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Introduction 

Equity markets spur important economic indicators and play a central role in shaping economies 
(Bonfiglioli, 2008). The large-scale investments in equity markets worldwide show the interest of investors 
from all quarters of society, which helps economies cultivate a strong base for economic development 
(Bekaert et al., 2005; Levine, 2008). However, the analysis of the returns earned by the investors in equity 
markets reveals that their average returns are low compared to the market (Malkiel, 2011). 

  This rate of return in bearish markets is even lower than the market returns. The reasons behind this 
non-synchronization in returns are beyond the understanding of typical investors. Some notable authors 
(Fama & French, 2015; Karaban & Maguire, 2012) disagree with this notion and contend that investors' 
returns, in some cases, are above the market in those same markets and situations. Behaviorists attribute 
the responsibility of variable returns to the panic and irrational decision-making of investors while 
investing in risky assets. Other reasons include the lack of the use of nonlinear techniques for forecasting, 
the application of wide-ranging financial and technical variables without providing a rationale from the 
established theory of asset pricing, and the lack of interest of the investigators to examine the forecasting 
techniques in the actual market environments (Gray et al., 2012). 

  Researchers from multiple disciplines have developed different linear and nonlinear techniques to 
forecast stock prices over the years. The application of linear predictive models in equity markets is simple, 
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but they suffer from structural limitations in capturing the nonlinear nature of stock market data (Ang & 
Bekaert, 2007). Campbell and Shiller (1988) note that there is a nonlinear relationship between predictor 
variables and long-term stock returns, and the application of linear regression might produce spurious 
results.  

  The basic forecasting model of stock returns is the capital asset pricing model, which suggests that 
stock returns are related to market risk. This model is based on the mean-variance relationship of portfolio 
selection (Markowitz, 1952) and the equilibrium model of Tobin (1958) to predict asset prices. Ahmed and 
Javid (2008) have investigated the predictive performance of single factor and multifactor CAPM in 
conditional and unconditional form, and their findings suggest that the conditional asset pricing models 
show a significant improvement in predictability. 

    The application of nonlinear methods is a recent phenomenon in financial modeling, and these 
techniques have demonstrated 93% accuracy in forecasting stock returns. A study by Kanas and 
Yannopoulos (2001) explains that nonlinear predictions are significantly more precise than linear 
projections. The financial modeling of returns can be termed the mathematical representation of the 
thinking of investors (Sargent, 1993). The key stakeholders in financial markets have access to all the 
necessary information, but they still have to learn the optimal and profitable decision-making on the floor, 
and artificial neural network-based modeling possesses this ability to mimic human psychology (Guresen 
et al., 2011).  

The mechanism of artificial neural networks bears a close resemblance to the human brain and can be 
used as a replacement for investors' decision making (Pettengill et al., 2012). The basic strength of the ANN 
system is that it can capture the last-moment changes in the stocks-related variables with greater 
accuracy, which can magnify the value of investors' decision-making in stock markets (Garson, 1998). 

Several recent studies (Carvalhal & Ribeiro, 2008; Dunis et al., 2011; Fadlalla & Amani, 2014; 
Maknickienė & Maknickas, 2013; Qiu & Song, 2016) find that ANNs return better forecasting results than 
classical techniques, and the prediction performance of ANNs not only exceeds the conventional linear and 
nonlinear modelling but the empirical results of neural network systems are better and robust. 

Applying ANN in finance has several challenges because an in-depth application of ANN entails a 
greater understanding of the basic theories of Physics, Computer Science, Artificial Intelligence, and 
Mathematics. In addition to these limitations and hindrances, most investigations find ANN as a better 
replacement for human wisdom in stock markets. 

The broad horizons of ANNs include the data distribution, the number of neurons, and the application 
of various training functions under rolling window schemes. The time series of returns, measured by the 
composite variables of three factors and five factors CAPM, is processed with the help of the ANN algorithm 
in Pakistan's Stock Exchange, and the success or failure of the models is assessed with the help of t-
statistics and the Diebold Mariano accuracy test. This study adds a substantial contribution to the theory 
of asset pricing by presenting a solution to the problem mentioned below. 

 "Can the Artificial Neural Networks methodology be applied to the asset pricing models to forecast 
stock returns and generate a rate of returns for the investors which is above the market"? 

Some hallmark papers (Cao et al., 2005, 2011; Jan & Ayub, 2019; Olson & Mossman, 2003; Stansell & 
Eakins, 2004) describe the hybridization of asset pricing models and their composite variables with ANN. 
The principal finding of these studies is that the ANN can successfully separate the value stocks from 
other stocks, classify the securities into high and low earning returns, select the portfolios that can beat 
the market, and choose the best forecasting composite factors of the asset pricing models. These studies 
document some limitations, generating a research gap for the present study. 

First, some forecasting studies cannot ascertain future results, and the element of uncertainty is a 
significant limitation of such research. Second, the researchers sometimes select the variables for which 
no past data are available, or the association between the selected variables is not justified by finance 
theory. Third, a comparative analysis of various asset pricing models is not conducted, and finally, these 
findings are based on the limited parameters of neural networks. The present study is based on the most 
efficient training techniques, which require a minimum time to generate minimum error between the actual 
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and predicted values. This technique is also known as the damped least square method and presents 
solutions to nonlinear problems in finance. Other differentiating points of our study include the use of 
Portfolio returns, all possible combinations of ANN parameters, and the use of tailored computer coding 
instead of commercial software. 

In section 1, we discuss the literature on the fundamental aspects and forecasting ability of ANNs in 
equity markets. Section 2 elaborates on the data sources, period of the study, the significant characteristics 
of the Pakistan Stock Exchange, and the formation of the portfolios of the Fama and French three- and 
five-factor CAPM. The model building of the ANN architecture and multifactor asset pricing models are 
also discussed in this section. The results of ANN-based capital asset pricing models are presented in 
section 3, along with the accuracy test results of the Diebold Mariano and t-statistics. Section 4 analyses 
the results, and conclusions are presented. Future research directions on further application of ANNs in 
another subdiscipline of finance and asset pricing theory are also presented in the Conclusion section. 
 
Literature Review 

Estimating the required return of investors can be termed a mathematical representation of the thinking 
of investors (Gunn & MacDonald, 2006). The investors interpret the rise and fall in the market prices of 
the stocks in different ways and express their sentiments in their buying and selling decisions. This reaction 
shows the continuous learning and adjustment of investors' behavior, and financial modeling in stock 
markets is based on this psychology of stakeholders (Cao et al., 2011; Sargent, 1993).  

The principles of artificial neural networks draw their foundation from human thinking capability for 
approximating stakeholders' decision-making in a particular situation. The scientific modeling of human 
understanding in such a way has given a paradigm shift to the decision-making and industrial processes 
of present-day enterprises (Tkáč & Verner, 2016). The design of efficient algorithms for the NN system in 
forecasting is an active research topic because it demonstrates an excellent capacity to emulate the 
unexplored relationship between dependent and independent variables of noisy and nonlinear 
environments (Franses & Van Dijk, 2000). Econometricians consider this a modified version of the STAR 
family Techniques (Smooth Transition Autoregressive). 

The application of artificial neural networks in the last two decades in almost all the branches of finance 
has given new hope to the forecasting of stock returns. Notable studies of artificial neural networks in 
finance are found in (Dunis et al., 2011; Guresen et al., 2011 Pettengill et al., 2012; Vanstone & Finnie, 2006). 
Most of these studies concentrate on the indices of stock markets or employ the financial variables of stock 
market activity, trading volume, dividends, accounting ratios, foreign exchange rates, and other financial 
variables. However, the selection of these variables ignores the established factors used and appreciated 
by stock market researchers. 

A comparative analysis of ANN and other traditional techniques to assess the predictive performance 
of both these models documents that the system poses a tough challenge for conventional econometric 
techniques. An earlier study (Olson & Mossman, 2003) is considered a hallmark of ANN application in the 
securities market and probably the first application of ANN and asset pricing factors. Another study 
evaluates the predictive ability of random walk, neural networks, and linear autoregressive models and 
suggests that NN outperforms all other conventional models in forecasting. 

Carvalhal and Ribeiro (2008) compare the predictive ability of ANN with three traditional forecasting 
techniques, and the findings provide substantial evidence that ANN is a better technique for predicting the 
indices. Dunis et al. (2011) present a comparative analysis of ANN and other traditional techniques to asses 
the prédictive performance of both models in the Athens stock markets. The study constructs various 
autoregressive technical variables as inputs to the network, and the findings recommend the adoption of 
the neural network by fund managers to enhance their returns in volatile markets. Many scholars have 
applied ANNs to Pakistan's equity, including (Fatima & Hussain, 2008 Haider & Nishat, 2009 Iqbal, 2013). 
These studies concentrate on the stock market index, and the findings suggest that ANN has successfully 
predicted the returns with high accuracy.  

The findings of some important articles provide significant guidelines for the present study; for 
example, Coupelon (2007) documents the necessary guidelines in modeling the neural networks to 
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represent the datasets correctly and present a good forecast. Cao et al. (2011) utilize the variables of beta, 
market cap, and book-to-market ratio to gauge the performance of both the linear and nonlinear models 
through various performance parameters. The study utilizes the feed-forward neural network design to 
determine the network's minimum error because 90% of the prediction studies in finance employ this 
architecture. Similarly, (Fadlalla & Amani, 2014; Hall & St. John, 1994; Rechenthin, 2014) provide valuable 
guidelines related to the selection of training methods, dataset distribution, activation methods, and other 
parameters of the NN system for our study. 

It should be noted, however, that the implementation of ANN in forecasting does not consistently fetch 
better results, and this technique's inherent drawbacks sometimes hinder its application. The black box 
nature of the NN system produces the problem of overfitting the data. The overfitted model is not useful 
for any practical purpose in financial markets (Franses & Van Dijk, 2000; Rechenthin, 2014). These practical 
difficulties force researchers to believe that simple linear forecasting models better predict their desired 
goals. Some recent studies, i.e., (Fescioglu-Unver & Tanyeri, 2013; Stansell & Eakins, 2004; Vortelinos, 
2017), find unfavourable results of ANN in forecasting compared to traditional techniques. 

 
Data and Methodology 

We aim to estimate the predictive utility of various asset pricing models in the presence of artificial neural 
networks using Pakistan’s Stock Exchange (PSX) as the unit of analysis. The sampled firms include 
manufacturing companies listed on the KSE-100 following Fama and French (Fama & French, 2015). The 
selection criteria for the remaining firms from various sectors are adopted from (Ahmed & Javid, 2008). 
This criterion states that 1) the selected stock must be listed at KSE, 2) the data of the monthly price index 
and the book value, market equity, total assets, profitability, and volume traded by the sample companies 
must be available, and 3) the selected stocks must be traded for more than 90% of trading days during the 
study period. 

We employ the data from January 2006 to December 20222. The data sources include the Central Bank 
of the Country and the DataStream of Thompson Reuters. This research employs monthly portfolio returns 
as the target or predicted variable based on listed firms on the Pakistan Stock Exchange. The selection of 
monthly data instead of weekly or daily data is that the study follows the standard method of Fama and 
French (1993) for the formation and selection of target returns. 

The KSE-100 index is used to calculate market returns (Ayub et al., 2015). The stock prices and value 
of the index are used to calculate the returns, and these returns are normalized by applying the logarithmic 
returns without including the dividends because the market activity makes it a part of the stock prices, 
according to Ahmed and Javid (2008). We form three categories of high-, mid-, and low-risk portfolios 
and divide them into 30 portfolios. The descriptive statistics of the monthly returns of these portfolios (on 
an average basis) are presented in Table 1. 

The price-related data, including opening, high, low, and closing prices, are obtained from the 
database of the Pakistan Stock Exchange. Various factors of the FF3F and FF5F models require the 
fundamental variables of market cap, B/M ratio, change in total assets, earnings, and EBIT to equity. 
Market capitalization is used to calculate the size factor, better known as the SMB factor. The second 
grouping of the firms is based on the ratio of book to market value of the firm's equity. This grouping results 
in the HML factor. 
 
Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics of High, Mid, and Low Beta Portfolios Returns (180 Monthly Counts) 

Portfolio 
Type 

Mean % Median % Minimum % Maximum % 
Std. Dev 

% 
Var.% Kurtosis Skewness 

High Beta 
(P1-P10) 

0.21 0.39 -47.49 21.8 8.31 0.69 6.2407 -1.2788 

Mid Beta 
(P11-P20) 

0.29 0.38 -46.6 26.97 9.13 0.83 4.092 -0.855 

Low Beta 
(P21-30) 

0.52 0.52 -30.81 33.06 9.28 0.86 1.5822 -0.2291 
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We sort the firms by their respective market capitalization from low to high-ranking order. The first 50% 
of the group represents those firms whose market capitalization is low and are considered small (S) firms, 
while the second 50% describes large firms (B). The second sort is based on high and low B/M ratios. The 
firms are now placed into three groups. The first group is 30% of the sample and consists of those firms 
whose book-to-market ratio is high (B) and market capitalization is low (S). The second cluster is 40% of 
the sample and consists of firms having a medium B/M ratio (M) and small capitalization(s). 

The last group is the remaining 30% of the sample, and their grouping is based on small-capitalization 
firms with a low B/M ratio. This procedure results in forming S/H, S/M, and S/L portfolios. The same 
procedure is applied to firms with high market capitalization, and large capitalization companies (B) are 
again sorted based on their high book-to-market ratio (H) and low book-to-market ratio (L). They are 
categorized into three groups, and applying the 30%, 40%, and 30% criteria of portfolios results in 
portfolios called B/H, B/M, and B/L. These six portfolios are now used to form the SMB factor for each year 
from 2006 to 2020. 

Likewise, we sort again for investment factors from conservative to aggressive stocks, forming three 
categories of aggressive (A), medium (N), and conservative (C) investment stocks. These are distributed 
based on 30%, 40%, and 30% conventions to generate six portfolios as S/C, S/N, S/A, B/C, B/N, and B/A. 
Finally, we sort the size groups again using the same procedure to calculate the factor of profitability as 
weak (W), medium (N), and robust (R) stocks yielding S/R, S/N, S/W, B/R, B/N, and B/W portfolios. 

The SMB factor (small minus large stocks) is calculated as follows: 

𝑆𝑀𝐵 =  
(𝑆𝐻 + 𝑆𝑁 + 𝑆𝐿) − (𝐵𝐻 + 𝐵𝑁 + 𝐵𝐿)

3
… … … … (1) 

The HML factor (high minus low-value stocks) is calculated as follows: 

𝐻𝑀𝐿 =  
(𝑆𝐻 + 𝐵𝐻) − (𝑆𝐿 + 𝐵𝐿)

2
… … … . . (2) 

The CMA (conservative minus aggressive stocks) is calculated as follows: 

𝐶𝑀𝐴 =  
(𝑆𝐶 + 𝐵𝐶) − (𝑆𝐶 + 𝐵𝐴)

2
… … … … (3) 

The RMW is calculated as robust minus weak stock: 

𝑅𝑀𝑊 =  
(𝑆𝑅 + 𝐵𝑅) − (𝑆𝑊 + 𝐵𝑅)

2
… … … … (4) 

The FF3 CAPM and FF5 CAPM are the two models to be estimated and given, respectively, as follows: 

𝑅𝑃 = 𝑅𝑓 + 𝛽1(𝑅𝑃𝑆𝑋 − 𝑅𝑓) + 𝛽2(𝑅𝑆𝑀𝐵) + 𝛽3(𝑅𝐻𝑀𝐿) + 𝜀𝑃 ……. (5) 

𝑅𝑃 = 𝑅𝑓 + 𝛽1(𝑅𝑃𝑆𝑋 − 𝑅𝑓) + 𝛽2(𝑅𝑆𝑀𝐵) + 𝛽3(𝑅𝐻𝑀𝐿) + 𝛽4(𝑅𝐶𝑀𝐴) + 𝛽5(𝑅𝑅𝑀𝑊) + 𝜀𝑃 …..(6) 

 
Aligning ANN and Asset Pricing Models 

The back propagation training method has been implemented in this study, and the ANN system consists 
of three layers: the input, hidden, and output layers. The common practice documented in a study (Franses 
& Van Dijk, 2000) is that the architecture of the networks is determined by the hidden layers, although 
some studies declare the input and output layers as a part of the NN structure (Pyo et al., 2017). The neurons 
in the hidden and other layers are connected through a system of weights that calculate their output 
through mathematical functions. The interconnection of the neurons stores knowledge of the processing 
mechanism, giving rise to the network's short- and long-memory features. 

The primary parameters of the system include first, the normalization, and preparation of the dataset 
in a particular tabular form—second, the training algorithm and, finally, the network architecture. The 
organization of the neural network system is a function of the neurodynamic and architecture, and the 
guidance provided by a study (Kaastra & Boyd, 1996) is worth noting. The details are given below. 

In step 1, the target independent (input) and dependent (output) variables are declared for the NN 
system. The composite factors of FF3F and FF5F CAPM are applied as the inputs, and the portfolio returns 
are used as the output (target) for the NN system. The three- and five-factor models are decoded into ANN 
according to the following equation: 

𝑅𝑃 = 𝐺(𝛼 + ∑ 𝛼𝑗
ℎ
𝑗=1 ) + 𝐹 (𝛽0𝑗 + 𝛽1𝑗(𝑅𝑃𝑆𝑋 − 𝑅𝑓)) + 𝛽2𝑗(𝑅𝑆𝑀𝐵) + 𝛽3𝑗(𝑅𝐻𝑀𝐿) ….. (7) 
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𝑅𝑃 = 𝐺(𝛼 + ∑ 𝛼𝑗
ℎ
𝑗=1 ) + 𝐹 (𝛽0𝑗 + 𝛽1𝑗(𝑅𝑃𝑆𝑋 − 𝑅𝑓)) + 𝛽2𝑗(𝑅𝑆𝑀𝐵) + 𝛽3𝑗(𝑅𝐻𝑀𝐿) + 𝛽4𝑗(𝑅𝐶𝑀𝑊) + 𝛽5𝑗(𝑅𝑅𝑊𝐴) … … (8) 

 
In these equations, G (.) is the nonlinear activation function used in the hidden layer, and F (.) is the linear 
activation function of the output layer. 

In step 2, the preprocessing of the data for the NN system is followed, which helps the NN system learn 
and store the significant relationships between the dependent and independent variables. The system uses 
its standards of normalizing the data between the upper and lower limits (Jasic & Wood, 2004), and we 
apply the sigmoid function to normalize the data between 0 and 1. 

 A common practice in traditional forecasting modeling is dividing the target data into in-sample and 
out-sample datasets. The equivalent terms for these datasets in the ANN system are training and testing 
datasets. The additional validation step is applied explicitly by the neural networks to be trapped in local 
minima, thus controlling the asymptotic nature of the network architecture identified in a study (2017). 
The testing data range from 5% to 20%, while the training dataset ranges between 60% and 90%, 
following the established convention of ANNs. The system's generalization (out-of-sample) feature is 
evaluated by testing the dataset after the training is completed. 

 This study identifies the optimal architecture of the ANN for the three- and five-factor models. We 
apply wide-ranging combinations of (training, testing, and validation) datasets and portfolio categories 
based on the risk level and the number of neurons. We apply 60-20-20 data combinations for training, 
validation, and training, and the program assigns a five percent increment to the dataset. The program 
generates 16 data combinations, and the details are given in Table 2. 

The transfer function of ANN, also called activation, transformation, or squashing functions, 
calculates the output of a hidden layer (Kaastra & Boyd, 1996). We use the logistic (sigmoidal) function 
because it successfully interprets the primary input and output relationship, and its differentiation 
power reduces the error to a minimum level. These features make it more applicable to the NN system 
in financial modeling. 
 
Table 2 

Dataset Distribution for (Training, Validation, and Testing) 

 
The most used sigmoidal function is a logistic function, and its curve is “S-shaped". Mathematically, it is 
represented as 

𝑆(𝑥)  =
1

1 + 𝑒−𝑥
… … … … . (9) 

Network Architecture 
(FF3F Model) 

Network Architecture 
(FF5F Model) 

Dataset Distribution Hidden Layer (Neurons) 

3-1-1 to 3-50-1 5-1-1 to 5-50-1 60-20-20 Neurons 1-50 
3-1-1 to 3-50-1 5-1-1 to 5-50-1 65-15-20 Neurons 1-50 
3-1-1 to 3-50-1 5-1-1 to 5-50-1 65-20-15 Neurons 1-50 
3-1-1 to 3-50-1 5-1-1 to 5-50-1 70-10-20 Neurons 1-50 
3-1-1 to 3-50-1 5-1-1 to 5-50-1 70-15-15 Neurons 1-50 
3-1-1 to 3-50-1 5-1-1 to 5-50-1 70-20-10 Neurons 1-50 
3-1-1 to 3-50-1 5-1-1 to 5-50-1 75-05-20 Neurons 1-50 
3-1-1 to 3-50-1 5-1-1 to 5-50-1 75-10-15 Neurons 1-50 
3-1-1 to 3-50-1 5-1-1 to 5-50-1 75-15-10 Neurons 1-50 
3-1-1 to 3-50-1 5-1-1 to 5-50-1 75-20-05 Neurons 1-50 
3-1-1 to 3-50-1 5-1-1 to 5-50-1 80-05-15 Neurons 1-50 
3-1-1 to 3-50-1 5-1-1 to 5-50-1 80-15-05 Neurons 1-50 
3-1-1 to 3-50-1 5-1-1 to 5-50-1 80-10-10 Neurons 1-50 
3-1-1 to 3-50-1 5-1-1 to 5-50-1 85-10-05 Neurons 1-50 
3-1-1 to 3-50-1 5-1-1 to 5-50-1 85-05-10 Neurons 1-50 
3-1-1 to 3-50-1 5-1-1 to 5-50-1 90-05-05 Neurons 1-50 
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The architecture of the NN system for the present study includes a hidden and output layer. The 
maximum limit of the hidden layer neurons is placed at 50. The programming code returns the optimum 
results for the neurons under each dataset. This system consists of a single target variable in the output 
layer. 

In step 3, the training algorithm is programmed to select the optimal weights between the input 
variables (neurons). It enables the network to determine a global minimum error function with minimum 
computational power. Unless the model is habituated for local observation or fitting, the weight assignment 
in this way provides good generalization ability to the networks. (Ayub et al., 2020). The principal training 
algorithm is the backpropagation function with the Hessian matrix (Jacobian derivatives) and 
backpropagation based on gradient derivatives. The former functions use the Backpropagation algorithm 
of Levenberg‒Marquardt. This algorithm is faster but consumes more memory. The latter also uses the 
scaled conjugate gradient (SCG) and quasi-Newton method (BFG). We select the LM, SCG, and BFG training 
methods to train the network. 

There are two perspectives regarding the magnitude of training. The first is the possibility of being 
confined to a local minimum and the difficulty of attaining a global minimum. The second school of 
thought proposes the concept of a series of training-testing interruptions. We select the train-test 
interruption approach and limit the number of iterations to 1000. The performance metrics of mean 
squared error are used as a benchmark to compare the metric's forecasting performance. The mathematical 
representation of MSE is given below. 

𝑀𝑆𝐸 =
1

𝑁
∑(𝑅𝑡 − 𝑅̂𝑡)

2
𝑁

𝑡=1

… … … … . (10) 

Rt and R̂t represent the actual returns and forecasted returns, and N expresses the size of the testing 
dataset. The minimum MSE score is picked as the best lag point for each neural network architecture. 

In step 4, we document the MATLAB instructions and run the algorithm over thirty (30) portfolios. The 
portfolios are sorted from high to low risk following the robust procedure adopted by (Fama & French, 
2015). The results are reported for all the portfolios to examine the versatility of the ANN system for 
forecasting the time series of returns on various risk levels. This algorithmic rule predicts the portfolio 
returns at t+1 using the data from 1 to t. The first program returns the mean squared error between the 
actual and predicted values (returns) of the high, medium, and low beta portfolios for all the dataset 
neurons. This algorithm applies a simple one-step-ahead design. 

The second set of instructions is based on rolling windows or look back windows scheme of 48 months 
rolling for forecasting purposes. This algorithm is also applied to high-, mid-, and low-beta portfolios 
based on the three-factor and five-factor models. Under this scheme, the MATLAB instructions read the 
first 48 monthly returns of the three and five input factors, forecast their returns one step ahead, compare 
them with the actual returns in the output layer, and calculate their output. The instructions roll forwards 
the data by one month by reading it from 2 to t+1 in the second loop. The procedure is repeated until the 
data are exhausted and the minimum error results are compiled for this series. This simulation is 
conducted for all the neuron and dataset combinations.  

The presence of autocorrelation among the various forecasts is a potential problem due to the 
market's small size. Therefore, we test the forecasting accuracy of the estimated forecasting models by 
employing the well-known Diebold-Mariano test. The typical form of the Diebold-Mariano test is 
expressed by expressions 11 and 12. 

𝑺 =  𝒅−/𝒔𝒅 ….. (11) 

𝒅 =  𝑳𝟏 −  𝑳𝟐 ….. (12) 

In expression 11, 𝑑− and 𝑠𝑑 represent the mean and standard deviation of 𝑑, respectively. Similarly, in 
expression 12, the term 𝑑 measures absolute or squared differences between the actual and forecasted 
values. The Diebold Mariano test assumes T-1 degrees of freedom, and further, it is based on the well-
known Student's t-distribution. The null hypothesis under the Diebold-Mariano test is that forecast ''i'' 
includes all information contained in others, which means that the predictive accuracy of different 
forecasting models is equal. Therefore, accepting the null hypothesis would imply that accuracy differences 
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do not exist for the estimated forecasting models. On the other hand, the rejection of the null hypothesis 
and acceptance of the alternative hypothesis would indicate significant differences in the forecasting 
accuracy of the estimated models. 
 
Results: Identifying the Optimal ANN Architecture using Equations (7) and (8). 

We estimated the dependence of the output variable (target portfolio returns) and independent variables. 
The regression diagram of the three- and five-factor models shows that the R-value of the three-factor 
model is approximately 90% (average of training, testing, and validation), while the five-factor model 
returns a 99% R-value, as displayed in Figures 1 and 2. The theory of asset pricing models states that 
market returns, size, value, profitability, and investment factors adequately explain portfolio returns, and 
our regression graph demonstrates this concept. 

The neural network architectures based on equations (7) and (8) identified the best ANN system. The 
combination of three training functions and two asset pricing models resulted in 144,000 network models. 
These results were organized and separated on the risk level (𝛽′𝑠) and summarized as high, mid, and low 
𝛽 portfolios in Table 3. This table reports the averages of the lowest mean squared error (MSE) and the 
optimal neurons of all the data combinations. 
 
Figures 1 and 2 

Regression Diagram (Fama and French 3 and 5 Factors Model) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Identifying the Optimal Forecasting Architecture for the (FF3F Model) 

The three rows of Table 3 describe the three classes of Portfolios. The first six columns of this table report 
the best MSE statistics of the FF3F model under various training algorithms and the number of neurons. 
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We find that the lowest MSE score of 0.0042 is generated by most of the datasets using the LM training 
function at eight neurons for the three-factor model (lower part of Table 3). 

The SCG and BFG functions converge with the lowest MSE scores of 0.0062 and 0.0060 at 16 and 23 
nodes by most of our sample market data combinations. This analysis aims to identify the architecture that 
ensures the minimum difference between the actual and predicted values. We find that the minimization 
behavior of the dataset at 70% (training), 10% validation, and 20% testing at eight neurons under the LM 
method produces optimal results for all 50 neurons (Table A). We use this combination as the standard for 
the look-back windows under the three-factor model for high 𝛽 portfolios in section (3.3). 

The middle part of Table 3 reports the MSE score of mid-beta portfolios. The LM, SCG, and BFG 
algorithms return the best MSE results at 35, 19, and 23 neurons on the 60-20-20, 65-15-20, and 65-20-
15 datasets, respectively, for the FF3F model. The corresponding MSE scores of these parameters, as 
reported in Table 3, are 0.005, 0.0074, and 0.0073. We select the 60-20-20 dataset and 35 neurons for the 
mid-beta portfolios as the best NN architecture under the LM algorithm for the rolling window scheme. 
The low-beta portfolios converged the best MSE results at 70-20-10, 65-20-15, and 60-20-20 with 13, 13, 
and 22 neurons, respectively, under the three training methods. 
 
Table 3 

MSE Score of Portfolios under Various Training Functions                           

  Fama and French 3 Factor Model Fama and French 5 Factor Model 
 

Data Set 
MSE 
(LM) 

ON 
MSE 

(SCG) 
ON 

MSE 
(BFG) 

ON 
MSE 
(LM) 

ON 
MSE 

(SCG) 
ON 
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(BFG) 

ON 
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60-20-20 0.0050 13 0.0072 13 0.0071 22 0.0036 13 0.0062 23 0.0060 44 
65-15-20 0.0050 13 0.0073 13 0.0072 22 0.0036 13 0.0063 23 0.0068 9 
65-20-15 0.0050 13 0.0071 13 0.0071 22 0.0036 13 0.0063 23 0.0065 23 
70-10-20 0.0051 18 0.0072 13 0.0072 22 0.0037 13 0.0063 23 0.0069 14 
70-15-15 0.0050 18 0.0075 13 0.0072 22 0.0036 13 0.0064 23 0.0062 33 
70-20-10 0.0050 13 0.0072 13 0.0071 22 0.0036 13 0.0066 9 0.0066 37 
75-05-20 0.0054 16 0.0072 13 0.0077 8 0.0036 13 0.0066 9 0.0068 24 
75-10-15 0.0052 13 0.0073 13 0.0073 22 0.0037 13 0.0068 23 0.0071 13 
75-15-10 0.0050 18 0.0075 16 0.0072 22 0.0037 13 0.0065 23 0.0063 44 
75-20-05 0.0050 13 0.0073 13 0.0072 22 0.0039 13 0.0063 23 0.0061 44 
80-05-15 0.0058 14 0.0073 13 0.0078 15 0.0037 13 0.0069 9 0.0074 29 
80-10-10 0.0053 18 0.0076 13 0.0073 22 0.0038 13 0.0066 9 0.0097 37 
80-15-05 0.0050 18 0.0072 13 0.0072 22 0.0039 13 0.0066 9 0.0076 8 
85-05-10 0.0061 17 0.0074 13 0.008 11 0.0039 13 0.0072 13 0.0075 24 
85-10-05 0.0054 16 0.0079 7 0.0074 22 0.004 13 0.0066 9 0.0076 5 
90-05-05 0.0068 20 0.0084 10 0.0082 3 0.0054 45 0.0078 9 0.0079 1 
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60-20-20 0.0049 35 0.0075 12 0.0073 23 0.0024 25 0.006 17 0.006 26 
65-15-20 0.005 35 0.0074 19 0.0073 23 0.0034 50 0.006 17 0.006 26 
65-20-15 0.005 35 0.0074 19 0.0073 23 0.0034 50 0.0061 17 0.0061 26 
70-10-20 0.005 35 0.0075 18 0.0074 15 0.0035 50 0.0061 17 0.0061 26 
70-15-15 0.005 35 0.0075 18 0.0073 23 0.0035 50 0.007 17 0.007 37 
70-20-10 0.005 35 0.0074 18 0.0073 21 0.0034 50 0.007 17 0.007 4 
75-05-20 0.0054 35 0.0077 18 0.0075 15 0.0034 50 0.0069 17 0.0069 14 
75-10-15 0.0052 35 0.0075 18 0.0074 23 0.0035 30 0.007 17 0.007 15 
75-15-10 0.005 35 0.0075 18 0.0073 23 0.0036 30 0.0073 17 0.0073 27 
75-20-05 0.005 35 0.0074 18 0.0073 23 0.0041 50 0.007 17 0.007 27 
80-05-15 0.0054 35 0.0077 7 0.0076 15 0.0035 50 0.007 17 0.007 27 
80-10-10 0.0053 35 0.0076 9 0.0075 15 0.0037 50 0.007 17 0.007 8 
80-15-05 0.005 35 0.0074 18 0.0073 23 0.0042 17 0.0074 16 0.0074 2 
85-05-10 0.006 35 0.0077 18 0.0079 1 0.0037 50 0.0077 17 0.0077 1 
85-10-05 0.0053 35 0.0078 6 0.0075 15 0.0043 17 0.0067 17 0.0067 25 

90-05-05 0.007 7 0.0081 2 0.0083 3 0.0054 50 0.0078 11 0.0078 3 
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  Fama and French 3 Factor Model Fama and French 5 Factor Model 
 

Data Set 
MSE 
(LM) 

ON 
MSE 
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60-20-20 0.0043 15 0.0062 16 0.006 23 0.0029 45 0.0053 21 0.0053 28 
65-15-20 0.0042 8 0.0062 16 0.0062 26 0.003 45 0.0053 21 0.0057 18 
65-20-15 0.0042 8 0.0062 16 0.0061 23 0.0029 45 0.0054 21 0.0057 18 
70-10-20 0.0042 8 0.0063 16 0.0063 23 0.0031 40 0.0053 21 0.0058 37 
70-15-15 0.0042 8 0.0062 16 0.0062 23 0.0031 45 0.0053 21 0.0059 19 
70-20-10 0.0042 8 0.0062 16 0.0061 23 0.0029 45 0.006 5 0.0059 19 
75-05-20 0.0048 14 0.0065 11 0.0065 11 0.0029 45 0.0058 14 0.006 33 
75-10-15 0.0042 8 0.0064 16 0.0063 26 0.003 45 0.0056 16 0.0061 26 
75-15-10 0.0042 8 0.0062 16 0.0064 7 0.0032 18 0.0056 16 0.0061 8 
75-20-05 0.0042 8 0.0062 16 0.0066 11 0.0027 28 0.0061 14 0.0057 24 
80-05-15 0.0049 18 0.0065 11 0.0066 11 0.0031 40 0.0058 14 0.0057 24 
80-10-10 0.0042 8 0.0064 13 0.0062 23 0.0031 40 0.0054 21 0.0059 26 
80-15-05 0.0042 8 0.0062 16 0.0064 26 0.0032 40 0.0062 14 0.0062 9 
85-05-10 0.0052 14 0.0066 7 0.0093 26 0.0032 40 0.0056 23 0.0063 5 
85-10-05 0.0045 25 0.0064 13 0.0065 26 0.0058 4 0.0063 1 0.006 17 
90-05-05 0.0056 14 0.0071 15 0.0069 2 0.0055 16 0.0056 1 0.0068 4 

ON: Optimal Neuron 

Table 3 reports the lowest MSEs of 0.005, 0.0071, and 0.0071 for the abovementioned NN design. The low-
beta portfolios utilize the 70-20-10 dataset with 13 hidden nodes and the LM method for the rolling 
window scheme. 

This analysis enables us to conclude that the backpropagation training function (the Jacobian 
derivatives) with the LM algorithm produces the lowest forecasting results more efficiently in the stock 
markets than other training functions. It is a significant finding of our analysis, and investors can apply 
these optimal architectures of ANN models to forecast their portfolio returns depending on the risk level. 
The random selection of the stocks and variables, on the other hand, under the ANN system may develop 
a good academic exercise without having practical implications in the stock markets. Investment decisions 
are mainly based on portfolio formation and management, while the random selection of firms and 
variables is time-consuming and lacks the ability to generalize in global markets. 
 

Efficient ANN Architecture Forecasting (FF5F Model) 

The five-factor model nests the three-factor model and contains the additional factors of investments and 
profitability. The last six columns of Table 3 present the MSE statistics of the FF5F model. The best MSE 
value for high-risk portfolios converges at the 75-20-05, 60-20-20, and 60-20-20 datasets. Table 3 
reports that the MSE scores of these data combinations at 28, 21, and 28 neurons are 0.0027, 0.0053, and 
0.0053, respectively. The high-beta portfolios ensure the best ANN system at the 75-20-05 data 
combination on the LM method with 28 neurons. This combination is further used for the rolling window 
scheme for this class of portfolios. A comparative analysis of this finding with the three factors of high 
beta portfolios shows that the additional factors of investment and profitability have reduced the 
forecasting error of our proposed ANN model by 44%. The five-factor model has demonstrated more 
accurate prediction performance than the previous model, and the finding suggests that the five-factor 
CAPM has significant relevance in magnifying the returns of the portfolios containing high-risk stocks for 
investors in this frontier market. It is interesting to note here that some recent studies, for example, 
Racicot and Rentz (2016), find all other factors of the FF5F model except market returns to be irrelevant.  

  The forecasting performance of the NN system in the case of the medium-risk portfolios is identical 
in terms of the data distribution for the three-factor and five-factor models but different in the number 
of neurons. The identical dataset is 60-20-20, and the number of optimal neurons is 35 and 25 on the LM 
algorithm. Table 3 reports the lowest MSE score of 0.0024 for the mid-beta portfolios for the FF5F model. 
This error is 50% lower than the error reported by the three-factor model for the same risk level. 

The low beta results of the three- and five-factor models are also identical in terms of the dataset and 
neurons. The dataset 60-20-20 at 13 neurons converges to the minimum MSE of 0.0036 for the FF5F 
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model. It shows a 35% error reduction compared to the FF3F model. These datasets and the optimal 
neurons are further employed for the look-back windows. The comparison of the MSE statistics of low- 
and high-beta portfolios signifies that the market compensates more for high-risk portfolios than for low-
beta portfolios. These findings provide evidence that neural networks demonstrate high forecasting 
accuracy when processed with the variables of asset pricing models. We find more than 90% accuracy in 
our proposed hybridized system. This accuracy level contrasts sharply with the previous levels, wherein 
80% to 85% forecasting accuracy is reported for ANN systems (Pyo et al., 2017). The minimum errors 
reported for the three types of portfolios can enable investors to earn excess market returns. 

 
Actual vs. Predicted Returns Under Rolling Window Scheme and NN System 

In this section, we further examine the optimal NN system, identified in section 3.1, and apply a look-
back window scheme with a 48-monthly estimation window of returns and rolled forwards monthly. 
The scheme is applied to six ANN architectures only for the optimal training function of Levenberg‒
Marquardt. We obtain 132 networks for each portfolio, representing the same number of forecasting 
statistics for each architecture. Three thousand nine hundred sixty monthly predictions are generated 
for each asset pricing model, and these returns are converted into annualized returns. 
 
Table 4 

Actual Vs. Predicted Portfolio Return under Levenberg‒Marquardt training Function 

    Fama and French 3 Factor Model Fama and French 5 Factor Model 

 
Year 

Actual 
Returns 

Predicted 
Return% 

MSE Dataset ON 
Predicted 
Returns % 

MSE Data Set ON 
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2005 30.09 29.47 0.0062 70-10-20 8 29.96 0.0013 75-05-20 28 
2006 22.93 22.24 0.0069 70-10-20 8 22.71 0.0022 75-05-20 28 
2007 -1.9 -2.48 0.0058 70-10-20 8 -2.19 0.0029 75-05-20 28 
2008 16.83 16.32 0.0051 70-10-20 8 16.46 0.0037 75-05-20 28 
2009 -54.44 -54.99 0.0055 70-10-20 8 -54.89 0.0045 75-05-20 28 
2010 -15.95 -17.3 0.0135 70-10-20 8 -16.49 0.0054 75-05-20 28 
2011 -19.19 -20.43 0.0124 70-10-20 8 -19.84 0.0065 75-05-20 28 
2012 -11 -12.27 0.0127 70-10-20 8 -11.78 0.0078 75-05-20 28 
2013 12.03 11.1 0.0093 70-10-20 8 11.25 0.0078 75-05-20 28 
2014 20.35 19.99 0.0036 70-10-20 8 20.22 0.0013 75-05-20 28 
2015 21.04 20.69 0.0035 70-10-20 8 20.8 0.0024 75-05-20 28 
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2005 32.26 31.39 0.0087 60-20-20 35 31.98 0.0028 60-20-20 25 
2006 22.24 21.3 0.0094 60-20-20 35 21.84 0.004 60-20-20 25 
2007 -14.2 -14.93 0.0073 60-20-20 35 -14.91 0.0071 60-20-20 25 
2008 29.95 29.39 0.0056 60-20-20 35 29.31 0.0064 60-20-20 25 
2009 -51.85 -52.47 0.0062 60-20-20 35 -52.59 0.0074 60-20-20 25 
2010 -25.04 -26.55 0.0151 60-20-20 35 -25.27 0.0023 60-20-20 25 
2011 -15.67 -17.1 0.0143 60-20-20 35 -15.86 0.0019 60-20-20 25 
2012 -35.03 -36.68 0.0165 60-20-20 35 -35.26 0.0023 60-20-20 25 
2013 55.68 54.44 0.0124 60-20-20 35 55.44 0.0024 60-20-20 25 
2014 15.29 14.76 0.0053 60-20-20 35 14.77 0.0052 60-20-20 25 
2015 40.56 39.98 0.0058 60-20-20 35 39.98 0.0058 60-20-20 25 
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2005 55.52 54.36 0.0116 70-20-10 8 54.86 0.0066 70-20-10 13 
2006 23.75 22.7 0.0105 70-20-10 8 22.9 0.0085 70-20-10 13 
2007 -18.05 -18.73 0.0068 70-20-10 8 -18.69 0.0064 70-20-10 13 
2008 41.37 40.84 0.0053 70-20-10 8 40.84 0.0053 70-20-10 13 
2009 -49.03 -49.57 0.0054 70-20-10 8 -49.63 0.006 70-20-10 13 
2010 -28.37 -29.35 0.0098 70-20-10 8 -29.43 0.0106 70-20-10 13 
2011 -22.17 -23.28 0.0111 70-20-10 8 -23.26 0.0109 70-20-10 13 
2012 -25.45 -26.63 0.0118 70-20-10 8 -26.57 0.0112 70-20-10 13 
2013 70.56 69.7 0.0086 70-20-10 8 69.55 0.0101 70-20-10 13 
2014 12.09 11.52 0.0057 70-20-10 8 11.58 0.0051 70-20-10 13 
2015 30.53 29.96 0.0057 70-20-10 8 29.99 0.0054 70-20-10 13 
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The predicted annual returns are compared with actual values year by year. The use of 4 years of rolling is 
a standard in financial research, as noted by (Ayub et al., 2015). The results are presented in Table 4.  

Table 4 displays the actual and predicted returns for eleven years. The analysis of this table reveals 
that the predicted returns are in the range of 29.47% and -54.99 using the factors of the FF3F model, while 
the FF5F model returns 29.96% and -54.89% predicted returns% for high beta portfolios. The range of 
actual returns for HB portfolios is 30.09% and -54.44%. This shows that the ANN configuration of the 
FF5F model demonstrates more accurate forecasting than the three-factor model. The medium beta 
portfolios converge 54.44% and -54.99% maximum and minimum predicted returns, while the low beta 
portfolios generate 69.70% and -49.57% predicted returns for the FF3F model. The actual returns of 
medium- and low-risk portfolios range between 55.68% and -54.44%. The ANNs under the FF5F model 
produce 55.44% and -52.59% results for medium beta and 69.55%-49.63% predicted values for low beta 
returns. 

The analysis further shows that the system's NN-generated returns closely follow the actual portfolio 
values most of the time. The ANN models have successfully captured the sequence of monthly returns and 
exhibit a high ability to identify the rise and fall of this frontier market, with some exceptions. It is a 
significant finding, suggesting that various asset pricing models and artificial neural networks accurately 
predict the direction of the market along with a closer depiction of returns.  

The analysis of Table 4 further presents the enhanced predictability of the networks on selected 
portfolios. This table shows that the predicted values closely match the market in most instances on both 
pricing models. However, less risky portfolios exhibit wide variation in most of the intervals; investors 
have lower chances of magnified returns in low-risk stocks. The theoretical foundation of the five-factor 
CAPM postulates that the model explains the average returns of low-earning firms more accurately. 
 
Testing the Forecasting Accuracy of FF3F and FF5F Models 

The results for examining the forecasting accuracy based on the Diebold-Mariano test are presented in 
Table 5. According to the results, the null hypothesis of no differences in forecasting accuracy or equal 
predictive accuracy of models is rejected at the 1 percent level. This was the case for low, medium, and 
high β portfolios for all the estimated forecasting models. Therefore, the alternative hypothesis shall be 
accepted, and it can be concluded that the forecasting accuracy under the five-factor model is robust 
and more accurate than that under the three-factor model. 
 
Table 5 

Diebold-Mariano Forecasting Accura+3cy Test 

Forecast Evaluation F-stat F-probability 
FF3FLB VS FF5FLB 82.800*** 0 
FF3FMB VS FF5FMB 43.356*** 0 
FF3FHB VS FF5FHB 55.764*** 0 

The Diebold-Mariano Test is carried out in Eviews 9.0. where *** indicates significance at the 1 percent level. 
 
Conclusions and Recommendations 

This article examines the forecasting performance of various asset pricing models in the presence of 
artificial neural networks, and the prime purpose is to identify the model that provides the optimum 
depiction of portfolio returns in Pakistan's equity market. ANN is used as the tool of principal measure, 
and three categories of Portfolios, i.e., high-, mid-, and low-risk portfolios, are constructed. ANN testing 
utilizes wide-ranging parameters, and applying the rolling scheme to portfolio returns establishes the 
strength and flexibility of the proposed ANN models. 

The Fama and French three- and five-factor models are utilized to evaluate the simulated returns of 
Portfolios under differing training functions, datasets, and a wide range of neurons of the ANN models. 
This hybridization of ANN and asset pricing models affirm that the composite factors can predict portfolio 
returns and the accuracy rate is more than 90 percent. A major finding of our experimentation reveals that 
different architectures of ANNs and the Levenberg Marquardt algorithm converge the best-forecasted 
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returns for high-, mid-, and low-beta portfolios, while previous studies (Cao et al., 2005; Qiu & Song, 
2016) suggested a uniform ANN architecture for stock market prediction. 

The comparative analysis of the three- and five-factor models reveals that the additional factors of 
the five-factor models have significantly improved the forecasting performance of our ANN system. The 
ANN-FF5F architecture has reduced the average forecasting error by 43% for the low, mid, and high beta 
portfolios. A rolling window scheme was used to examine the stability of the optimal ANN structures (48 
months). This experimentation shows that the proposed network system demonstrates resilience to 
accommodate the market's directional movements, showing the models' stability. This is a significant 
finding, and stock traders can apply these models to forecast stocks of varying risk levels, thus avoiding 
potential losses and increasing the return on investment. The low-risk portfolios, however, witness 
widespread variation in returns; the low-risk Portfolios have lower chances of accurate prediction. 

 The Diebold Mariano forecasting accuracy test results reveal that the forecasting accuracy reported by 
various architectures and asset pricing models is significantly different. This test verifies that the five-
factor model under the ANN architecture is the optimal combination for all classes of portfolios. 

Researchers have tested the forecasting strength of ANNs in many disciplines, including stock markets. 
Investors can expect the opportunity for excess returns by employing the learning capability of ANN in the 
data-rich markets of stock exchanges. This research opens more avenues for further experimentation. 
Future finance researchers need to consider the application of deep neural networks in the clustering and 
classification of stock market returns. The use of ANN in the initial stage of Portfolio Formation and a 
comparative analysis with other linear and nonlinear forecasting models will help determine the 
robustness of ANN. Applying the cross-validation technique for datasets and regression-based neural 
networks to the theory of asset pricing is another vital proposition for future research. 
 
References 

Ahmed, H., & Javid, A. (2009). Dynamics and Determinants of Dividend Policy in Pakistan: Evidence from 
Karachi Stock Exchange Non-Financial Listed Firms. JISR Management and Social Sciences & 
Economics, 7(1), 167–194. https://jisrmsse.szabist.edu.pk/index.php/szabist/article/view/329 

Ang, A., & Bekaert, G. (2007). Stock Return Predictability: Is it There? The Review of Financial Studies, 20(3), 
651–707. https://doi.org/10.1093/rfs/hhl021  

Ayub, U., Jan, M. N., Afridi, M. A., & Jadoon, I. A. (2020). Capital Asset Pricing Model and Artificial Neural 
Networks: A Case of Pakistan’s Equity Market. Pakistan Journal of Social Sciences (PJSS), 40(2). 
https://pjss.bzu.edu.pk/index.php/pjss/article/view/875  

Ayub, U., Shah, S. Z. A., & Abbas, Q. (2015). Robust analysis for downside risk in portfolio management for 
a volatile stock market. Economic Modelling, 44, 86–96. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2014.10.001  

Bekaert, G., Harvey, C. R., & Lundblad, C. (2005). Does financial liberalization spur growth? Journal of 
Financial Economics, 77(1), 3–55. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2004.05.007  

Bonfiglioli, A. (2008). Financial integration, productivity and capital accumulation. Journal of International 
Economics, 76(2), 337–355. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jinteco.2008.08.001  

Butler, A. W., Grullon, G., & Weston, J. P. (2005). Can Managers Forecast Aggregate Market Returns? The 
Journal of Finance, 60(2), 963–986. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.2005.00752.x  

Campbell, J. Y., & Shiller, R. J. (1988). Stock Prices, Earnings, and Expected Dividends. The Journal of Finance, 
43(3), 661–676. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.1988.tb04598.x  

Campbell, J. Y., & Thompson, S. B. (2008). Predicting Excess Stock Returns Out of Sample: Can Anything 
Beat the Historical Average? The Review of Financial Studies, 21(4), 1509–1531. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/rfs/hhm055  

Cao, Q., Leggio, K. B., & Schniederjans, M. J. (2005). A comparison between Fama and French’s model and 
artificial neural networks in predicting the Chinese stock market. Computers & Operations 
Research, 32(10), 2499–2512. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cor.2004.03.015  

Cao, Q., Parry, M. E., & Leggio, K. B. (2011). The three-factor model and artificial neural networks: 
predicting stock price movement in China. Annals of Operations Research, 185(1), 25–44. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10479-009-0618-0  

https://jisrmsse.szabist.edu.pk/index.php/szabist/article/view/329
https://doi.org/10.1093/rfs/hhl021
https://pjss.bzu.edu.pk/index.php/pjss/article/view/875
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2014.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2004.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jinteco.2008.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.2005.00752.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.1988.tb04598.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/rfs/hhm055
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cor.2004.03.015
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10479-009-0618-0


 Muhammad Naveed Jan, Muhammad Shariq, Muhammad Asif, and Usman Ayub   

278  Qlantic Journal of Social Sciences (QJSS) | Volume 5, No. 4 (Fall 2024) 
 

Carvalhal, A., & Ribeiro, T. (2008). Do artificial neural networks provide better forecasts? Evidence from 
Latin American stock indexes. Latin American Business Review, 8(3), 92–110. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/10978520802035463  

Coupelon, O. (2007). Neural network modeling for stock movement prediction A state of the art. Network, 
(2007), 1-5. https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document 

Dunis, C. L., Laws, J., & Karathanassopoulos, A. (2011). Modelling and trading the Greek stock market with 
mixed neural network models. Applied Financial Economics, 21(23), 1793–1808. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09603107.2011.577008  

Fadlalla, Adam, & Amani, F. (2014). Predicting next trading day closing price of Qatar exchange index using 
technical indicators and artificial neural networks: Fadlalla and Amani - predicting next trading 
day closing price of Qatar exchange. Intelligent Systems in Accounting Finance & Management, 21(4), 
209–223. https://doi.org/10.1002/isaf.1358  

Fama, E. F., & French, K. R. (1993). Common risk factors in the returns on stocks and bonds. Journal of 
Financial Economics, 33(1), 3–56. https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(93)90023-5  

Fama, E. F., & French, K. R. (2015). A five-factor asset pricing model. Journal of Financial Economics, 116(1), 
1–22. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2014.10.010  

Fatima, S., & Hussain, G. (2008). Statistical models of KSE100 index using hybrid financial systems. 
Neurocomputing, 71(13–15), 2742–2746. 

Fescioglu-Unver, N., & Tanyeri, B. (2013). A comparison of artificial neural network and multinomial logit 
models in predicting mergers. Journal of Applied Statistics, 40(4), 712–720. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/02664763.2012.750717  

Franses, P. H., & Van Dijk, D. (2000). Non-linear time series models in empirical finance. Cambridge university 
press. 

Garson, D. G. (1998). Neural Networks An Introductory Guide for Social Scientists. SAGE Publications Ltd. 
Gray, A., Steinfort, R., & McIntosh, R. (2012). Myths and misconceptions about indexing. 

https://static.vgcontent.info/crp/intl/auw/docs/literature/ 
Gunn, E., & MacDonald, C. (2006). Neural Networks in Manufacturing Operations. In Artificial Neural 

Networks in Finance and Manufacturing (pp. 165–181). IGI Global. 
Guresen, E., Kayakutlu, G., & Daim, T. U. (2011). Using artificial neural network models in stock market 

index prediction. Expert Systems with Applications, 38(8), 10389–10397. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2011.02.068  

Haider, S., & Nishat, M. (2009). On testing efficiency of Karachi Stock Exchange using computational 
intelligence. Information and Financial Engineering. In ICIFE 2009. International Conference On (pp. 
32–36). 

Hall Jr., E. H., & St. John, C. H. (1994). A methodological note on diversity measurement. Strategic 
Management Journal, 15(2), 153–168. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250150206  

Iqbal, Z. (2013). Efficient Machine Learning Techniques for Stock Price Prediction. Int. Journal of Engineering 
Research and Applications, 3(6), 855–867. 

Jan, M. N., & Ayub, U. (2019). Do the FAMA and FRENCH Five-Factor model forecast well using ANN? 
Journal of Business Economics and Management, 20(1), 168–191. 
https://doi.org/10.3846/jbem.2019.8250  

Jasic, T., & Wood, D. (2004). The profitability of daily stock market indices trades based on neural network 
predictions: Case study for the S&P 500, the DAX, the TOPIX and the FTSE in the period 1965–
1999. Applied Financial Economics, 14(4), 285–297. https://doi.org/10.1080/0960310042000201228  

Kaastra, I., & Boyd, M. (1996). Designing a neural network for forecasting financial and economic time 
series. Neurocomputing, 10(3), 215–236. https://doi.org/10.1016/0925-2312(95)00039-9  

Kanas, A., & Yannopoulos, A. (2001). Comparing linear and nonlinear forecasts for stock returns. 
International Review of Economics & Finance, 10(4), 383–398. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1059-
0560(01)00092-2  

Kara, Y., Acar Boyacioglu, M., & Baykan, Ö. K. (2011). Predicting direction of stock price index movement 
using artificial neural networks and support vector machines: The sample of the Istanbul Stock 
Exchange. Expert Systems with Applications, 38(5), 5311–5319. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2010.10.027  

https://doi.org/10.1080/10978520802035463
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/document?repid=rep1&type=pdf&doi=49db9dc1f62efb85afeff543ce202ad671f32067
https://doi.org/10.1080/09603107.2011.577008
https://doi.org/10.1002/isaf.1358
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(93)90023-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2014.10.010
https://doi.org/10.1080/02664763.2012.750717
https://static.vgcontent.info/crp/intl/auw/docs/literature/Myths-Misconceptions-About-Indexing.pdf?20181009|121330
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2011.02.068
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250150206
https://doi.org/10.3846/jbem.2019.8250
https://doi.org/10.1080/0960310042000201228
https://doi.org/10.1016/0925-2312(95)00039-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1059-0560(01)00092-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1059-0560(01)00092-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2010.10.027


Aligning Asset Pricing Models and Neural Networks for Predicting Portfolio Returns in Frontier Markets 

Qlantic Journal of Social Sciences (QJSS) | Volume 5, No. 4 (Fall 2024)  279 
 

Karaban, S., & Maguire, G. (2012). S&P Indices Versus Active Funds Scorecard (SPIVA Australia 
Scorecard). S&P Dow Jones Indices. Australia: S&P Dow Jones Indices LLC. 

Levine, R. (2008). Finance and the poor. Manchester School, 76, 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
9957.2008.01078.x  

Majhi, R., Panda, G., Sahoo, G., Dash, P. K., & Das, D. P. (2007, September). Stock market prediction of S&P 
500 and DJIA using bacterial foraging optimization technique. In 2007 IEEE congress on evolutionary 
computation (pp. 2569-2575). IEEE. https://doi.org/10.1109/CEC.2007.4424794  

Maknickienė, N., & Maknickas, A. (2013). Financial market prediction system with Evolino neural network 
and Delphi method. Journal of Business Economics and Management, 14(2), 403–413. 
https://doi.org/10.3846/16111699.2012.729532  

Malkiel, B. G. (2011). The efficient-market hypothesis and the financial crisis. Rethinking Finance: Perspectives on 
the Crisis (Proceedings of a Conference). Russel Sage Foundation. 

Markowitz, H. (1952). Portfolio selection. The Journal of Finance, 7(1), 77–91. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
6261.1952.tb01525.x  

Munir, S., Chaudhry, I. S., & Akhtar, M. H. (2013). Financial Liberalization and Economic Growth in 
Pakistan: Empirical Evidence from Co-integration Analysis. Pakistan Journal of Social Sciences 
(PJSS), 33(2), 227-241. https://pjss.bzu.edu.pk/index.php/pjss/article/view/192  

Olson, D., & Mossman, C. (2003). Neural network forecasts of Canadian stock returns using accounting 
ratios. International Journal of Forecasting, 19(3), 453–465. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0169-
2070(02)00058-4 

Pettengill, G., Chang, G., & Hueng, J. (2012). Risk-return predictions with the Fama-french three-factor 
model betas. International Journal of Economics and Finance, 5(1). 
https://doi.org/10.5539/ijef.v5n1p34 

Pyo, S., Lee, J., Cha, M., & Jang, H. (2017). Predictability of machine learning techniques to forecast the 
trends of market index prices: Hypothesis testing for the Korean stock markets. PloS One, 12(11), 
e0188107. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0188107  

Qiu, M., & Song, Y. (2016). Predicting the direction of stock market index movement using an optimized 
artificial neural network model. PloS One, 11(5), e0155133. 
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0155133  

Racicot, F.-E., & Rentz, W. F. (2015). Testing Fama–French’s new five-factor asset pricing model: evidence 
from robust instruments. Applied Economics Letters, 1–5. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504851.2015.1080798  

Rechenthin, M. D. (2014). Machine-learning classification techniques for the analysis and prediction of high-
frequency stock direction [Thesis Dissertation]. The University of Iowa. 

Sargent, T. J. (1993). Bounded rationality in macroeconomics: The Arne Ryde memorial lectures. Oxford 
University PressOxford. https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780198288640.001.0001  

Stansell, S. R., & Eakins, S. G. (2004). Forecasting the direction of change in sector stock indexes: An 
application of neural networks. Journal of Asset Management, 5(1), 37–48. 
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jam.2240126  

State Bank of Pakistan. (2015). Financial Stability Report (No. 2015). 
Tkáč, M., & Verner, R. (2016). Artificial neural networks in business: Two decades of research. Applied Soft 

Computing, 38, 788–804. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asoc.2015.09.040  
Tobin, J. (1958). Liquidity Preference as Behavior Towards Risk1. The Review of Economic Studies, 25(2), 65–

86. https://doi.org/10.2307/2296205  
Vanstone, B., & Finnie, G. (2006). Combining technical analysis and neural networks in the Australian 

stockmarket. In IASTED International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Soft Computing (pp. 125-
130). 

Vortelinos, D. I. (2017). Forecasting realized volatility: HAR against Principal Components Combining, 
neural networks and GARCH. Research in International Business and Finance, 39, 824–839. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ribaf.2015.01.004  

 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9957.2008.01078.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9957.2008.01078.x
https://doi.org/10.1109/CEC.2007.4424794
https://doi.org/10.3846/16111699.2012.729532
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.1952.tb01525.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.1952.tb01525.x
https://pjss.bzu.edu.pk/index.php/pjss/article/view/192
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0169-2070(02)00058-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0169-2070(02)00058-4
https://doi.org/10.5539/ijef.v5n1p34
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0188107
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0155133
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504851.2015.1080798
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780198288640.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jam.2240126
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asoc.2015.09.040
https://doi.org/10.2307/2296205
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ribaf.2015.01.004

