framework the optimal hedging strategy can be approximated arbitrarily
well as the size of the NN increases. While this theoretical expressiveness is encouraging,
the original work also acknowledges key limitations: “there is no general result guaranteeing
convergence to the global minimum in a reasonable amount of time”, and DH may escape local
minima largely due to the noise inherent in stochastic gradient variants (SGD or ADAM).
In this section, we provide a mathematical analysis of when deterministic policy gradient
systems succeed - and when they fail - to identify globally optimal solutions. First, we show
that in settings where utility is concave and increasing and transaction costs are convex,
portfolio replication becomes a convex problem in the space of policies. This formalizes why
DH performs well in such domains: we show that a local, deterministic policy gradient method
is sufficient for reaching the global optimum. It is worth noting that these environments are
also amenable to traditional convex optimization techniques. Second, when DH is applied
to non-convex environments - such as those with multimodal optimal action-value functions
(arising from non-convex costs, market frictions, regulatory constraints, etc.) - we argue that
it fails with non-negligible probability. We characterize these failure modes and support our
findings with empirical results in the next section. We phrase our result in the language of
general MDPs and deterministic policy methods and comment on the application to DH.

3.1. Mathematical Background and Setting. Any policy that maximizes action-values
over all policies is optimal. For finite action spaces optimal policies and the optimal action-
value function are defined via the relations [28]

π∗ ∈ argmaxπ {Qπ} and Q∗ = max
π

{Qπ} .

6There is debate whether this benchmarking was appropriate and whether more advanced Stockfish vari-
ants perform comparably to AlphaZero [29, 20], but this is not the topic of our investigation.
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But to employ gradient descent on deterministic policies, a continuous action space is re-
quired, which entails continuous state components. To formalize the search for optimal
policies in this setting, the set of admissible policies has to be chosen carefully. Let Πc de-
note the set of continuous, deterministic policies and let π ∈ Πc. Throughout we assume that
A is convex and compact, the reward function r is continuous and that the transition kernel
λ is weakly continuous, i.e. if f ∈ C(S) then the map (s, a) 7→

´
S f(s)dλ(s

′|s, a)is continuous.
The value functions satisfies the following backwards recurrence relations: By convention

Vn = V ∗
n = V π

n = 0 and for k < n it holds that

Q∗
k−1(s, a) =

ˆ
S
[r(s, a, s′) + V ∗

k (s
′)]dλ(s′|s, a), V ∗

k−1(s) = max
a∈A

Q∗
k−1(s, a),(3.1)

Qπ
k−1(s, a) =

ˆ
S
[r(s, a, s′) + V π

k (s
′)]dλ(s′|s, a), V π

k−1(s) = Qπ
k−1(s, π(s)).(3.2)

Our assumptions (on A, r, λ, π) are chosen such that all quantities in (3.1) and (3.2) remain
well-defined and are continuous throughout the recursion. However, there are no continuous
optimal policies for many RL problems7 - in fact it is straight-forward to find a continuous
Q such that any policy π with π(s) ∈ argmaxQ(s, ·) must be discontinuous. For instance, if
A ⊂ R then π∗(s) = inf argmaxQ(s, ·) is only lower semi-continuous, cf. Lem. 3 in App. B.1
and [27]. This can lead to gaps infπ∈Πc ∥V ∗−V π∥∞ > 0 and infπ∈Πc ∥Q∗−Qπ∥∞ > 0. On the
other hand the NNs with continuous activations inherent to DH are continuous functions. As
we are mostly interested in the analysis of this framework, we will assume the policy set Πc

and restrict ourselves to domains for which infπ∈Πc ∥Q∗ − Qπ∥∞ = 0, leaving the discussion
of emerging gaps to App. B.1.

3.2. Portfolio Replication and Convex Optimization. The following theorem reveals
that portfolio replication is related to convex optimization over Q∗.

Theorem 1. Consider the portfolio replication MDP described in Sections 2.1, 2.2 and the
setting of Sec. 3.1. Assume a concave and increasing utility u and a convex cost function c.
Then the optimal action value function Q∗ is concave in the action argument.

As a consequence every local maximum of Q∗(s, ·) is global (and all global maxima form
a convex set) [6, Section 2.5], i.e. Q∗(s, ·) is a unimodal function of the action argument.
A function that is not unimodal is called multimodal, refer to [6] for details. In App. C
we provide counterexamples to illustrate the necessity of the assumptions in Theorem 1,
thereby demonstrating that Q∗ can be non-concave in several practically relevant scenarios:
We show that when employing a quadratic (i.e. non-increasing) utility, Q∗ is no longer uni-
modal. Similarly we show that non-convex transaction costs lead to multimodal Q∗(s, ·) for
some s. Imposing cash constraints (i.e. restricting δ0k), the domain of Q∗(s, ·) might become
disconnected for some s. The proof Thm. 1 makes use of two elementary lemmas. We show
the lemmas here but give their proofs in App. B.2.

7The standard framework to address this is that of universally measurable policies introduced in [7]. To
keep our discussion accessible we chose to restrict the class of RL problems rather than delving into measure
theory.
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Lemma 1. (Concavity-preserving composition) Let f : Rn → R and g : Rm → R, n,m ≥ 1,
be concave functions that are increasing in the first argument. Then f ◦ (g × idRm−1) is a
concave function and increasing in the first argument.

Lemma 2. (Maximum preserves concavity) Let f : Rn × Rm → R, n,m ≥ 1, be a concave
function. Then g : Rn → R, x 7→ g(x) = maxy f(x, y) (assuming the right hand side exists)
is a concave function. Moreover if x1 7→ f(x1, x2, y) is increasing, then x1 7→ g(x1, x2) is
increasing, too.

Proof of Thm. 1. Let Sk = (k, δk, Xk,Wk) with Wk = p0 + Πk +
∑k−1

j=0 cj(∆δj, Xj) and Ak =

δ1:mk . We introduce the function h that describes the update rule of δ0k due to the self-financing
constraint

δ0k+1 = δ0k − (δ1:mk+1 − δ1:mk )X1:m
k = h(δk, δ

1:m
k+1, Xk)

and a function gk that describes the updating rule of Wk,

Wk+1 = Wk − δkXk + δk+1Xk+1 − ck(δ
1:m
k+1 − δ1:mk , Xk) = gk(Wk, δk, δk+1, Xk, Xk+1).

Let xk, wk, dk denote realizations of the random variable Xk,Wk, δk. To shorten the notation8

we set V ∗
n = rn. The proof proceeds inductively by noting that the reward at maturity

rn = u(wn + zn(xn)) is a concave and increasing function in wn (for fixed xn) and repeating
for k < n the following steps:

(i) Substitute wk+1 = gk(wk, dk, dk+1, xk, xk+1) in V ∗
k+1 and d0k+1 = h(dk, d

1:m
k+1, xk) for the

first component of dk+1. Fix xk, xk+1. Since V ∗
k+1, gk and h are concave and increasing

functions in wk+1, wk and d0k respectively, then, applying Lem. 1 twice, the result V ∗
k+1 ◦ (gk×

id) ◦ (h× id) is a concave function that is increasing in wk and d0k.
(ii) Fix xk, xk+1. Marginalization over xk+1 ∼ Xk+1|(Xk = xk) (a convex combination of

concave functions that are increasing in wk and d0k) yields the action-value function

Q∗
k(dk, xk, wk, d

1:m
k+1)

= E
xk+1∼Xk+1|Xk=xk

[V ∗
k+1(gk(wk, dk, h(dk, d

1:m
k+1, xk), d

1:m
k+1, xk, xk+1)],

which is concave and increasing in wk and d0k. The assumptions of Sec. 3.1 guarantee that
this expectation is finite.

(iii) The following state-value function is well-defined as the concavity of Q∗(s, ·) implies
continuity and A is compact,

V ∗
k−1(dk, xk, wk) = max

d1:mk+1

Q∗
k(dk, xk, wk, d

1:m
k+1).

By Lem. 2 this is a concave function (for fixed xk) that is increasing in wk and d0k. □

The following theorem establishes the relation between Thm. 1 and gradient methods that
search Πc for deterministic policy maxima of π 7→ Jπ

µ . In a general MDP context the theorem
ascertains a form of equivalence of the unimodality of action-value and objective functions.

Theorem 2 (Unimodality of Action-Value and Objective Functions). The following asser-
tions hold for an MDP M = (S,A, λ, r, µ, T ) as in Sec. 3.1:

8With this shift from Vn = 0 we can omit rewards in our proofs.
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(1) If for for all states s ∈ S the map a 7→ Q∗(s, a) is unimodal, then the map π 7→ Jπ
µ

defined on Πc is unimodal.
(2) Assume that A ⊂ R. If there exists a state s ∈ S such that a 7→ Q∗(s, a) is multimodal

then there exists an initial distribution µ′ such that π 7→ Jπ
µ′ is multimodal on Πc.

Proof of Thm. 2. 1. Assume an optimal policy π∗ ∈ Πc, cf. Sec. 3.1 and App. B.3 for details,
and let π0 ∈ Πc a non-optimal policy. Let µ′ be an initial distribution. We aim to show that
there exists a continuous curve [0, 1] → Πc, α 7→ ϕ(α) from π0 = ϕ(0) to π∗ = ϕ(1) such that
α 7→ J

ϕ(α)
µ′ is non-decreasing. Consequently, π0 is not a local maximum. Let, as before, k < n

denote the current time index and h = n − k the remaining horizon. Let π0,k and π∗
k stand

for the policies π0, π
∗ at time k and for 0 ≤ h ≤ n define policies πh ∈ Πc at time k as

πh,k =

{
π0,k if k < n− h,

π∗
k otherwise.

Note that πh equals for h = 0 to the non-optimal policy π0 and that πn = π∗ is the optimal
policy. We will construct curves ϕh : [0, 1] → Πc such that α 7→ J

ϕ(α)
µ′ is non-decreasing by

induction over the remaining horizon 1 ≤ h ≤ n. For fixed h and any s ∈ Sn−h we have that
Qπh−1(s, ·) = Qπh(s, ·) = Q∗(s, ·) is unimodal by assumption and the action πh(s) is a global
maximum. Thus there exists a curve ϕh : [0, 1] → Πc such that ϕh(0) = πh−1, ϕh(1) = πh

and α 7→ Q∗(s, ϕ(α)) = Qϕ(α)(s, ϕ(α)) = V ϕ(α)(s) is is non-decreasing. Denote by νn−h the
visitation measure at horizon h (time n − h) arising from π0 and µ′. Since s ∈ Sn−h could
be chosen arbitrary, the map α 7→ J

ϕ(α)
µ′ =

´
S V

ϕh(α)
n−h (s)dνn−h(s) is non-decreasing (due to the

monotony of the Lebesgue integral). The curve ϕ is the concatenation of curves ϕ = ⊕n
i=1ϕi.

2. Fix s as in the theorem. Wlog. Q∗(s, ·) has two non-degenerate local maxima. Then
there exist three actions a0 < a2 < a1 such that min{Q∗(s, a0), Q∗(s, a1)} > Q∗(s, a2). There
might be no optimal π∗ ∈ Πc, so we choose π0 ∈ Πc with π0(s) = a0 and that is close enough
to π∗, i.e. Qπ0(s, a0) > Q∗(s, a0) − ϵ for some ϵ > 0 (e.g. ϵ < (min{Q∗(s, a0), Q∗(s, a1)} −
Q∗(s, a2))/3). We choose π1 in a similar fashion. Let ϕ : [0, 1] → Πc be any continuous curve
of policies connecting π0 and π1. By the intermediate value theorem there exists α2 ∈ (0, 1)
such that ϕ(α2)(s) = a2. This means that Qϕ(α2)(s, a2) ≤ Q∗(s, a2). Let µ′ = δs be the
Dirac measure at s. Then J

ϕ(0)
µ′ = V π0(s) = Qπ0(s, a0), J

ϕ(1)
µ′ = V π1(s) = Qπ1(s, a1) and

J
ϕ(α2)
µ′ = Qϕ(α2)(s, a2) ≤ Q∗(s, a2). As this reasoning remains valid for any continuous ϕ from

π0 to π1 there exists α2(ϕ) so that

min{Jπ0

µ′ , J
π1

µ′ } − J
ϕ(α2(ϕ))
µ′ > min{Q∗(s, a0), Q

∗(s, a1)} −Q∗(s, a2)− ϵ,

which witnesses the multimodality of π 7→ Jπ
µ′ . □

Taken together Thm. 1 and Thm. 2 imply that under the assumptions of Thm. 1 deter-
ministic policy search optimizes an unimodal objective function. In this case we can expect
gradient methods to identify the optimal policy. However, if the assumptions are violated,
our examples show that Jπ

µ might become multimodal or the domain of Q∗ might become
disconnected, posing potential problems for gradient methods. Stochastic gradient methods
can escape local optima due to randomness, but this can also lead from global to local optima.
Heuristic approaches like simulated annealing aim for global optima, though their success de-
pends on hyperparameters and the optimization landscape, making them domain-specific in
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general. These challenges of deterministic policy search algorithms highlight the importance
of noise in exploration - the described limitations do not apply to stochastic policy-based
methods like AlphaZero or off-policy methods like Deterministic Policy Gradient (DPG)9.
Finally, as typical NN architectures are designed to approximate continuous functions, both
stochastic and deterministic methods that use NNs to represent policies suffer from a lack of
expressiveness when optimal policies are not continuous.

4. Experimental Findings

To support the theoretical considerations of the previous chapters, we conduct experiments
with DH and AlphaZero-based architectures in scenarios with non-concave Q-functions. In
Sec. 4.1, we study simple archetypes of planning problems in stochastic environments. Sec. 4.2
contains experiments with prototypical replication problems in simulated markets. Sec. 4.3
concludes the comparison by measuring the consumption of market data within DH and
MuZero training processes.

4.1. Deep hedging & AlphaZero in minimal environments with multi-modal re-
wards.

4.1.1. Learning a deterministic sequence of actions. Consider an agent learning a predefined
sequence of five consecutive actions [−0.5, 0.5,−0.5, 0.5,−0.5] from an action space A =
{−1.0,−0.9, ..., 1.0} (n = 4,m = 1), with states represented as in Equ. (2.3). Since tk is
part of the state sk, this corresponds to a simple assignment tk 7→ ak, k = 0, ..., 4. Rewards
are computed using the bi-modal reward function r in Fig. 1a. For k = 0, 2, 4 the reward is
rk(x) = r(x) and for k = 1, 3 it is rk(x) = r(−x). In other words the positioning of the larger
mode is such that it corresponds to the predefined sequence of optimal actions. For training
only the accumulated reward is granted to the agent after each episode. Fig. 1b shows a
histogram of the number of correct actions taken over 100 independent training cycles (with
Gaussian NN initialization) for both (domain-adapted) DH and AlphaZero. DH identifies the
optimal sequence of actions in ∼ 10% of cases, as compared to AlphaZero, which identifies the
sequence in ∼ 85% of cases. DH was subject to extensive hyperparameter tuning, whereas
AlphaZero was used with a standard, untuned architecture. For details on the environment
and training, see App. D.1.1. This environment reveals how gradient descent can converge
to local optima in sequential decision tasks. If DH initially explores actions near 0.5, it may
settle there and miss the higher reward at −0.5 - a bias that persists throughout the decision
sequence.

4.1.2. Learning a deterministic portfolio composition. As a further illustration, we modify
the setup of Sec. 4.1.1 to mimic the learning of a simple function that maps market state
to optimal action (analogous to learning δ in the Black-Scholes framework). We choose a
uniformly random market Xk ∈ {−0.5, 0.5} (m = 1, k = 0, ..., 4). If Xk = −0.5 the reward
rk(x) = r(x) is chosen (as in Fig. 1a) and if Xk = 0.5 then rk(x) = r(−x). The optimal
sequence of actions is then ak = Xk. Fig. 1c shows a histogram of correct actions taken over
100 independent training cycles (Gaussian NN initialization) for both DH and AlphaZero.
Despite hyperparameter-tuning DH identifies the optimal sequence of actions in 0% of cases,

9Consistent with our findings, [35] noted that on-policy DPG suffers from insufficient exploration.
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(a) Reward function. (b) Hist. of correct actions. (c) Hist. of correct actions.

Figure 1. Learning deterministic assignments with bi-modal reward signals.

as compared to AlphaZero, which identifies the sequence in 100% of cases, see App. D.1.2
for experimental details.

4.2. Deep hedging & AlphaZero in toy examples of market models with non-
concave Q∗. We consider a prototypical setup for portfolio replication. At time t = 0 an
investor sells a European call option at price p0, with a future payoff of ZT = −max{XT −
K, 0} (with m = 1). The replication portfolio is dynamically adjusted to offset ZT by
allocating a number δk of shares Xk according to the portfolio equation (2.1). We seek an
exact match for ZT , which is achieved by minimizing the mean-squared loss in (2.2).

4.2.1. Learning portfolio replication in a trinomial market with non-convex costs. We con-
struct a replication problem with a non-concave Q∗ that is simple enough to be solved ex-
plicitly by dynamic programming. We set X0 = K = 5, p0 = 0.4 and we represent states as
in (2.3), where we assume that Xk ∈ {1, 2, 3, ..., 9}. The agent makes five (n = 4) consecutive
portfolio adjustments choosing actions δk ∈ A = {0/20, 1/20, ..., 19/20}. We assume that
the stochastic process X0, X1, ..., X4 is Markovian with transition probability matrix given
in Fig. 2c. Transaction costs are of the form ck = min{0.25 · |∆δk|, 0.05}. Fig. 2a presents a
plot of values of Q∗ (at the initial state) at t0 computed exactly using dynamic programming.
Fig. 2b shows histograms of the action choices at t0 of trained DH and AlphaZero agents
obtained from 100 independent training cycles. DH identifies the correct mode (12/20) in
∼ 26% of cases, as compared to AlphaZero, which identifies the correct mode in 100% of
cases. For DH the observed frequencies of mode-choice reflect the probability distribution of
selecting initial conditions (for stochastic gradient descent) when the NN is initialized with
random Gaussian weights. This suggests that DH identifies the optimal mode when its NN
has been initialized with parameters that lead to the correct optimal selection at the onset.
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(a) Q∗-function at t0. (b) Hist. of actions chosen at t0.

0.8 0.2 0 0 · · · 0 0
0.2 0.6 0.2 0 · · · 0 0
0 0.2 0.6 0.2 · · · 0 0
0 0 0.2 0.6 · · · 0 0
...

...
...

...
. . .

...
...

0 0 0 0 · · · 0.6 0.2
0 0 0 0 · · · 0.2 0.8


(c) Transition probabilities

Figure 2. Learning optimal actions in a market with bi-modal Q∗-function
at init. state.

Figure 3. Hist. of actions
chosen at t0.

Figure 4. MuZero & DH
learning processes.

4.2.2. Learning portfolio replication in a GBM market with non-convex costs. To evaluate DH
and AlphaZero in large state spaces, we revisit the setup of Sec. 4.1.1, replacing the discrete
9-state market model with a continuous Geometric Brownian Motion (GBM) model [24].
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The GBM parameters, µ = 0.03125 and σ = 0.25, are chosen to approximate the bimodal
Q∗ in Fig. 1a. The continuous state space is discretized by rounding asset prices to two
decimal places. Additional implementation details are provided in App. D.2.2. Fig. 3 shows
histograms of the action choice at t0 of trained DH and AlphaZero agents obtained from 100
independent training cycles. DH identifies the correct mode in ∼ 13% of cases, as compared
to AlphaZero, which identifies the correct mode in ∼ 97% of cases.

4.2.3. Learning portfolio replication in a trinomial market with trading constraints. We con-
sider a setup, where the domain of Q∗ is disconnected due to cash constraints. The agent
makes five consecutive portfolio adjustments with A = {0, 2/40, ..., 78/40} in a trinomial
market [24] with costs ck = min{12.5 · |∆δk|, 2.5}. We replace the quadratic loss by an expo-
nential utility u(x) = −2e−0.5x and we impose lower and upper bounds on the cash holdings
bmin = 0, bmax = 8. Fig. 5a shows the Q∗ (at the initial state) computed using dynamic pro-
gramming. Fig. 5b shows a heat map of Q∗ (init. cash y-ax., init. act. x-ax.); white indicates
state-action pairs violating constraints, highlighting the non-convexity of the feasible domain.
Fig. 5c shows a histogram of chosen actions. Details are provided in App. C and D.2.3.

4.3. Sample efficiency. One might object that the performance gap observed in Secs. 4.1
and 4.2 arises from an unfair comparison: DH is trained on a reservoir of paths of random
market evolution, while AlphaZero samples from the market’s transition kernel λ. It could be
argued that AlphaZero has access to more detailed information than DH. To address this, we
compare the sample efficiency (see [12] for a definition) of DH with that of a MuZero variant,
see App. A.2 for a system description and Sec. 2.4 for MuZero’s training procedure. Fig. 4
shows descriptive statistics of terminal losses generated by MuZero and DH agents, trained
on reservoirs of market paths with sizes 10, 50, 200, 500. In these experiments, both systems
were trained on exactly the same data. For each reservoir size, we executed 100 independent
learning cycles, sampling a fresh reservoir each time. The agents were trained tabula rasa
until they reached their minimal loss. We report the mean, 5th, and 95th percentiles of
terminal losses across these trials. MuZero shows a lower sample requirement than DH,
consistent with the intuition that MCTS’ exploration is targeted, whereas DH’s exploration
is driven purely by market randomness. For details, refer to App. D.3.

5. Conclusions

Our experiments show that AlphaZero consistently identifies near-optimal replication strate-
gies, outperforming DH in environments with multi-modal Q∗. Despite its performance, Al-
phaZero’s high infrastructure complexity limits its scalability, especially in high-dimensional
asset spaces, where DH remains more practical. Looking ahead, transformer-based pol-
icy architectures may offer a promising middle ground, though their effectiveness in highly
stochastic settings remains an open challenge. Looking ahead, transformer-based policy ar-
chitectures - such as online decision transformers - offer a promising middle ground, though
their effectiveness in highly stochastic settings remains an open challenge [44].
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Appendix A. Details on algorithms

A.1. From UCT to AlphaZero. UCT is a variant of MCTS that employs the UCB1 bandit
policy [4] to guide exploration and exploitation within the planning tree. The UCB1 policy
selects actions by maximizing an upper confidence bound on the estimated reward:

(A.1) UCB1a = R̄a + wcN,Na with cN,Na =

√
ln(N)

Na

,

where R̄a is the average reward obtained from selecting action a, N is the total number
of action selections, and Na is the number of times action a has been taken. The term
R̄a promotes exploitation of actions with high expected rewards, while cN,Na encourages
exploration of less-visited actions. The scalar w is a problem-specific hyperparameter that
balances these two objectives.

AlphaZero is an MCTS variant designed for adversarial game tree search [2, 34]. It enhances
UCT by incorporating NNs, which are typically used to model both the tree policy and the
value function. These NNs serve two key purposes: (1) improving the efficiency of tree
construction by providing better action priors, and (2) estimating the value of leaf nodes,
thereby reducing the reliance on Monte Carlo estimation. Augmenting UCT with NNs comes
at the cost of losing UCT’s theoretical guarantee of convergence to optimal actions. But it
offers two key advantages. First, NNs enable faster estimation of state values as compared
to full tree evaluation. Second, they provide generalization: whereas UCT requires costly
simulations to evaluate unseen states, a trained NN can leverage similarity between states to
estimate values efficiently.

Imitation learning aims to train an apprentice policy πA to mimic an expert policy πE,
typically through supervised learning on a dataset of expert-generated state-action pairs. In
AlphaZero, the expert’s role is taken by a UCT variant, while the apprentice is represented by
a NN. The apprentice network comprises two interrelated components: 1) The policy network
is trained on tree statistics targets generated by the tree policy. Writing Ns,a for the number
of times action a has been chosen from state s during MCTS search, and Ns =

∑
aNs,a for

the total number of visits to s, the supervised loss for this task is:

LossTPT = −
∑
a

Ns,a

Ns

log πA(a|s).

In turn a modified UCB1 score incorporates the network’s prior to guide tree search towards
stronger actions at each state by maximizing:

AlphaZero_UCB1a = Q̂(s, a) + wπA(a|s)
√

ln(Ns)

Ns,a + 1
,

where Q̂(s, a) is an estimate of action-values (computed as the mean reward R̄a from s). 2)
The value network estimates the expected game outcome V A(s) from a given state s. MCTS
provides a scalar training target z (e.g., the final game result), and the supervised loss is:

LossV = −(z − V A(s))2.

When a simulation reaches a terminal state, the resulting trajectory is stored in a replay
buffer. Alongside each state, the buffer also records the observed reward, the network’s
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value estimate, and the action probabilities generated during tree search. The network is
updated via stochastic gradient descent by aligning its outputs with these recorded targets.
To regularize learning and encourage efficient representation sharing, both the policy and
value networks are typically trained jointly via a multitask architecture, whose loss is simply
the sum of LossV and LossTPT . While AlphaZero is originally trained through self-play —
where one instance competes against another — in portfolio replication, we treat AlphaZero
as a pure RL algorithm trained through interaction with a market environment rather than
via self-play.

A.2. MuZero. MuZero [32] is an extension of AlphaZero that eliminates the need for an ex-
plicit environment simulator. Instead of sampling from a known transition model λ, MuZero
learns an internal dynamics model and uses this model to simulate state-action transitions
in a manner similar to AlphaZero’s usage of λ. MuZero is best described as a latent-model-
based reinforcement learning model, as it performs planning using a latent representation of
the environment rather than directly interacting with the true environment. In its original
formulation, MuZero introduces three key components that augment the AlphaZero archi-
tecture:

• Representation function: h maps an environment state st (or observation history in
the partially observable case) to a latent state s̃t = h(st). This latent representation
facilitate planning by reducing the computational and memory burden associated with
operating directly on complex and high-dimensional states.

• Dynamics function: Given a latent state s̃t and action at, g predicts the next latent
state and an intermediate reward signal: (s̃t+1, r̃t+1) = g(s̃t, at). This function is
learned from observation and takes the role played by λ in AlphaZero.

• Prediction function: Given a latent state s̃t, the function f outputs a value estimate
and a policy distribution over actions: (vt, pt) = f(s̃t).

In our experiments with MuZero, we consider a modified setting. One simplification is that
the environment states are sufficiently low-dimensional and structured such that a separate
representation function is not required, h = idS . Moreover, the absence of market impact
implies that actions do not affect the evolution of the market state. The market is thus
modeled as a process Xk evolving independently of actions and other state components,
with dynamics governed by a Markov kernel λx(xk+1|xk). Accordingly, MuZero learns only
the dynamic function gx - an estimate of λx - since the transitions of the remaining state
components, given the market values, are known and deterministic. To account for the
learning of the dynamic function MuZero employs a modification of AlphaZero’s tree policy
maximizing:

MuZero_UCB1a = Q̂(s, a) + πA(a|s)
√
ln(Ns)

Ns,a + 1

(
w1 + ln

(
Ns + w2 + 1

w2

))
,

where the constants w1, w2 weight the influence of the prior πA over that of Q(s, a) as number
of visits in s increases. MuZero stores sequences of observations, action probabilities, and
rewards in a replay buffer. During training, MuZero samples sequences from the buffer and
for each sampled sequence, the networks are trained to match predicted values, rewards, and
policies to the observed targets. Compared to AlphaZero, MuZero introduces an additional
loss term corresponding to the prediction of immediate rewards. The total loss combines
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value, reward, and policy losses across all unroll steps, along with an optional regularization
term on model parameters. By learning both dynamics and planning simultaneously, MuZero
generalizes AlphaZero’s approach to a broader class of decision-making problems, including
those without known simulators. In our implementation, however, the market dynamics
evolve independently of actions and other state components and are governed by a given
Markov kernel. As a result, MuZero only learns an estimate of this kernel, and no exploration
is required in learning the market dynamics model.

Appendix B. Details on Mathematical Derivations and Proofs

B.1. On the Existence of a Borel-Measurable Optimal Policy. In this appendix, we
provide additional details for the interested reader regarding the gaps infπ∈Πc ∥V ∗−V π∥∞ > 0
and infπ∈Πc ∥Q∗ − Qπ∥∞ > 0, cf. Sec. 3.1. These were omitted from the main text due to
their technical nature. RL problems with continuous state and action spaces discussed are
treated in full generality in [7], which shows that in many RL problems, no Borel measurable
optimal policies exist—even when rewards and transition kernels are Borel measurable. To
address this, [7] introduces the broader class of universally measurable policies, where optimal
policies can be found. We restricted the RL problems under consideration to avoid obscuring
central arguments that focus on relatively straightforward convexity arguments and curve
properties with technical measurability and topology considerations. Nonetheless, to offer a
refined perspective, we briefly illustrate the lines of reasoning encountered in more general
settings. Specifically, recall that if the action space A is compact and convex, rewards are
continuous, and the transition kernel is weakly continuous, then the state- and action-value
functions are well-defined and continuous. Assuming for simplicity that A ⊂ R, we show
that there exists a lower semi-continuous (LSC) deterministic optimal policy π∗ : S → A.

Lemma 3. Let (X, d) be a metric space, Y ⊂ R a compact subset and Q : X × Y → R a
continuous function. Then the function defined as f(x) := inf argmaxQ(x, ·) for all x ∈ X is
lower semi-continuous.

Since any bounded LSC function is the pointwise limit of bounded Lipschitz functions [27],
the policy π∗ is Borel measurable. Therefore, within our restricted - yet practically relevant -
setting, invoking universal measurability offers no additional benefit. Note that no the gaps
are present if Q∗(s, ·) is unimodal for all s ∈ S. Moreover if |argmaxQ∗(s, ·)| = 1 for all s ∈ S
then π∗ ∈ Πc. However, when Q∗(s, ·) is multimodal, value gaps may persist. These gaps can
sometimes be eliminated by imposing additional assumptions - typically domain-specific in
nature. We found that restricting to price process kernels λx that are absolutely continuous
with respect to Lebesgue measure together with compactness on S still allows for a wide
range of practically relevant replication domains in which infπ∈Πc ∥Q∗ −Qπ∥∞ = 0. Finally,
if one does not require uniform approximation over the entire domain, classical results such
as Luzin’s theorem and its variants may be applied to justify approximation on large subsets
of S. However, a key challenge remains: NNs with continuous activation functions can only
represent continuous functions, while π∗, though Borel measurable and LSC, may not be
continuous. This creates a mismatch when approximating optimal policies.

Proof of Lem. 3. Recall that f : (X, d) → R is LSC if and only if for each t ∈ R the pre-
image f−1((t,+∞)) is open. Fix t and x ∈ f−1((t,+∞)) = {x | f(x) > t}. It suffice
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to show that there exists an open neighborhood of x which is also contained in the pre-
image. Since X is a metric space, this is equivalent to the following: for each sequence
(xn), xn → x there exists n0 such that for all n > n0, f(xn) > t. It suffice to show that
for each sequence xn → x the accumulation points of (f(xn)) are not smaller than f(x).
Fix a sequence xn → x. For the sake of contradiction assume that (f(xn)) has a limit
point a < f(x) = inf argmax[Q(x, ·)]. Without loss of generality, denote the subsequence
of (xn), which has the limit a also by (xn). Since f(xn) = inf argmax[Q(xn, ·)] there ex-
ist a sequence (an), an ∈ argmax[Q(xn, ·)] such that an → a. Since x 7→ maxQ(x, ·) is
continuous we obtain Q(xn, an) = maxQ(xn, ·) → maxQ(x, ·). Further since Q is continu-
ous we obtain Q(xn, an) → Q(x, a). Taken together this yields Q(x, a) = maxQ(x, ·), i.e.,
a ∈ argmax[Q(x, ·)]. But a < f(x) = inf argmax[Q(x, ·)] a contradiction. □
B.2. Proofs of Lemmas in Convex Optimization. The proof of Thm. 1 uses the fol-
lowing two elementary lemmas.

Lemma 1. (Concavity-preserving composition) Let f : Rn → R and g : Rm → R, n,m ≥ 1,
be concave functions that are increasing in the first argument. Then f ◦ (g × idRm−1) is a
concave function and increasing in the first argument.

Proof. During this proof we will write x = (x1, x2) for the argument of f , where x1 ∈ R
stands for the first argument of f and x2 for the rest. Similarly, we write y = (y1, y2) for the
argument of g. Let (y, x2), (y

′, x′
2) ∈ Rm+n−1, α ∈ [0, 1]. Using first that g is concave and

that f is increasing and then that f is concave, we find
f ◦ (g × idRm−1)(α(y, x2) + (1− α)(y′, x′

2)) = f(g(αy + (1− α)y′), αx2 + (1− α)x′
2)

≥ f(αg(y) + (1− α)g(y′), αx2 + (1− α)x′
2)

= f(α(g(y), x2) + (1− α)(g(y′), x′
2))

≥ αf(g(y), x2) + (1− α)f(g(y′), x′
2).

This shows that f ◦ (g× idRm−1) is concave. To prove that f ◦ (g× idRm−1) is increasing in the
first argument let us fix (y2, x2) ∈ Rm+n−2 and y1 < y′1 ∈ R. Since g is increasing in the first
argument we get g(y1, y2) < g(y′1, y2) and further since f is increasing in the first argument
we get f(g(y1, y2), x2) < f(g(y′1, y2), x2). □

Lemma 2. (Maximum preserves concavity) Let f : Rn × Rm → R, n,m ≥ 1, be a concave
function. Then g : Rn → R, x 7→ g(x) = maxy f(x, y) (assuming the right hand side exists)
is a concave function. Moreover if x1 7→ f(x1, x2, y) is increasing, then x1 7→ g(x1, x2) is
increasing, too.

Proof. Fix x′, x′′ ∈ Rn and α ∈ [0, 1]. Fix y′ ∈ argmaxyf(x
′, y) and y′′ ∈ argmaxyf(x

′′, y).
Define (x′′′, y′′′) := α(x′, y′)+(1−α)(x′′, y′′). From concavity of f and definition of g we have
g(x′′′) = max

y
f(x′′′, y) ≥ f(x′′′, y′′′) ≥ αf(x′, y′) + (1− α)f(x′′, y′′) = αg(x′) + (1− α)g(x′′),

which proves that g is concave. Now assume that f has the described increasing property
and let x1 < x′

1 ∈ R, (x2, y) ∈ Rn+m−1 then
g(x1, x2) = max

y
f(x1, x2, y) ≤ max

y
f(x′

1, x2, y) = g(x′
1, x2).

□
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B.3. Proof of Equivalence of Unimodality. To prove point 1. of Thm. 2, we made the
simplifying assumption π∗ ∈ Πc. Here we explain when this assumption is satisfied and
how the general case π∗ /∈ Πc is treated. First note that if Q∗(s, ·) is unimodal for each
s ∈ S and when |argmaxQ(s, ·)| = 1 for all s ∈ S then π∗ ∈ Πc. In other words, it is
sufficient to assume apart from unimodality that maxima are non-degenerate, which covers
many situations of practical interest. In the general case π∗ /∈ Πc one can prove relaxed but
still practical variations of the result. For example, if π0 ∈ Πc, π∗ /∈ Πc one can approximate
π∗ with π∗

ϵ so that ∥Q∗ −Qπ∗
ϵ ∥∞ < ϵ for some suitably small ϵ > 0. In the light of the proof

of Thm. 2, Qπ∗
ϵ has to stay on non-decreasing curves as Q∗ (due to its unimodality) does.

This yields non-decreasing curves up to an ϵ error and results in a slightly relaxed statement:
for each non-optimal π0 ∈ Πc and ϵ > 0 there exists π∗

ϵ ∈ Πc, where ∥Q∗ − Qπ∗
ϵ ∥∞ < ϵ,

and an up-to-ϵ-non-decreasing curve connecting π0 with π∗
ϵ . This property is useful from an

algorithm design perspective as stochastic gradient methods could ignore ϵ bumps.

Appendix C. Counterexamples and the Necessity of Assumptions for the
Proof of Convexity

This illustrates the necessity of the assumptions underlying Thm. 1 through a series of
experiments. Specifically, we demonstrate that the violation of either the increasing concave
utility assumption or the convex cost assumption results in the emergence of multimodality
in Q∗(s, ·) for some state s. These findings are presented in Sec. C.1 and C.2, respectively.
Further, in the Sec. C.3, we show that introducing bounds on the cash state variable gives
rise to a Q∗(s, ·) with a disconnected domain of definition, corresponding to a fragmented
set of available actions. This fragmentation produces effects analogous to those caused by
multimodality: local policy search methods are prone to becoming trapped within isolated
regions of the action space.

For brevity we use a slight “abuse of notation”. We will omit the last state component
(Wk in the proof of Thm. 1) and assume that the costs are absorbed in the “cash” random
variable δ0k. For brevity we describe the state by Sk = (k, δk, Xk), where the self-financing
constraint entails that δ0k is updated according to

(C.1) δ0k+1 = δ0k − δ1:mk X1:m
k − ck(δ

1:m
k+1 − δ1:mk , X1:m

k ) =: gk(δk, δ
1:m
k+1, X

1:m
k )

Considering the cash together with the accumulated costs in one state component or split
across several state components does not change the problem. In sense of proof of theorem
1 the changes are minimal (one suffices with one application of Lem. 1 in point (i) instead of
original two applications). The theorem holds for both formulations mutatis mutandis.

C.1. Non-increasing Utility. Here we will restrict to single price process Xk = X1
k (m = 1)

with only two states {1, 2} with probability staying in the same state 0.8 and transitioning
to the other state 0.2. The action Ak = δ1k+1 (number of shares) can take 20 values uniformly
spaced between 0 and 1, precisely A = {0.0, 0.05, . . . 0, 95}. To violate increasing utility
assumption of the theorem we choose the quadratic utility u(x) = −x2, which is still concave.
As convex cost we assume quadratic cost c(δ1k+1− δ1k, Xk) = 0.5|(δ1k+1− δ1k)Xk|2. The liability
has the form Zn = (Xn −K)+, where K = 2.

The figure 6a shows the optimal action-value function Q∗(sn−1, an−1) as function of action
an−1 = d1n for the state sn−1 = (n− 1, dn−1, xn−1), where the cash is d0n−1 = −0.6, number of
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shares held is d1n−1 = 0.55 and the price is xn−1 = 2.0. The bi-modality in action an−1 = d1n
is clearly apparent.
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(b) Violation, non-conv. cost.

Figure 6. Violation of assumptions of Thm 1 results in bimodality of the
optimal action-value function Q∗(s, a): The figures show Q∗(s, a) for a fixed
stat s and varying actions. Fig. 6a illustrates the violation of the assumption of
increasing concave utility by a quadratic utility. Fig. 6b illustrates the violation
of the assumption of convex costs by a non-convex cost.

C.2. Non-convex costs. The only change we make to the setting of previous counterex-
ample is that we fix the utility by the exponential utility u(x) = −2e−

1
2
x, which is con-

cave increasing and further we deviate from convex costs by setting c(δ1k+1 − δ1k, Xk) =
min{0.25(δ1k+1 − δ1k), 0.05}, which is non-convex but still continuous cost.

The figure 6b shows the optimal action-value function Q∗(sn−1, an−1) as function of action
an−1 = d1n for the state sn−1 = (n − 1, dn−1, xn−1), where the cash is d0n−1 = 0, number of
shares held is d1n−1 = 0.4 and the price is xn−1 = 1.0. The bi-modality in action an−1 = d1n is
clearly apparent.

C.3. Bounds on cash state variable. Here we demonstrate that imposing a convex con-
straint on the cache state variable δ0k can lead to disconnected set of allowed actions. The
constraint is set in form of bounds bmin ≤ δ0k ≤ bmax. The key idea is that pre-image of
convex set (here [bmin, bmax]) in concave map (here gk in (C.1)) is generally non convex. The
bounds (especially bmin) are very natural to consider.

The setting for this counter example is the following. We will consider the same exponential
utility as in Sec. C.2. We will consider two possible costs: a quadratic cost (the same as
in section C.1) and nonconvex continuous cost (the same as in section C.2 only 10 times
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higher). We will consider bit larger discretization grids. The action space is formed by 40
levels uniformly spaced between 0 and 2, i.e. A = {0, 0.05, . . . , 1.95}. We set the bounds on
the cache random variable δ0k as bmin = 0 and bmax = 4. The price process and liability are
the same as in previous counterexamples (cf. section C.1).

First we describe example with quadratic cost. In Fig. 7a there is Q∗
n−1(sn−1, an−1) plotted

as color map over its available actions (actions in the white regions are not allowed). The
two dimensions spanning the plot are the action an−1 = d1n and cash component d0n−1 of the
state. The other components of the state sn−1 = (n− 1, dn−1, xn−1) are held fixed on values
d1n−1 = 1.5 and xn−1 = 2. One clearly see that this set is non-convex. The figure 7b is a plot
of Q∗

n−1(sn−1, an−1) as function of an−1 for the specific fixed state denoted by black horizontal
line in 7a. The gaps in action dimension correspond to not allowed actions, i.e actions which
leads cash state component d0n being outside of the interval [bmin, bmax]. One can see that the
problems with the convex cost arises rather for cash d0n−1 near upper bound bmax.

Finally the example with nonconvex continuous cost is shown in the figure 7c and 7d, here
the price component of the state was fixed at xn−1 = 1. The setting of other parameters is
the same as for quadratic cost. This eample was included to demonstrate possible problems
when cash d0n−1 is near lower bound bmin.

Notice that in original formulation the problem with bounding cash variable δ0k does not
arise, because the accumulated costs, which are causing the problem, are excluded from δ0k
(and put to the last state component denoted Wk in the section 3.2). This does not mean
that the original formulation is better, but rather simpler. Usually, when one wants to
constraint/bound the cash, it is desirable to do it including the accumulated costs, especially
when the costs could grow fast.

Appendix D. Details on experiments

D.1. Experiments in minimal environments with non-convex rewards.

D.1.1. Experimental Setup for Learning a Deterministic Sequence of Actions. This section
details the experimental configuration used in Sec. 4.1.1. States are represented as in
Equ. (2.3) with m = 1. Rewards are granted after the terminal action at t4. Rewards
only depend on correctness of the learned assignment tk 7→ ak, such that the market and
P&L state components of (2.3) play no role here. We use a dummy normal random variable
to fill the market component.

For AlphaZero rewards are scaled to the interval [−1, 1]. A reward of 1 signifies that all
actions were taken correctly. Each neural UCT iteration consists of 5,000 training episodes
with 25 individual Monte Carlo simulations per episode. The AlphaZero model is trained
for 30 cycles, totaling 150,000 games. The neural network architecture consists of four hid-
den layers with 256 neurons per layer, batch normalization, and ReLU activation functions.
Training employs an Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 0.001 for 10 epochs with batch
size 64. The network predicts two outputs: value (tanh-activation) and action probabilities
(softmax-activation). Validation is performed after each (of the 30) training cycle on 10,000
random market evolutions, with new networks accepted only upon performance improvement.

For DH the deterministic NN policies Fk provide actions Fk(sk) = δ1k, where the time
variable tk in sk is scaled to [0, 1]. To compute “rewards” we employ squared distance loss
between F (sk) and the correct action ak. Since ak ∈ [−1, 1] we employ tanh activation. As
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Figure 7. Plots of optimal action-value functions Q∗
n−1(sn−1, an−1) illustrat-

ing problematic bounds on the cash state variable δ0k. Fig. 7a and Fig. 7b
illustrate quadratic costs and Fig. 7c and Fig. 7d illustrate non-convex costs.
The non-convex sets of admissible actions (colored areas in heat maps) lead to
disconnected sets of available actions in (b) and (d).

AlphaZero, DH is trained on a total of 150,000 games, with episodes per epoch calculated
by division through the number of epochs. The hyperparameters [hidden size, learning rate,
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number of layers, epochs] are optimized using a Tree-structured Parzen Estimator with the
Optuna [1] package. For each parameter configuration, 100 runs are executed, and the mean
number of correct actions across these runs serves as the loss function to be maximized.
After 50 tuning rounds, the optimized parameters were determined to be: hidden size of 64,
learning rate of 0.001, 2 layers, and 50 epochs. A comprehensive overview of the experi-
mental configurations for both AlphaZero and Deep Hedging is provided in Table 1. These
experiments were conducted on a workstation running Ubuntu, equipped with an Intel Core
i5-12600K CPU, 32GB of DDR5 RAM, and an NVIDIA RTX 3090 GPU.

D.1.2. Experimental Setup for learning to a choose a known portfolio composition. This sec-
tion details the experimental configuration used in Sec. 4.1.2. The environment and ex-
perimental setup largely follows that of Sec. 4.1.1 with modifications to incorporate market
stochasticity. The key differences in hyperparameters are summarized in Table 2. For Alp-
haZero, we increased the network capacity to 512 neurons per layer while maintaining the
same architecture depth and optimization parameters. For Deep Hedging, hyperparameter
optimization was conducted as in the previous experiment, resulting in a substantially larger
model with increased hidden size, deeper architecture, and reduced learning rate.

D.2. Experiments in toy examples of market models with non-convex rewards.

D.2.1. Experimental setup for portfolio replication in a trinomial market with non-convex
costs. This section details the experimental configuration used in Sec. 4.2.1. The environment
and overall structure largely follow the setting in Sec. 4.1.1, with adaptations for the trinomial
market dynamics and the presence of non-convex transaction costs. States are represented
as in Equ. (2.3), with the initial state being 0.4 shares held, a 0.0 cash balance and an
initial share price X0 = 5. As before, rewards are granted after the terminal action at t4.
For AlphaZero, the reward function is modeled after Equ. (2.2), with rewards scaled to the
interval [−1, 1], where a reward of 1 corresponds to a perfect hedge. Compared to Sec. 4.1.1,
we increased the neural network hidden layers size to 512 neurons, increased the number of
self-play training cycles, and reduced the number of games per cycle. All other architectural
components and training procedures (optimizer, activations, validation) remain equal with
those described in App. D.1.1.

For DH, the loss is also modeled by Equ. (2.2), using the squared distance between predicted
and optimal hedges. Hyperparameter optimization was performed using the same Tree-
structured Parzen Estimator framework as before. The optimization process yielded a deeper
architecture with more layers, a larger hidden size, and a reduced learning rate compared to
the previous experiment. These changes reflect the increased complexity introduced by the
non-convex cost structure. A summary of hyperparameters used in this setting is provided
in Table 3.

D.2.2. Experimental setup for portfolio replication in a GBM market with non-convex costs.
This section details the experimental configuration used in Sec. 4.2.2. The environment
and experimental setup largely follows that of Sec. 4.1.1 with modifications to fit with the
increased state-space. The differences in hyperparameters are summarized in Table 4. As in
Sec. 4.2.1 states are represented as in Equ. (2.3), with the initial state as in App. D.2.1. Prior
to executing tree search market states are discretized by rounding to the second decimal place.
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AlphaZero Configuration
State
representation

Game state sk as described in Equ. (2.3)

Init. state s0 = (0, (0, 0), 0, 0)

Action space Discrete action space with 21 actions: purchase or sale of up to one share in
fractions of 1/10 or no transaction.

Reward
structure

Rewards granted at t = T , calculated by the number of correct actions.
Rewards are restricted to the interval [−1, 1], where 1 signifies all actions are
taken correctly.

Training
procedure

Each neural UCT iteration consists of 5,000 episodes with 25 individual sim-
ulations per episode. The AlphaZero model is trained for 30 cycles, totaling
150,000 hedging games.

Neural network
architecture

Four hidden layers with 256 neurons per layer.
Batch normalization and ReLU activation functions.
Network predicts two outputs: value (tanh-activation) and action probabili-
ties (softmax-activation).

Optimization Training for 10 epochs with batch size 64.
Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 0.001.

Validation After neural network retraining: rewards measured on 10,000 random paths.
New networks accepted only upon performance improvement.

Deep Hedging Configuration
State
representation

Neural network input includes (Ak−1, Xk) with continuous state representa-
tion.

Action space Continuous actions ∈ [−1, 1] (implemented via final tanh activation).
Training
procedure

Trained on a total of 150,000 hedging games.
Episodes per epoch calculated as 150,000 divided by the number of epochs
(3,000 episodes per epoch with 50 epochs).

Optimization Training with batch size 32.
Adam optimizer with a tuned learning rate.

Loss function Calculated on squared distance with the correct action.
Hyperpar-
ameter
optimization

Parameters [hidden size, learning rate, number of layers, epochs] optimized
using Tree-structured Parzen Estimator with Optuna [1].
100 runs executed for each parameter configuration.
Mean number of correct actions over 100 runs used as the optimization ob-
jective. 100 tuning rounds executed.

Optimized
parameters

Hidden size: 64
Learning rate: 0.001
Number of layers: 2
Epochs: 50

Table 1. Experimental configuration for the deterministic sequence learning
task described in Sec. 4.1.1.
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Sec. 4.1.1 Sec. 4.1.2

AlphaZero Configuration Changes
Hidden size 256 neurons per layer 512 neurons per layer

Deep Hedging Configuration Changes
Hidden size 64 512
Learning rate 0.001 0.0001
Number of
layers

2 5

Table 2. Modified hyperparameters for the known portfolio composition
learning task described in Sec. 4.1.2, compared to those used in Sec. 4.1.1.

Sec. 4.1.1 Sec. 4.2.1

AlphaZero Configuration Changes
Action space 21 discrete actions 20 discrete actions
Training
procedure

30 self-play cycles of 5,000 episodes
each

60 self-play cycles of 2,500 episodes
each

Hidden size 256 neurons per layer 512 neurons per layer

Deep Hedging Configuration Changes
Hidden size 64 128
Learning rate 0.001 0.0001
Number of
layers

2 5

Init. state s0 = (0, (0, 0), 0, 0) s0 = (0, (0, 0.4), 5, 0)

Table 3. Modified hyperparameters for the trinomial market with non-convex
costs learning task described in Sec. 4.2.1, compared to those used in Sec. 4.1.1.

Rewards are granted after the terminal action at t4. For AlphaZero, the reward function is
modeled by Equ. (2.2), consistent with the formulation described in App. D.2.1. In this
setting, we increased the MCTS search iterations per episode and increased the training
epochs, while maintaining the same architecture depth and optimization parameters.

For Deep Hedging, the loss function is based on Equ. (2.2), as in App. D.2.1. Hyperparam-
eter optimization was conducted as in the previous experiment, resulting in a larger model
with increased hidden size, deeper architecture, and substantially increased learning rate.

D.2.3. Experimental setup for portfolio replication in a trinomial market with trading con-
straints. This section details the experimental configuration used in Sec. 4.2.3. This sec-
tion details the experimental configuration used in Sec.4.2.3. The environment and model
setup largely follow that of Sec.4.1.1, with modifications to accommodate trading constraints.
States are represented with Equ. (2.3) as described previously, with the initial state having
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Sec. 4.1.1 Sec. 4.2.2

AlphaZero Configuration Changes
Action space 21 discrete actions 20 discrete actions
Training
procedure

25 UCT simulations per episode 35 UCT simulations per episode

Optimization Training for 10 epochs Training for 20 epochs

Deep Hedging Configuration Changes
Hidden size 64 128
Learning rate 0.001 0.030
Number of
layers

2 4

Init. state s0 = (0, (0, 0), 0, 0) s0 = (0, (0, 0.4), 5, 0)

Table 4. Modified hyperparameters for the GBM market with non-convex
costs learning task described in Sec. 4.2.2, compared to those used in Sec. 4.1.1.

Sec. 4.1.1 Sec. 4.2.3

AlphaZero Configuration Changes
Action space 21 discrete actions 40 discrete actions
Training
procedure

25 UCT simulations per episode, 30
self-play cycles of 5,000 episodes each

35 UCT simulations per episode, 60
self-play cycles of 500 episodes each

Validation After neural network retraining: re-
wards measured on 10,000 random
paths.

After neural network retraining: re-
wards measured on 500 random
paths.

Hidden size 256 neurons per layer 512 neurons per layer
Init. state s0 = (0, (0, 0), 0, 0) s0 = (0, (0.8125, 1.5), 5, 0)

Table 5. Modified hyperparameters for the experimental setup for portfolio
replication in a trinomial market with trading constraints task described in
Sec.4.2.3, compared to those used in Sec. 4.1.1.

initial holdings of 1.5 shares, cash balance of 0.8125 and initial share price X0 = 5. Rewards
are granted after the terminal action at t4. For this experiment, AlphaZero utilizes a reward
based on exponential utility. The differences in hyperparameters are summarized in Table 5.
In this experiment, only the AlphaZero model was evaluated. The AlphaZero configuration
remained consistent with prior experiments, except for the hidden layer size, which was in-
creased to 512 neurons. Additionally, the action space was expanded to 40 discrete actions,
linearly spaced in the interval [0, 2].

D.3. Experiments for measuring sample efficiency. This section details the experimen-
tal configuration used in Sec. 4.3. A reservoir of 50,000 price paths was generated using a
trinomial market model with parameters pu ≈ 0.247, pd ≈ 0.253, and pm = 1− pu − pd. For
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each experiment, two non-overlapping subsets of the reservoir were sampled: one for training
and one for evaluation.As before, states are represented as in Equ. (2.3), with the initial state
having initial holdings of 0 shares, cash balance of 0.02783 and initial share price X0 = 1.
Rewards are granted after the terminal action at t19.

The Deep Hedging agent was implemented as in prior experiments. For each run, it was
trained from scratch on 20,000 episodes, using the training subset, with the same loss used
for experiment described in Sec. D.2.1. After training, performance was assessed on the
evaluation subset by measuring terminal losses. The hyperparameters chosen for the Deep
Hedging model are described in Table 6.

The MuZero variant employed in these experiments incorporates a learned neural dynamics
model. At the beginning of each training run, this dynamics model was trained to approxi-
mate the transition probabilities pu, pd, and pm conditioned on the current time step t and
stock price X. The network architecture consists of five linear layers with leaky ReLU acti-
vations and layer normalization. Training was conducted for 5,000 epochs using the Adam
optimizer (learning rate 0.001) with a batch size of 32, minimizing the Kullback–Leibler di-
vergence between predicted transition probabilities and empirical frequencies in the training
reservoir.

During training, MCTS simulations were performed using synthetic market trajectories
sampled from the learned dynamics model. After each search, environment transitions were
executed using the true transition probabilities from the reservoir. Evaluation of the MuZero
policy was performed without search, using only the policy network. For MuZero, the reward
function is modeled after Equ. (2.2), consistent with the formulation described in App. D.2.1.
Detailed hyperparameters for the MuZero model are displayed in Table 7.

Sec. 4.1.1 Sec. 4.3

Deep Hedging Configuration Changes
Training
procedure

Trained on a total of 150,000 hedging
games. Episodes per epoch calculated
as 150,000 divided by the number of
epochs

Trained on a total of 20,000 hedging
games.

Table 6. Modified Deep Hedging hyperparameters for the sample efficiency
task described in Sec.4.3, compared to those used in Sec. 4.1.1.
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MuZero Configuration
State
representation

Game state sk as described in Equ. (2.3). Initial state s0 =
(0, (0.02783, 0), 1, 0)

Action space Discrete action space with 21 actions: purchase or sale of up to one share in
fractions of 1/10 or no transaction.

Reward
structure

Rewards granted at t = T , calculated based on the squared distance.
Rewards are restricted to the interval [−1, 1], where 1 signifies a perfect hedge.

Training
procedure

Each neural UCT iteration consists of 500 episodes with 25 individual simu-
lations per episode.
The AlphaZero model is trained for 40 cycles, totaling 20,000 hedging games.

Neural network
architecture

Four hidden layers with 512 neurons per layer.
Batch normalization and ReLU activation functions.
Network predicts two outputs: value (tanh-activation) and action probabili-
ties (softmax-activation).

Optimization Training for 10 epochs with batch size 64.
Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 0.001.

Validation After neural network retraining: rewards measured on 10,000 random paths.
New networks accepted only upon performance improvement.

Dynamics
Model

Neural Network with five linear layers of size 512, leaky ReLU activation and
layer normalization.
The dynamics model has two inputs, one for current time step and one for
current stock price.
The dynamics model is trained once at the beginning of every execution, for
5,000 epochs using the Adam optimizer, learning rate of 0.001, minimizing
the Kullback–Leibler divergence between predicted transition probabilities
pu, pd, pm and empirical probabilities measured from the training reservoir.

Updated MCTS
search

During each UCT iteration, the state inside the MCTS tree is constructed
using the probability distribution outputted by the dynamics model.

Table 7. Detailed experimental configuration for the MuZero model utilized
in the sample efficiency task described in Sec. 4.3.


