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Abstract

We consider a trader who aims to liquidate a large positiadhémpresence of an arbitrageur who hopes
to profit from the trader’s activity. The arbitrageur is urtaé about the trader’s position and learns
from observed price fluctuations. This is a dynamic game asymmetric information. We present an
algorithm for computing perfect Bayesian equilibrium bébaand conduct numerical experiments. Our
results demonstrate that the trader’s strategy differsifsdgntly from one that would be optimal in the
absence of the arbitrageur. In particular, the trader malsiige the conflicting desires of minimizing
price impact and minimizing information that is signaledotigh trading. Accounting for information
signaling and the presence of strategic adversaries catlygreduce execution costs.

1. Introduction

When buying or selling securities, value is lost throughceien costs such as exchange fees, commissions,
bid-ask spreads, and price impact. The latter can be draraat typically dominates other sources of
execution cost when trading large blocks, when the secigithinly traded, or when there is an urgent
demand for liquidity. Execution algorithms aim to reduc&@rimpact by partitioning the quantity to be
traded and placing trades sequentially. Growing recagmitdr the importance of execution has fueled an
academic literature on the topic as well as the formatiorpetilized groups at investment banks and other

organizations to offer execution services.
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Optimal execution algorithms have been developed for a munrob models. In the base model of
Bertsimas and Lo (1998), a stock price nominally follows sctkte-time random walk and the market
impact of a trade is permanent and linear in trade size. Theoelestablish that expected cost is min-
imized by an equipartitioning policy. This policy tradesuafjamounts over time increments within the
trading horizon. Further developments have led to optimtaketion algorithms for models that incor-
porate price predictions (Bertsimas and Lo, 1998), bidgmleads and resilience (Obizhaeva and Wang,
2005; Alfonsi et al.l, 2007a), nonlinear price impact modAlsngren, 2003;; Alfonsi et al., 2007b), and risk
aversion [(Subramanian and Jarrow, 2001; Almgren and C2G630; Dubil, 2002; Huberman and Stanzl,
2005] Engle and Ferstenberg, 2006; Hora, 2006; Almgren amnez, 2006; Schied and Schénenborn, 2007;
Lorenz, 2008).

The aforementioned results offer insight into how one sthqadrtition a block and sequence trades
under various assumptions about market dynamics and sdgigctThe resulting algorithms, however, are
unrealistic in that they exhibit predictable behavior. Bpeedictable behavior allows strategic adversaries,
which we call arbitrageurs, to “front-run” trades and prafithe expense of increased execution cost. For
example, consider liquidating a large block by an equipaniing policy which sells an equal amount during
each minute of a trading day. Trades early in the day genatatermal price movements, allowing an
observing arbitrageur to anticipate further liquidatitithe arbitrageur sells short and closes his position at
the end of the day, he profits from expected price decreasesarbitrageur’s actions amplify price impact
and therefore increase execution costs.

Several recent papers study game-theoretic models of #xedn the presence of strategic arbitrageurs
(Brunnermeier and Pedersen, 2005; Carlin et al., [2007; i&sifibrn and Schied, 2007). However, these
models involve games with symmetric information, in whichittageurs know the position to be liquidated.
In more realistic scenarios, this information would be thegte knowledge of the trader, and the arbitrageurs
would make inferences as to the trader’s position based serebd market activity.

This type of information asymmetry is central to effectixeeution. The fact that his position is unknown
to others allows the trader to greatly reduce executiorscdit to do so requires the deliberate management
of “information leakage”, or the signals that are transeditivia trading activity. Further, the desire to
minimize information signaling may be at odds with the desir minimize price impact. A model through

which such signaling can be studied must account for uriogrtamong arbitrageurs and their ability to learn



from observed price fluctuations. In this paper we formudaté study a simple model which we believe to
be the first that meets this requirement.

The contributions of this paper are as follows:

1. We formulate the optimal execution problem as a dynamigegaith asymmetric information. This
game involves a trader and a single arbitrageur. Both ageatsisk neutral, and market dynamics
evolve according to a linear permanent price impact mode¢ tfader seeks to liquidate his position
in a finite time horizon. The arbitrageur attempts to inferplsition of the trader by observing market

price movements, and seeks to exploit this information fofip
2. We develop an algorithm that computes perfect Bayesiaitileium behavior.

3. We demonstrate that the associated equilibrium stegagke on a simple structure: Trades placed by
the trader are linear in the trader’s position, the arbétaig position and the arbitrageur’s expectation
of the trader’s position. Trades placed by the arbitragestimear in the arbitrageur’s position and his
expectation of the trader’s position. Equilibrium polEigepend on the time horizon and a parameter
that we call the “relative volume”. This parameter captuhesmagnitude of the per-period activity of

the trader relative to the exogenous fluctuations of the etark

4. We present computational results that make severalgabuut perfect Bayesian equilibrium in our

model:

(&) In the presence of adversaries, there are significa@npak benefits to employing perfect
Bayesian equilibrium strategies.

(b) Unlike strategies proposed based on prior models initeeature, which exhibit determinis-
tic sequences of trades, trades in a perfect Bayesian legunli adaptively respond to price
fluctuations; the trader leverages these random outconmst®al his activity.

(c) When the relative volume of the trader’s activity is lamwequilibrium, the trader can ignore the
presence of the arbitrageur and will equipartition to migerprice impact. Alternatively, when
the relative volume is high, the trader will concentratethasling activity in a short time interval
S0 as to minimize signaling.

(d) The presence of the arbitrageur leads to a spill-ovecefiThat is, the trader’s expected loss due



to the arbitrageur’s presence is larger than the expect#it pf the arbitrageur. Hence, other

market participants benefit from the arbitrageur’s activit

5. We discuss how the basic model presented can be can bdedterincorporate a number of additional

features, such as transient price impact and risk aversion.

Solving for perfect Bayesian equilibrium in dynamic gamethwsymmetric information is notoriously
difficult. What facilitates effective computation in our awl is that, in equilibrium, each agent solves a
tractable linear-quadratic Gaussian control problem.il8mapproaches based on linear-quadratic Gaussian
control have previously been used to analyze equilibriulabier of traders with private information. This
line of work begins with the seminal paperlof Kyle (1985), andudes many subsequent papers (e.g.,
Foster and Viswanathan, 1994, 1996; Vayanhos, 2001). Anmweggtcontributions, Foster and Viswanathan
(1994) come closest to the model and method we propose. mdidel of that paper, there are two strategic
traders, many “noise” traders, and a market maker. Theegitraders possess information that is not
initially reflected in market prices. One trader knows mr@tthe other. The more informed trader adapts
trades to maximize his expected payoff, and this entailsrothimg how his private information is revealed
through price fluctuations. This model parallels ours if iak of the arbitrageur as the less informed trader.
However, in our model there is no private information abaitife dividends but instead uncertainty about the
size of the position to be liquidated. Further, in the modi#laster and Viswanathan (1994), trades influence
prices because the market maker tries to infer the tradexsitp information whereas, in our setting, there
is an exogenously specified price impact model. The algaritie develop bears some similarity to that of
Foster and Viswanathan (1994), but requires new featursgried to address differences in our model.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. The seation presents our problem formulation.
SectiorB discusses how perfect Bayesian equilibrium grtiodel is characterized by a dynamic program.
A practical algorithm for computing perfect Bayesian edpailm behavior is developed in Sectibh 4. This
algorithm is applied in computational studies, for whicbulés are presented and interpreted in Sec¢tion 5.
Several extensions of this model are discussed in Sddti&imélly, Sectio 7 makes some closing remarks

and suggests directions for future work. Proofs of all théoal results are presented in the appendices.



2. Problem Formulation

In this section, the optimal execution problem is formudags a game of asymmetric information. Our
formulation makes a number of simplifying assumptions aledomit several factors that are important in
the practical implementation of execution strategies.ef@mple, transient price impact and risk aversion.
Our goal here is to highlight the strategic and informati@aspects of execution in a streamlined fashion.
However, these assumptions are discussed in more detaal lumchber of extensions of this basic model are

presented in Sectidn 6.

2.1. Game Structure

Consider a game that evolves over a finite horizon in disdiete steps = 0,...,7 + 1. There are two
players: a trader and an arbitrageur. The trader beginsamibsitionzy € R in a stock, which he must
liquidate by timeT". Denote his position at each timdoy x;, and thus require that, = 0 for ¢t > T'. The
arbitrageur begins with a positigp. Denote his position at each timéy ;. In general, the arbitrageur
has additional flexibility and will not be limited to the sarime horizon as the trader. For simplicity, this
flexibility is modelled by assuming that the arbitrageur biae additional period of trading activity. In other
words, though we do require that; = 0, we do not require thaty = 0. This assumption will be revisited

in Sectior 6.1L.

2.2. Price Dynamics

Denote the price of the stock at timédy p;. This price evolves according to the permanent linear price

impact model given by

(1) Pt =Dpi—1 + Apr = pr—1 + Mue + o) + .

Here,\ > 0 is a parameter that reflects the sensitivity of prices toetside, and:; andv, are, respectively,
the quantities of stock purchased by the trader and theageiir at time¢. Note that, given the horizon of

the traderur, = 0. The positions evolve according to

T =1 +ug, and yp =11+ v



The sequencé, } is a normally distributed 11D process with ~ N (0, o2), for somer, > 0. This noise
sequence represents the random and exogenous fluctuatiovaslet prices. We assume that the trading
decisionsu; andwv; are made at timé— 1, and executed at the prige at timet. Note that there is no drift
term in the price evolution equatidnl (1). In the intradayihom of typical optimal execution problems, this is
usually a reasonable assumption. This assumption will\deited in Section 6J3. Further, the price impact
in (@) is permanent in the sense that it is long-lived retativthe length of the time horizdh. In Sectiori6.B

we will allow for transient price impact as well.imp

2.3. Information Structure

The information structure of the game is as follows. The dyica of the game (in particular, the parameters
A ando,) and the time horizofl" are mutually known. From the perspective of the arbitragtgr initial
positionz, of the trader is unknown. Further, the trader’s actiopsre not directly observed. However,
the arbitrageur begins with a prior distributigig on the trader’s initial position:y. As the game evolves
over time, the arbitrageur observes the price chakggeat each time. The arbitrageur updates his beliefs
based on these price movements, at any tim@&intaining a posterior distributiogy, of the trader’s current
positionx;, based on his observation of the history of the game up toraidding timet.

From the trader’s perspective, it is assumed that everytisiknown. This is motivated by the fact that
the arbitrageur’s initial positiogg will typically be zero and the trader can go through the samferénce
process as the arbitrageur to arrive at the prior distwbouty. Given a prescribed policy for the arbitrageur
(for example, in equilibrium), the trader can subsequergbonstruct the arbitrageur’s positions and beliefs
over time, given the public observations of market price emgnts. We do make the assumption, however,
that any deviations on the part of the arbitrageur from hesgribed policy will not mislead the trader. In
our context, this assumption is important for tractahiliye discuss the situation where this assumption is

relaxed, and the trader does not have perfect knowledge aftiitrageur’s positions and beliefs, in Seclibn 7.

2.4. Policies

The trader’s purchases are governed by a policy, which igjaesee of functiong = {m,...,7r}. Each
function ;11 mapsxy, y:, andg, to a decisionu, 1 at time¢. Similarly, the arbitrageur follows a policy

¥ ={11,...,¥7r4+1}. Each function),,1 mapsy; and¢, to a decisiorv, 1 made at time. Since policies



for the trader and arbitrageur must result in liquidatioe, niequire thatrr (xr—1, yr—1, ¢7-1) = —T7-1
andyr11(yr, ¢7) = —yr. Denote the set of trader policies bByand the set of arbitrageur policies fy

Note that implicit in the above description is the restdntto policies that are Markovian in the following
sense: the state of the game at titvie summarized for the trader and arbitrageur by the tuplesy:, ¢;)
and (y¢, ¢¢), respectively, and each player’s action is only a functibhie state. Further, the policies are
pure strategies in the sense that, as a function of the [8agtate, the actions are deterministic. In general,
one may wish to consider policies which determine actioresfaaction of the entire history of the game up
to a given time, and allow randomization over the choice tibac Our assumptions will exclude equilibria
from this more general class. However, it will be the case fillathe equilibria that we do find, arbitrary
deviations that are history dependent and/or randomizéchatibe profitable.

If the arbitrageur applies an actiopand assumes the trader uses a patiey I1, then upon observation

of Ap; at timet, the arbitrageur’s beliefs are updated in a Bayesian fasitoording to

(2) $1(S) =Pr (2 € S| r—1, Y1, MFL(Te—1, Yr—1, r—1) + v1) + & = Apy),

for all measurable sets C R. Note thatAp; here is an observed numerical value which could have resulte
from a trader actiom, # 7;(z1—1,y:—1,¢¢—1). As such, the trader is capable of misleading the arbitnageu

to distort his posterior distributiog;.

2.5. Objectives

Assume that both the trader and the arbitrageur are riskalertd seek to maximize their expected profits
(this assumption will be revisited in Section6.2). Profit@nputed according to the change of book value,
which is the sum of a player’s cash position and asset posi@ued at the prevailing market price. Hence,

the profits generated by the trader and arbitrageur betviraert and timet + 1 are, respectively,

Pit1Tt41 — Pip1Ui+1 — PeTe = Apep1xe,  and pep1yir1 — Pi41Vi41 — Peye = Apir1ye.

If the trader uses policy and the arbitrageur uses poligyand assumes the trader uses pofigythe



trader expects profits

T—1
Utw’(wﬂr) (xh Yt (bt) é EW7(¢’W) Z ApT-i-le Tty Yt ¢t] )
T=t
overtimesr =t+1,...,T. Here, the superscripts indicate that trades are execatsllornr andy), while

beliefs are updated based dnSimilarly, the arbitrageur expects profits

T
‘/t(wﬂr)ﬂr(yt» ¢t) é EW’(wﬁ) Z ApT—‘rlyT Yt ¢t] )
T=t
over timesr =t + 1,...,7 + 1. Here, the conditioning in the expectation implicitly ases thatc; is

distributed according to;.
Note that—U," () (zo, Y0, P0) Is the trader's expected execution cost. For practicalagsoofr, v,
and7, we expect this quantity to be positive since the tradek@ito sell his shares for less than the initial

price. To compress notation, for any+, andt, let
T, (Y, N ),
Urt 2 gmm - and yoT £y eme

2.6. Equilibrium Concept

As a solution concept, we consider perfect Bayesian equilib (Fudenberg and Tirole, 1991). This is a
refinement of Nash equilibrium that rules out implausiblécomes by requiring subgame perfection and
consistency with Bayesian belief updates. In particulaoley 7 € Il is a best response @, 1) € ¥ x II

if

) Utw’(w’ﬁ) (T4, yt, be) = ?S‘ﬁ( U:I’(w’ﬁ) (z¢, yt, ),
for all ¢, x4, y¢, and¢,. Similarly, a policyy) € ¥ is a best response toc 1T if
4 Y, — VWJT

( ) ‘/t (yt7¢t) ’Lg’lea‘;f( t (yta(bt)a

for all ¢, y;, and¢;. We define perfect Bayesian equilibrium, specialized toammtext, as follows:



Definition 1. A perfect Bayesian equilibrium (PBE) is a pdipolicies (7*,¢*) € II x ¥ such that:
1. 7* is a best response t@*, 7);
2. y* is a best response to'.

In a PBE, each player’s action at timelepends on positions, and/ory; and the belief distributior;,.
These arguments, especially the distribution, make coatipautand representation of a PBE challenging. We
will settle for a more modest goal. We compute policy actionly for cases wherg;, is Gaussian. When the
initial distribution ¢ is Gaussian and players employ these PBE policies, we eethat subsequent belief
distributions¢; determined by Bayes’ rul€l(2) also be Gaussian. As such, atatipn of PBE policies over
the restricted domain of Gaussian distributions is suffiicte characterize equilibrium behavior given any

initial conditions involving a Gaussian prior. To formaipur approach, we now define a solution concept.

Definition 2. A policyw € II (or ¢ € V) is a Gaussian best response(ta ) € ¥ x II (or 7 € II)
if (B) (or (@)) holds for allt, =, y;, and Gaussiag,;. A Gaussian perfect Bayesian equilibrium is a pair

(m*,¢*) € II x U of policies such that
1. 7* is a Gaussian best respons€¢d, 7*);
2. " is a Gaussian best responserto

3. if ¢g is Gaussian and arbitrageur assumes the traderaisixen, independent of the true actions of

the trader, the beliefs,, ..., ¢7_1 are Gaussian.

Note that when Gaussian PBE policies are used and the ¢i® Gaussian, the system behavior is
indistinguishable from that of a PBE since the policies piaadactions that concur with PBE policies at all
states that are visited.

Given a belief distributiory;, define the quantities

pe = E[zy | ¢y, Ut2 =E [(xt - Nt)2 |<Z5t] , and p; £ Aoy /oe.

Since\ ando, are constantsy, is simply a scaled version of the standard deviatipnThe ratio\ /o, acts

as a normalizing constant that accounts for the informaége of observations. The reason we consider this



scaling is that it highlights certain invariants acrosshpgm instances. In Sectién 5.2, we will interpret the
value ofpg as the relative volume of the trader’s activity in the mgplate. For the moment, it is sufficient

to observe that if the distributiosy, is Gaussian, it is characterized Qy;, p).

3. Dynamic Programming Analysis

In this section, we develop abstract dynamic programmiggrihms for computing PBE and Gaussian PBE.
We also discuss structural properties of associated valugtibns. The dynamic programming recursion
relies on the computation of equilibria for single-stagenga, and we also discuss the existence of such
equilibria. The algorithms of this section are not impletabte, but their treatment motivates the design of

a practical algorithm that will be presented in the nextisect

3.1. Stage-Wise Decomposition

The process of computing a PBE and the corresponding vahetidns can be decomposed into a series of
single-stage equilibrium problems via a dynamic prograngrackward recursion. We begin by defining

some notation. For each), ¢, andu,, define a dynamic programming operafof™*) by
(Féjfptm)U) (@1, Y11, 1) = ngtm) [ Mug +ve)xi—1 + U2, Y1, &) | Te—1, Y1, ¢t—1]>

for all functionsU, wherex; = xy—1 + ug, Y& = ye—1 + ve, v¢ = Ve(Yye—1, Pr—1), ande, results from the
Bayesian updaté{2) given that the arbitrageur assumesatier trades (x¢—1, y.—1, ¢:—1) While the trader

actually trades:;. Similarly, for eachr; andv;, define a dynamic programming opera€gf’ by

(GﬁfV) (Y11, p1—1) = Ery [ AMug +ve)ys—1 + V(ye, ¢e) | ye-1, ¢t—1]7

for all functionsV, wherey, = y;—1 + vy, up = 7 (24—1,yt—1, Pt—1), x1—1 is distributed according to the
belief ¢;_1, and ¢, results from the Bayesian updaté (2) given that the arl@tragorrectly assumes the

trader trades;.

Consider Algorithni 1L for computing a PBE. In S{ép 1, the atban begins by initializing the terminal

10



Algorithm 1 PBE Solver
1: Initialize the terminal value functions;._, andV;_, according to[(5)+£(6)
2.fort=T-1,T—2,...,1do
3:  Compute(ry, 1;) such that for alk; 1, y—1, and¢;_1,
T (Te—1,Ys—1,Pr—1) € argmax(Fﬁt ’Wt)Ut*) (-1, Y11, 0t-1)

utg

Uy (Ye—1, pr—1) € argmaX(Gﬁf Vt*) (Y1, Pt—1)

4. Compute thevaluelf}mcpons aytthe reV|ous<tﬁwts,t§%b51?efbrayllmt_ yt 1, ande;_1,
Tt—1,Yt—1, Lt—1,Yt—1, -1

Vi1 (-1, dr—1) < <G¢Z“/t ) (Yt—1, Pt—1)
5: end for

value functiond/7._, andV}_,. These terminal value functions have a simple closed foraginlibrium.
This is because, at tiniE, the trader must liquidate his position, hencg(zr—1,yr—1, ¢r-1) = —27-1.
Similarly, arbitrageur must liquidate his position ovanéisT andT + 1. In equilibrium, he will do so

optimally, thus his value function takes the form

Vi_1(yr—1,67-1) = max E[M=z7-1+vr)yr—1 — Myr—1 +v1)* | yr—1,7-1]
©) "

— X (pr—1+ 3yr—1) yr-1,

where the optimizing decision i} (yr—1, p7—1) = —%yT_l. Itis straightforward to derive the correspond-

ing expression of the trader’s value function,

Up_1(xr-1,yr-1,67-1) = E[A (=271 — Syr—1) 271 | 27-1, y7—1, 7-1]

(6)
= - (a:T_1 + %Z/T—l) TT-1.

At each timet < T, equilibrium policies must satisfy the best-response ttmmd (3)—{4). Given the
value functiong;" andV;*, these conditions decompose recursively according todp[$t Given such a
pair (77, ¢;), the value functiong/;* ; andV;* ; for the prior time period are, in turn, computed in Stép 4.

It is easy to see that, so long as Siép 3 is carried out suatlgssfch time it is invoked, the algorithm
produces a PBEr*, ¢*) along with value function&; = U " andV;* = VY™ . However, the algorithm
is notimplementable. For starters, the functiefisy;, U, andV;* ;, which must be computed and stored,

have infinite domains.

11



3.2. Linear Policies
Consider the following class of policies:

Definition 3. A functionr; is linear if there are coefficients’; ', a;’, ' andaj; ", which are functions of

pi—1, such that

(7) T (Te—1, Y1, Pt—1) = aﬁfglwt_l + aZf{lyt—l + CLZt,{l,Ut—la

for all z;_1, y;—1, and¢;_,. Similarly, functions; is linear if there |sacoeff|C|eml{t ! andbﬁttl,whlch

is a function ofp;_1, such that

8) Ve(Yt—1, Pr—1) —bpt Y- 1+but Ht—1,
for all ;1 and¢;_1. A policy is linear if the component functions associatethvimes1,...,T — 1 are
linear.

By restricting attention to linear policies and Gaussialief® we can apply an algorithm similar to that
presented in the previous section to compute a Gaussian IRBfrticular, consider Algorithal2. This
algorithm aims to computes a single-stage equilibrium ihdinear. Further, actions and values are only
computed and stored for elements of the domain for wigich, is Gaussian. This is only viable if the
iteratesU;" andV*, which are computed only for Gaussian provide sufficient information for subsequent

computations. This is indeed the case, as a consequence fofliwing result.

Theorem 1. If the belief distribution; _; at time is Gaussian, and the arbitrageur assumes that ther'sra
policy 7, is linear with#, (21, ys—1, ¢¢—1) = dgfglxt_l+d§f{1yt_1+de;1ut_1, then the belief distribution
¢ is also Gaussian. The mean is a linear function ofy;_1, u:—1, and the observed price change,
with coefficients that are deterministic functions of thaled variance;_;. The scaled variancg evolves
according to

-1
9) pi = (1+ayy 1)2<pzi+(§ftl)2> .

t—1
In particular,p; is a deterministic function gf;_;.

12



It follows from this result that ift* is linear then, for Gaussiapy,_1, Fﬁ*’”*)Ut* only depends on values
of U} evaluated at Gaussiapy. Similarly, if 7* is linear then, for Gaussiag;_1, G;jf V¥ only depends
on values ofl/}* evaluated at Gaussia#). It also follows from this theorem that Algorithi 2, whichlgn
computes actions and values for Gaussian beliefs, resut&iaussian PBEr*, ¢*). We should mention,

though, that Algorithmi2 is still not implementable since thstricted domains &f;" andV;* remain infinite.

Algorithm 2 Linear-Gaussian PBE Solver
1: Initialize the terminal value functions;._, andV;_, according to[(5)+£(6)
2.fort=T-1,T—2,...,1do
3: Compute lineafr;, ¢;) such that for alk:;_1, y;—1, and Gaussia,_1,
T (Te—1,Ys—1,Pt—1) € argmax(Fﬁt ’Wt)Ut*) (41, Y11, 0t-1)

Ut

Ui (Ye—1, Pr—1) € argmaX<GZ1r§V;€*> (Ye—1, Pt—1)

4: Compute the value functions at the previous time step bingefor all z; 1, y;_1, and Gaussian;_1,

Ut*_l(wt—layt—17¢t—1) < (Fg:m:)Ut*) (%—17%—1,@—1)
Vi1 (=1, be—1) (G )(yt 1, Pt—1)

5: end for

Motivated by these observations, for the remainder of thmepave will focus on computing equilibria

of the following form:

Definition 4. A pair of policieg7*, ¢*) € II x ¥ is a linear-Gaussian perfect Bayesian equilibrium if itis a

Gaussian PBE and each policy is linear.

3.3. Quadratic Value Functions

Closely associated with linear policies are the followitase of value functions:

pt

Definition 5. A functionU; is trader-quadratic-decomposable (TQD) if there are adefftsc)’, ;, ¢}, ;,

Chts Coy 1+ Copt Cope @NAc(,, which are functions of;, such that

(10)

2
_ 1 pt 1 pt 1 pt pt pt pt O¢ pt
Ut(wt, yr, ¢t) = _)‘<2 Coa twt + 30y, tyt + gcwtﬂt t Coy tTtYt + Cop g Tehe + Cyp 1Yt — FCO,t>7

13



for all =4, v+, andg;. A function V; as arbitrageur-quadratic-decomposable (AQD) if therecaedficients

dee ., dv

vt Dyt dZL,t anddgft, which are functions of,, such that

2
UE
(11) Vi(ye, o) = — A <%d5fy,tyt2 + %dZL,t/J’% + dZL,tyt,ut - F%}) )

for all y; and¢;.

In equilibrium, U7_, andV}_, are given by Stepl1 of Algorithial 2, and hence are TQD/AQD. The
following theorem captures how TQD and AQD structure presein the dynamic programming recursion

given linear policies.

Theorem 2. IfU} is TQD andV;* is AQD, and Stepl3 of Algorithl2 produces a linear faif, ¢; ), then
Uy, andV;* ,, defined by Stepl4 of Algorithinl 2 are TQD and AQD, respectively

Hence, each pair of value functions generated by AlgoritienTRQD/AQD. A great benefit of this property
comes from the fact that, for a fixed value®f each associated value function can be encoded using just a

few parameters.

3.4. Simplified Conditions for Equilibrium

Algorithm [2 relies for eacht on existence of a paifr;, ;) of linear functions that satisfy single-stage
equilibrium conditions. In general, this would requireifygng that each policy function is the Gaussian
best response for all possible states. The following thequeovides a much simpler set of conditions. In

Sectiorl 4, we will exploit these conditions in order to congpequilibrium policies.

Theorem 3. Suppose th&} and V;* and TQD/AQD value functions specified dy {10)5(11), dndl, ¢;)

are linear policies specified byl (7)+(8). Assume that, fopal;, the policy coefficients satisfy the first order
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conditions

0= (p?cﬁ’;t + 24l 4 A 0 (aif;l) + (3, + 3pichy, ; — 1) (aif;1)2

(12)
+ (32, t—i—ptcwt 2)aly 1,
o
(13) altl = — (b w1 (e ryt + O‘tcyut)
ot :v:vt+(at+1) t+atCZut
(14) aP — gtt Wy (e + ey ) + O‘t( Cht + i) /P
it a;itl( Tt +(at + 1) Capt +atcﬁut) ’
P Pt 1 Pt 1 Pt 1\ 7P
(15) bpt—l _ 1 - dy:h -1 bptfl _ (1 + a + Ay )dy:it
y,t T dpt ’ wt T dpt ’
yy,t yy,t

and the second order conditions
(16) xxt + (o + 1) Copt T atc;%,t >0, dZ;,t >0,

where the quantities; andp; satisfy

Pt—1(1+apt 1)

(17)
“o /07y + (afly 1)2

= (1+a2)? <L+( pr- 1)2>_1.

ptl

Then, (7}, ¥}) satisfy the single-stage equilibrium conditions

T (L1, Y1, Pt—1) € argmax(Fﬁt ’Wt)Ut*> (Tt—1, Yt—1, Pt—1),

ut

Ui (Ye—1,P1—1) € argmax(Gﬁf ‘/t*) (Yt—1,bt—1),

(%3
forall x;_1, y;:_1, and Gaussiat;_1.

Note that, while this theorem provides sufficient condisidor linear policies satisfying equilibrium
conditions, it does not guarantee the existence or unigganfesuch policies. These remain an open issues.
However, we support the plausibility of existence throughfollowing result on Gaussian best responses to
linear policies. It asserts that,df, and; are linear, then there is a linear best-respansir the trader in
the single-stage game. Similarly,7f is linear then there is a linear best-respotisdor the arbitrageur in

the single-stage game.
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Theorem 4. IfU; is TQD, v is linear, andt; is linear, then there exists a lineasr such that

T(Te—1, Ye—1, Pr—1) € argmaX(Fﬁt’ﬁt)Ut) (Tt—1,Yt—1, Dt—1),

ut

for all x;_1, y+—1, and Gaussian;_1, So long as the optimization problem is bounded. Similafly; is

AQD and; is linear then there exists a lineay such that

Ve(Yr—1, ¢—1) € argmax(G5 Vi) (ye—1, de—1),

vt
for all yy;_, and Gaussiam;_1, so long as the optimization problem is bounded.

Based on these results, if the trader (arbitrageur) asstimagthe arbitrageur (trader) uses alinear policy then
it suffices for the trader (arbitrageur) to restrict himgelfinear policies. Though not a proof of existence,
this observation that the set of linear policies is closedientthe operation of best response motivates an aim

to compute linear-Gaussian PBE.

4. Algorithm

The previous section presented abstract algorithms anttgdisat lay the groundwork for the development
of a practical algorithm which we will present in this seatioWe begin by discussing a parsimonious

representation of policies.

4.1. Representation of Policies

Algorithm[2 takes as input three values that parameterizemmdel: (\, 0., 7). The algorithm output can
be encoded in terms of coefficients!,’; ", a;’; *, a)' by, by}, for everyp, 1 > 0 and each time
steg t =1,...,T — 1. These coefficients parameterize linear-Gaussian PBEigsliNote that the output
depends ork ando, only throughp;. Hence, given any ando, with the samey,, the algorithm obtains
the same coefficients. This means that the algorithm negdbenéxecuted once to obtain solutions for all

choices of\ ando,.

'Recall, from the discussion in Sectibni3.1, thgt,' = —1,a)';' = a)';' = 0,b';" = —1/2, 807}, = b'7' =0, and

y Oy 1 =
pott —1, forall p;_1.

v, T+1 —
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Now, for eacht, the policy coefficients are deterministic functionsppf,. For a fixed value op;_1,
the coefficients can be stored as five numerical values. Hemvidvis not feasible to simultaneously store
coefficients associated with all possible valuesof;. Fortunately, given a linear policy for the trader,
Theorem ]l establishes, is a deterministic function op;_;. Thus, the initial valuepy determines all
subsequent values pf. It follows that, for a fixed value opy, over the relevant portion of its domain, a
linear-Gaussian PBE can be encoded in term(6f— 1) numerical values. We will design an algorithm
that aims to compute thes§7" — 1) parameters, which we will denote Wy, ;, ay ¢, ap s, by, by}, for
t=1,...,T — 1. These parameters allow us to determine PBE actions atsitikdistates, so long as the

initial value of p, is fixed.

4.2. Searching for Equilibrium Variances

The parameter§i, ¢, ay.+, a,¢, byt, by } Characterize linear-Gaussian PBE policies restrictdite¢quence
0o, - - -, pT—1 generated in the linear-Gaussian PBE. We do not know in advahat this sequence will be,
and as such, we seek simultaneously compute this sequemggsiale the policy parameters.

One way to proceed, reminiscent of the bisection methodeyeplby Kyle (1985) and Foster and Viswanathan
(1994) would be to conjecture a value fpy_;. Given a candidate valugr_,, the preceding values
pr_2, ..., po, along with policy parameters for tim@s— 1,...,1, can be computed by sequentially solv-
ing the equationg {12)=(1L7) for single-stage equilibrike Tesulting policies form a linear-Gaussian PBE,
restricted to the sequengg, . . ., pr_1 that they would generate jify = pg. One can then seek a value of
pr—1 such that the resulting, is indeed equal tpy. This can be accomplished, for example, via bisection
search.

The bisection method can be numerically unstable, howéves. is because, the belief update equation
(@) is used to sequentially compute the valgess, . . ., pg backwards in time. When the target valueopf
is very large, small changes fir_; can result in very large changesgg, making it difficult to match the
precisely value opy.

To avoid this numerical instability, consider AlgoritHth Jhis algorithm maintains a guegsof the
equilibrium policy of the trader, and, along with the initialue pg, this is used to generate the sequence
f1, - - -, pr—1 by applying the belief update equatidn (9) forward in timéisisequence of values is then used

in the single-stage equilibrium conditions to solve forigiek (7*, ¢)*). A sequence of values, ..., pr_1
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is then computed forward in time using the policy. If this sequence matches the sequence generated by
the guessr, then the algorithm has converged. Otherwise, the algoritrepeated with a new guess policy
that is a convex combination éf and=*. Since this algorithm only ever applies the belief equat@n
forward in time, it does not suffer from the numerical ingliibs of the bisection method.

Note that Stepl6 of the algorithm treats ; as a free variable thatis solved alongside the policy patense
{ag,,ays,aue,by, 0, }. These variables are computed by simultaneously solviegyktem of equations
(12)-(17) for single-stage equilibrium. To be preciag, is obtained by solving the cubic polynomial
equation [(IR) numerically. Given a value fer;, the remaining parametefs., ;, a,.+, by, b, } are be
obtained by solving the linear system of equatidns (13));(@hile p;_; is obtained througH(17) . It can
then be verified that the second order conditiod (16) holdgorthm[3 is implementable and we use it in

computational studies presented in the next section.

Algorithm 3 Linear-Gaussian PBE Solver with Variance Skarc

1: Initialize 7 to an equipartitioning policy

2. fork=1,2,... do

3: Computesy, ..., pr—1 according to the initial valug, and the policyr by (9)

4: Initialize the terminal value functions;._, andV;:_, according tol(b)-£(6)

5 fort=T-1,T—-2,...,1do

6 Compute linea(r;, v;) andp;_; solving the single-stage equilibrium conditionsl(12))(BEEsuming
thatp, = pr
Compute the value functiorig;_; andV;* ; at the previous time step givén;, ;)
8: end for

9: Computepy, ..., pr—1 according to the initial valugy and the policyr* by (9)

10: if p = pthen

~

11:  return

12: else

13:  Setwr + 7 + (1 — v )7*, wherey, € [0, 1) is a step-size
14: end if

15: end for

5. Computational Results

In this section, we present computational results gengratang AlgorithnB. In Section 5.1, we introduce
some alternative, intuitive policies which will serve asasis of comparison to the linear-Gaussian PBE

policy. In Sectio 5.2, we discuss the importance of therpatarp, = \og /0. in the qualitative behavior
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of the Gaussian PBE policy and interpygtas a measure of the “relative volume” of the trader’s agtivit

in the marketplace. In Sectidn 5.3, we discuss the relavéopnance of the policies from the perspective
of the execution cost of the trader. Here, we demonstratergrpntally that the Gaussian PBE policy can
offer substantial benefits. In Sectibnl5.4, we examine theading that occurs through price movements.
Finally, in Sectioii 5.5, we highlight the fact that the PBHigpois adaptive and dynamic, and seeks to exploit

exogenous market fluctuations in order to minimize exeoutists.

5.1. Alternative Policies

In order to understand the behavior of linear-Gaussian RBiEigs, we first define two alternative policies
for the trader for the purpose of comparison. In the absehem arbitrageur, it is optimal for the trader
to minimize execution costs by partitioning his positiotoifi’ equally sized blocks and liquidating them
sequentially over th& time periods, as established by Bertsimas ano Lo (1998). éfée to the resulting
policy 7EQ as an equipartitioning policy. It is defined by

a 1

EQ L
( T—t+1

T (L1, Yi—1, Pt—1) Ti—1,

forallt, x;_1, y:—1, andey_1.

Alternatively, the trader may wish to liquidate his pogitim a way so as to reveal as little information
as possible to the arbitrageur. Trading during the final tweetperiods? — 1 and 7" does not reveal
information to the arbitrageur in a fashion that can be aiquo This is because, as discussed in Se€fidn 3.1,
the arbitrageur’s optimal trades at tiffieand?” + 1 arevy = —y7r—_1/2 andvyy; = —yp, respectively, and
these are independent of any belief of the arbitrageur vedipect to the trader’s position. Given that the
trader is free to trade over these two time periods withoutiaformation leakage, it is natural to minimize
execution cost by equipartitioning over these two timequsi Hence, define the minimum revelation policy

7R to be a policy that liquidates the trader’s position evermigoas only the last two time periods. That is,

0 ift<T —1,
W?AR(UCt—Lyt—l’@—l) = —%yjt_l ift=1T-—1,
—Tt—1 |ft:T,
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forall ¢, z;_1, Yt—1, anqut_l.

5.2. Relative Volume

Observed in Sectidn 4.1, linear-Gaussian PBE policiesetermhined as a function of the composite param-

eterpg = \og/o.. In order to interpret this parameter, consider the dynamigrice changes,
Apt = )\(ut + ’Ut) + €, €~ N(0,0‘?).

Here,e, is interpreted as the exogenous, random component of graocees. Alternatively, one canimagine
the random component of price changes are arising from the pnpact of “noise traders”. Denote by

the total order flow from noise traders at timend consider a model where
Apr = MNur + v + 2z¢), 2z ~ N(0, 02).

If o = Ao, these two models are equivalent. In that case,

a A% _ %

Po
Oc Oz

In other wordsp, can be interpreted as the ratio of the uncertainty of thé otame of the trader’s activity
to the per period volume of noise trading. As such, we refeitas the relative volume.

We shall see in the following sections that, qualitativéhg performance and behavior of Gaussian PBE
policies are determined by the magnitudepgf In the high relative volume regime, wheg is large, either
the initial position uncertainty is very large or the volatilityr, of the noise traders is very small. In these
cases, from the perspective of the arbitrageur, the tmdetivity contributes a significant informative signal
which can be decoded in the context of less significant exmgerandom noise. Hence, the trader’s activity
early in the time horizon reveals significant informationiethcan be exploited by the arbitrageur. Thus, it
may be better for the trader to defer his liquidation unt #&nd of the time horizon.

Alternatively, in the low relative regime, whes is small, the arbitrageur cannot effectively distinguish
the activity of the trader from the noise traders in the miarkience, the trader is free to distribute his trades

across the time horizon so as to minimize market impact,awitifiear of front-running by the arbitrageur.
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5.3. Policy Performance

Consider a pair of policie$r, ), and assume that the arbitrageur begins with a positios- 0 and an
initial belief g9 = N(0,02). Given an initial positionz,, the trader’s expected profit légr’¢(m0,0, ®0)-
One might imagine, however, that the initial position represents one of many different trials where the
trader liquidates positions. It makes sense for this dhistion of zo over trials to be consistent with the
arbitrageurs beliefsy, since this belief could be based on past trials. Given ttggibution, averaging
over trials results in expected proIEtUg”"(xo,O, ®0) | o). Alternatively, if the trader liquidates his entire
position immediately, the expected profit becorBgsAz? | ¢9] = —Ao2. We define the trader’s normalized
expected profit/ (7, 1) to be the ratio of these two quantities. When the traderigesainction is TQD, this

takes the form

E Ugﬂ/) (:L'Ov 07 ¢0) ‘ ¢0:| 1 1
] 2 _ o 14
U(ﬂ-v ?/J) - )\0,8 - _§C:v(:)v,0 + p_gco?m
wherec}), , andcg, are the trader’s appropriate value function coefficientana ¢ = 0.

Analogously, the arbitrageur’s normalized expected p¥ofit, 1) is defined to be the expected profit of
the arbitrageur normalized by the expected immediatedafing cost of the trader. When the arbitrageur’s
value function is AQD, this takes the form

E|Vy ™ (x0,0,¢0) ‘ <230] 1

V(Wﬂ/’) =S /\US = p_(g)dg?(]v

Now, let(7*, ¢*) denote alinear-Gaussian PBE. Since the corresponding ftatations are TQD/AQD,
the normalized expected profits depend on the paraméters\, 0.} only through the relative volume
parametepy = \og /0.

Similarly, given the equipartitioning policy®®, definey/E? to be the optimal response of the arbitrageur
to the trader’s policyr®?. This best response policy can be computed by solving teatiguadratic control
problem corresponding tb1(4), via dynamic programming. iy takes the form

(T—#)(T—t+3)

-1 .
Tr—tVi-1 — sgrrenarap -1 T1<t<T,

E
Py Q(yt—la Ht—1) =
—yr otherwise.
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Using a similar argument as above, it is easy to seeliltat?, ¢/EQ) and V (7EQ, +/EQ) are also functions
of the parametepy.

Finally, given the minimum revelation polieyMR , defineyMR to be the optimal response of the arbitrageur
to the trader’s policyr™R. It can be shown that, whej = 0 andy = 0, the best response of the arbitrageur
to the minimum revelation policy is to do nothing—since nfmimation is revealed by the trader in a useful

fashion, there is no opportunity to front-run. Hence,

_ E[—ixzZ —1Xa2 | o 3 _
U (7R pMR) — (3 0)\024 0 ‘ 0] =7 V(MR MRy = 0.
0

In Figure[1, the normalized expected profits of various pedi@re plotted as functions of the relative
volume pyg, for a time horizonl” = 20. In all scenarios, as one might expect, the trader’s profiegative
while the arbitrageur’s profit is positive. In all cases, treder's profit under the Gaussian PBE policy
dominates that under either the equipartitioning polictherminimum revelation policy. This difference is

significant in moderate to high relative volume regimes.

1.0 T T TTTT] T T TTTT] T T TTTT] T T TTTTT T LU
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< U(r=,9")

< O (R yMR)

1072 1071 10° 10! 102 103
Po
Figure 1: The normalized expected profit of trading straedor the time horizoff’ = 20.
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Inthe high relative volume regime, the equipatrtitioning§jgyofares particularly badly from the perspective
of the trader, performing up to a factor of 2 worse than the $Simm PBE policy. This effect becomes
more pronounced over longer time horizons. The minimumla&em policy performs about as well as
the PBE policy. Asymptotically agy 1 oo, these policies offer equivalent performance in the senae t
U (n*, %) + U (xR, yMR) = 3/4,

On the other hand, in the low relative volume regime, the gaytitioning policy and the PBE policy
perform comparably. Indeed, defigd by Y £ 0 for all ¢ (that is, no trading by the arbitrageur). In the
absence of an arbitrageur, equipartitioning is the optipadity for the trader, and backward recursion can

be used to show that

[

- T+1

U (nEQ ) = 7 ~ 35
Asymptotically asg | 0, U (7EQ 4EQ) | U (#EQ, ¢0) andU (7*, ¢*) | U (xEQ,+°). Thus, when the relative
volume is low, the effect of the arbitrageur becomes ndgligivhenp is sufficiently small.

From the perspective of the arbitrageur in equilibridfifs*, 4*) — 0 asp — 4o0. In the low relative
volume regime, the arbitrageur cannot distinguish the aetstity of the trader from noise, and hence is not
able to profitably predict and exploit the trader’s futuréivdly. In the high relative volume regime, as we
shall see in Sectidn 8.5, the trader conceals his positan fhe arbitrageur by deferring trading until the end
of the horizon. Here, as with the minimum revelation polity arbitrageur is not able to profitably exploit
the trader. Since the arbitrageur can choose not to tradacht geriod, his best response to any trading
strategy should lead to non-negative expected profit. It kg these observations, we can easily infer that
in equilibrium the arbitrageur’s profit curve should havéeaist one local maximum.

Both the equipartitioning and minimum revelation polictesde at a constant rate, but over different,
extremal time intervals: the equipartitioning policy utdesentire time horizon, while the minimum revelation
policy uses only the last two time periods. A fairer benchir@olicy might consider optimizing the choice
of time interval. Define the variable time poliey’T as follows: given the valup,, select ther such that
trading at a constant rate = —=2 over the last time periods results in the highest expected profit for
the trader, assuming that the arbitrageur uses a best ssspaoticy. Define)VT to be the best response
of the arbitrageur tarVT. The variable time policy partially accounts for the presenf an arbitrary, and

the expected profit with the variable time strategy will afaée better that of equipartitioning or minimum
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revelation. This is demonstrated by thiér"VT, V) curve in Figuréll. However, the trader still fares better
with an equilibrium policy, particularly in the intermediarelative volume range, where the difference is
close t020%.2

Examining Figuré 11, it is clear that, in equilibrium, the sofithe normalized profits of the trader and
the arbitrageur is negative, and the magnitude of sum isfldirgn the magnitude of the loss incurred by the

trader in the absence of the arbitrageur. Define the spdt-tivbe the quantity

[7(7TEQ, 1/}0) _ (ﬁ(ﬂ*,w*) + V(?T*,T/J*)) )
This is the difference between the normalized expectedtmftine trader in the absence of the arbitrageur,
under the optimal equipartitioning policy, and the comdim®rmalized expected profits of the trader and
arbitrageur in equilibrium. The spill-over measures thaedfit of the arbitrageur’s presence to the other
participants of the system. Note that this benefit is pasitand it is most significant in the high relative

volume regime.

0.3 T T T T T T T T T T T T
0.2
U (w59, 4%) — (
0.1
0.0
0.1 I Lol Lol Lol Lol L1
1072 1071 10° 10! 10? 103

Po
Figure 2: The spill-over of the system for the time horizoa- 20.

In addition to the discussion of expected profits above, wecoasider the variance of the trader’s profits
under different policies. Given a pair of polici¢s, 1), define the trader's normalized variance of profit

Vary (7, 1) as the variance under the policies, i) relative to the variance of immediate liquidation. In

other words,

Val‘ﬂ—’d) (EZ;()I ApT—i-le ¢0> Varm’/’ (EZ;()I ApT""le
Var (—Az3 + e1zg | ¢0) B 2X205 + 020}

»

)

Vary (7, 9) =

2In practice, improvements of as low @$1% are considered significant.
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where, as before, the expectations are taken assuming liceepdr, ) are usedyy = o = 0, and
To ~ ¢o = N(0,02). Similarly, it is possible to see that, for a pair of lineafipies (r,), the trader’s
normalized variance of profit depends on the model parasiéter A, o, } only throughpy.

In Figure[3, the trader’s normalized variance of profit istigld under the different policies. The lowest
variance occurs when the trader equipartitions and thewe abitrageur, this is the cursér (752, ).
When the arbitrageur is present, however, the varianceuitilegum Vary (7*, ") is less than either when
the trader equipartitions (i.e., the cuVery (7EQ, ¢/EQ)) or employs the minimum revelation policy (i.e., the
curveVary (mVR, MR)). Figurd4 shows the entire cumulative distribution fuof the trader’s normalized
profit under various relative volume regimes. Given the gmes of the arbitrageur, the equilibrium policy

has second-order dominance over equipartitioning in Htive volume regimes.
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Figure 3: The trader’s normalized variance of profit for tineet horizonT" = 20.
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Figure 4: The cumulative distribution of trader’s normatizrofit for the time horizofi’ = 20.

5.4. Signaling

An important aspect of the linear-Gaussian PBE policy isitreccounts for information conveyed through
price movements. In order to understand this feature, dé¢fieeelative uncertainty to be the standard
deviation of the arbitrageur’s belief about the trader'sippon at timet, relative to that of the belief at time
0; i.e., the ratios; /0. By considering the evolution of relative uncertainty otiere for the Gaussian PBE
policy versus the equipartitioning and minimum revelagpmticies, we can study the comparative signaling

behavior.
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Under any linear policy, the evolution of the relative utagty o;/o( over time is deterministic and
depends only on the paramegpgr This is because of the fact that/cg = p;/po and the resultsin Section4.1
In Figure[5, the evolution of the relative uncertainty of fIBE policy is illustrated, for different values of
po, as compared to the equipartitioning and minimum revetgtiaicies. In the low relative volume regime,
the relative uncertainty of the PBE policy evolves similad that of the equipartitioning policy. In the high

relative volume regime, very little information is revedilentil close to the end of trading period under the
PBE policy. Indeed, the relative uncertainty between thalibgium and the minimum revelation policies

are indistinguishable on the scale of Figure 5, whgr= 10 or py = 100. These observations are consistent
with our results from Sectidn5.3.
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Figure 5: The evolution of relative uncertainty of the tréslposition for the time horizoff’ = 20.

5.5. Adaptive Trading

One important feature of the linear-Gaussian PBE polichat it is adaptive in the sense that the trades
executed are random quantities that are dependent on ther@ws, stochastic fluctuations of the market.
This is in contrast to the policies developed in most of thenogl execution literature. For example, the

baseline equipartitioning policy of Bertsimas and Lo (1P9Becifies a deterministic sequence of trades.

Static policies have also been derived under more cometicatodels (e.gl, Almgren and Chriss, 2000;
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Huberman and Stanzl, 2005; Obizhaeva and Wang, 2005; Alébad. | 2007b). However, this behavior is
in contrast to what is observed amongst institutional tra@ad trading algorithms that are implemented
by practitioners. One justification for adaptive, pricegensive trading strategies is risk aversion. It has
been observed that optimal policies for certain risk avetgectives require dynamic trading (Hora, 2006;
Almgren and Lorenz, 2006). Our model provides anotherfjaation: in the presence of asymmetric in-
formation and a strategic adversary, a trader should seekgioit price fluctuations so as disguise trading
activity.

In order to understand the behavior of linear policies, tafpful to decompose them into deterministic
and stochastic components. Suppose that)) are a pair of linear policies, and thaf = 1o = 0. Given
Definition[3 and Theorei 1, it is easy to see that, for daght < T', there exist vectora, ¢, e ¢, Vet € R

and scalarsv,, +, Bz, .t: 720t € R, €ach of which depend on the parametgrg, A, o } only through thep,,

such that
Lo+ L7y Lot
(18) Tt = Qg tT0 + Y es€s Yt = Buo,tTo + Xﬁe’te s P = Vo, tT0 F Ve r€
Here,e! = (e1, ..., ) is the vector of exogenous disturbances up to tinEhe first terms in[(18) represent

deterministic components of the policy and the second teapgesent zero-mean stochastic components
that depend on market price fluctuations. For the equipariitg and minimum revelation policies, the
stochastic components are zero. On the other hand, the i@alPBE policy does have non-zero stochastic
components.

Figure[® shows the deterministic component of the lineansSan PBE versus those of the equiparti-
tioning and minimum revelation policies. Ag — 0, the trader ignores the presence of the arbitrageur and
the PBE policy approaches the equipartitioning policy. & dther extreme, ag — oo, in equilibrium the
trader seeks to conceal his activity as much as possiblehemte the PBE policy approaches the minimum
revelation policy.

FigurelT illustrates sample paths of the trader’s positioden the linear-Gaussian PBE policy. Along
each path, the trader deviates from the deterministic stbéddsed on the random fluctuations of the market
and how they influence the arbitrageur’s beliefs. In gendfdhe arbitrageur’s estimate of the trader’s

position becomes more accurate, the trader acceleratsslliig) to avoid front-running. On the other hand,
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Figure 6: The deterministic components of trading stra®épr the time horizoff' = 20.

if the arbitrageur is misled as to the trader’s position, ttader delays his selling relative to deterministic

schedule.

6. Extensions

In this section, we revisit some of the assumptions in thélpra formulation of Section]2. At a high level,
the main feature of our model that enables tractability &,tin equilibrium, each agent solves a linear-
guadratic Gaussian control problem. This requires thagwtéution of the model over time be described by
a linear system and that the objectives of the trader antragleur be quadratic functions that decompose
additively over time. As we shall see shortly, there are alemof extensions of the model one may
consider, incorporating important phenomena such as vistsen and transient price impact, that maintain
this structure. Such extensions remain tractable and cadldressed using straightforward adaptations of

the techniques we have developed.
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Figure 7: Sample paths of the evolution of the trader’s detnd expected positions, and the arbitrageur’'s mean
belief, whenl” = 20, 2o = 0o = 105, o = yo = 0, oc = 0.125, A = 1075,

6.1. Time Horizon

Our model assumes that the trader begins his liquidatiomatlt and completes it by tim&', and that this
time interval is common knowledge. In some instances, pWbriowledge of the beginning and end of the
liquidation interval might be reasonable since, for examfhis interval will often correspond to a single
trading day. More generally, however, it may be desirabienfmose uncertainty on the part of arbitrageur as
to the beginning and end of the liquidation. Unfortunatélis not clear how to allow for this in a tractable
fashion in our current framework.

The model further assumes that the arbitrageur must litpiidis position by tim&” + 1. Then, the

value function of the arbitrageur at tiffewith positionyz,, is given byV::(yr) = —Ay%. This was used in
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(©)—(8) to determine the value functiobg._, andV;_,, which form the base case of the backward induction.
This assumption can easily be relaxed. For example, sugpasthe arbitrageur hag, additional trading
periods. Itis easy to see that, after tiffigthe arbitrageur will optimally equipartition over the raming7,

periods. Therefore the value of a positipn at time " will take the formV;:(yr) = —AZt 42, following

the analysis in Bertsimas and/Llo (1998). So long’ass a quadratic function, our discussion in Sections 3

and4 carries through, with a different choice of termindlgdunctions.

6.2. Risk Aversion

Our model assumes that both the trader and arbitrageuisraeiutral. One way to account for risk aversion
is to follow the approach suggested|by Haora (2006). In paleic we could assume that, for example, the

trader seeks to optimize the objective function

T-1
E [Z {Apr—l—lwfr - g(ApT-i-le - E[Ap7+1w7 ’ TrsYr,s ¢T])2 - ng—}

7=0

Zo, Yo, ¢0] )

The second term in the sum penalizes for variance in reveneadh time period, witly > 0 capturing
the degree of risk aversion. This final term represents atpge solding cost, with the parameter> 0
expressing the degree to which the trader would prefer tout®esooner rather than later. The risk neutral
case previously considered corresponds to the choige-of = 0. For any nonnegative parameter choices,
the objective remains a time separable positive definiteigtia function. Hence, the methods of Sectiohs 3

and4 can be suitably adapted.

6.3. Price Impact & Price Dynamics

Our model assumed permanent and linear price impact. Erajbjiit has been observed that transient price
impact is a significant component of price dynamics, andiiijgortant to account for this in the design of
execution strategies.

More generally, our analysis applies when there is someditin of state variables (for example,
{z¢,y, e }) that evolve as a linear dynamical system with Gaussiamntiahces, and where changes in

price are linear in the state variables. In order to incafmtransient price impact, assume that prices evolve
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according to

t t
Dt =P0+)\Z(UT-H)T+ZT)+’yZat_T(uT+vT+zT).

T=1 T=1

(19)

permanent price impact transient price impact

Here,u, andv, are the trades of the trader and arbitrageur, respectaglyner. In place of the exogenous
noise term in the original price dynami€s (2),is an IID N (0, 02) random variable representing the quantity
of noise trades at time. The second term if_.(19) captures a permanent, linear pripadt with sensitivity

A > 0. The final term represents a transient, linear price impadttt sensitivityy > 0 and recovery rate
a€0,1).

These price dynamics can be rewritten as
pe=pe—1+ A+ 7)(u + v+ 2) — (1 — @)s—1,

wheres, is defined to be geometrically weighted total order flow

t
s = Zat_T(uT +vr 4+ 27) = asi—1 + (u + v+ 2).
7=0

Now, suppose that the trader’s decisigns a linear function of 41, y1—1, 1t—1, s¢t—1}, and the arbitrageur’s
decisionu, is a linear function of y;—1, 11t—1, s¢—1}. Then, it will be the case thdtr,, v, 1, ¢} evolve as a
linear dynamical system, and that the price changes am& linghese state variables. Therefore, the analysis
in Sectiong B and4 can be suitably modified and repeated,anittugmented state space. Note that, since
s¢ Is a function of only of the total quantities traded at timgstai¢, it is reasonable to assume that this is
public knowledge known to both the trader and arbitrageur.

Other aspects of more complicated price dynamics can alswbgporated via such state augmentation.
For example, one may consider linear factor models or otterwise add exogenous explanatory variables
to the evolution of prices, so long as the dependenciesraarli Similarly, models that incorporate drift in

the price process, such as short term momentum or meanicevezan be considered.
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6.4. Parameterized Policies

Beyond solving specific classes of models, results from thienal execution literature offer useful guidance
on how to structure parameterized execution policies thate effective even if modeling assumptions are
not entirely valid. In this vein, concepts we have developad enhance parameterized policies that one
might design based on prior literature.

For example, consider designing an execution system whigfinb the trading day with a position
that must be liquidated by the end of that trading day. A nunabenodels previously considered in the
literature result in deterministic linear policies (seqy.gBertsimas and lL.o, 1998; Obizhaeva and Wang,
2005;| Alfonsi et al.| 2007a). In particular, for eatth time period during the course of the day, there is
a parameteu; that indicates the fraction of the position to sell duringttime period. These parameters
ag, - - -, ap_1 depend on asset-specific characteristics such as vglatiid market impact model parameters.

Modeling assumptions often do not match reality. As sudh,useful to add flexibility by parametrizing
the execution policy. For example, we might employ a poli@at sells a fractiod;a; of the position during
eachtth time period, wheréd,, . .., 6p_; are asset-independent parameters. Then, these paransetdre
tuned based on experience from trading all assets. It isrit@pothat the number of parameters does not
scale with the number of assets, because we would then beslynido have a sufficient amount of data to
tune parameters. In this regard, the wgy. . . , ap_1 capture variations across assets is critical to the design
of an effective parametrization.

Our work motivates a generalized class of parameterizettipslthat adapt trades as price move-
ments are observed. Our model is optimized by an executiategly with three sequences of coefficients:
{agi,ays,au: |t =0,...,T—1}. By simulating arbitrageur activity over the course of thg end applying
these coefficients appropriately, we produce a sequencad®d that adapt to price fluctuations. Similarly
with the case of a deterministic policy, we can introduceapaeters(d, ;,0, .6, |t =0,...,T — 1} that
scale the policy coefficients, and tune these parameteesi lmsexperience. Once again, these parameters
are asset-independent while the coefficiefts;, a,,a,: | t = 0,...,7 — 1} capture dependence of the

policy on asset-specific characteristics such as volatlitd market impact model parameters.
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7. Conclusion

Our model captures strategic interactions between a tedgeng to liquidate a position and an arbitrageur
trying to detect and profit from the trader’s activity. Thgaithm we have developed computes Gaussian
perfect Bayesian equilibrium behavior. It is interestingttthe resulting trader policy takes on such a simple
form: the number of shares to liquidate at times linear in the trader’s positiom; 1, the arbitrageur’s
positiony;_; and the arbitrageur’s estimatg_; of x;_1. The coefficients of the policy depend only on the
relative volume parametet,, which quantifies the magnitude of the trader’s positioatied to the typical
market activity, and the time horizdh. This policy offers useful guidance beyond what has beernattm
models that do not account for arbitrageur behavior. In igeace of an arbitrageur, it is optimal to trade
equal amounts over each time period, which corresponds tdieythat is linear inx;_,. The difference
in the PBE policy stems from its accounting of the arbitratgeinference process. In particular, the policy
reduces information revealed to the arbitrageur by detptiades and takes advantage of situations where
the arbitrageur has been misled by unusual market activity.

Our model represents a starting point for the study of gamer#tic behavior in trade execution. It
has an admittedly simple structure, and this allows for etdéitzle analysis that highlights the importance of
information signaling. There are a number of extension&itrnodel that are possible, however, and that

warrant further discussion:

1. (Flexible Time Horizon) We assume finite time horizdnandT + 1 for the trader and arbitrageur,
respectively. The choice of time horizon has an impact omakelting equilibrium policies, and there
are clearly end-of-horizon effects in the policies comgute Section’5. To some extent it seems
artificial to impose a fixed time horizon as an exogenousiotisin on behavior. Fixed horizon models
preclude the trader from delaying liquidation beyond thezum even if this can yield significant
benefits, for example. A better model would be to considernfiniie horizon game, where risk

aversion provides the motivation for liquidating a positeooner rather than later.

2. (Uncertain Trader) In our model, we assume that the ad®tr is uncertain of the trader’s position,
but that the trader knows everything. A more realistic madalld allow for uncertainty on the part

of the trader as well, and would allow for the arbitrageur islead the trader.
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3. (Multi-player Games) Our model restricts to a single éraghd arbitrageur. A natural extension would
be to consider multiple traders and arbitrageurs that azertain about each others’ positions and must
compete in the marketplace as they unwind. Such a geneatatipelel could be useful for analysis of

important liquidity issues such as those arising from tteglitrcrunch of 2007.

Also of interest are the potential empirical implicatiorishee model. If we make the assumption that the
trade execution horizon is a single day, the observatioSeatior b suggest particular patterns for intraday
volume. For example, i is large, the volume traded should be much higher near thefihe day then
at other times. Similarly, the structure of the equilibritrading policies for the trader and arbitrageur will
generate specific, time-varying auto-correlation in treeéments of the price process. Formulating tests of
such empirical predictions in any interesting area forreesearch.

Finally, beyond the immediate context of our model, theeeraany directions worth exploring. One
important avenue is to factor data beyond price into the i@t strategy. For example, volume data may
play a significant role in the arbitrageur’s inference, inahirtase it should also influence execution decisions.
Limit order book data may also be relevant. Developing &lalet models that account for such data remains
a challenge. One initiative to incorporate limit order bai#ta into the decision process is presented by

Nevmyvaka et al. (2006).
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A. Proofs

Theorent1L. If the belief distribution; ; at time is Gaussian, and the arbitrageur assumes that ther'sra
policy 7t; is linear witht; (; 1, Y11, p1—1) = @by ' w1 +ay, 'ye—1+ay; ' -1, thenthe belief distribution
¢ is also Gaussian. The mean is a linear function ofy;_1, u:—1, and the observed price change,
with coefficients that are deterministic functions of thaled variance),_;. The scaled variance evolves

according to

-1
= (1+alt) (—pz n <a§fx>2> .
t—1

In particular,p; is a deterministic function gf;_;.

Proof. Sef{ K;_1,h;—1} to be the information form parameters for the Gaussianibligion ¢;_1, so that
K1 =S I/O'g_l, and hi_1 = ,ut_l/af_l.

Defineg;” , to be the distribution of,_; conditioned on all information seen by the arbitrageurrags up

to and includingt. That is,

1 (S) EPr(z—1 €S| dro1,Ye—1, MFe(Te—1, Yt—1, d1—1) + v¢) + & = Apy),

whereAp; is the price change observed at timeBy Bayes' rule, this distribution has density

qbzr_l(da:) x ¢r—1(dz) exp <—

)\2 dptfl 2
x exp<_% <Kt—1 + M) 1’2

2
O¢

MAD, — )\ ~Pt—1 _ ~Pt—1 B Am
n <ht—1+ ( Dt (ay,t Ye—1 T Qyy e 1+¢t))a t>$> da.

(Apt = AMme(w, g1, de—1) + Ve (ye-1, ¢t—1)))2>

2
207

2
O¢

Thus,gzbjr_1 is a Gaussian distribution, with variance

A2(GPt1)2 -1
(Kt—1+ ( :cét ) ) 7
o

€
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and mean

2 2
O¢ O¢

_1 R _ . _ R
<K + (e 1)2> (h n A Ape — Mag';  yr—1 + ap's -1 + T,Z)t))ax,t>
t—1 I S— t—1 .
Now, note that

~ Pt 1 ~Pt—1 ~APt—1
Tt = 1 + T (o1, Ye—1, Qr—1) = (L + a5y )1 + Gy Y1 + )y pe—1-

Then, ¢, is also a Gaussian distribution, with variance
)\2( Ptt 1)2 -1 1 )\2(&/%;1)2 -1
(20)  oF=(1+al)? <Kt 1+ T) = (1 + dgy)? <02 + ’ ) ;

and mean

__ APt—1 ~Pt—1
Mt = Gy Y1+ Gy y g1

b + (1 +al 1)‘“ 1/pia + (Ape/A — 4y 1 — G ey — i) g
1/pt 1 + ( Pt— 1)2
The conclusions of the theorem immediately follow. |

In order to prove Theorenis [2-4, it is necessary to expli@tigluate the operatdféwt’”t) applied to
quadratic functions ofz¢, y:, 11:} and the operatoG7! applied to quadratic functions dfy;, 1;}. The
following lemma is helpful for this purpose, as it providepeessions for the expectation @f and? under

various distributions.

Lemma 1. Assume that the the policiegsandr; are linear with

pPt—1 pPt—1 pPt—1
T (Te—1, Ye—1, Pr—1) = Qg Tt—1+ Gy Y1+ Qpyy Pt—1,
_ 1pPt—1 Pt—1
Ve(Yr—1, br—1) = by Y1 + by 1.

Define
1+ apt !

1/pt 1_|_( Pt 1)2

pt—1 A

Vi
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Then,

ESm) [ | @1, o1, droa] = alyty " yemr + ally ey + 90 e /o7
(22a)
+ At th (e — anglyt—l - aﬁfgll‘t—l) ;
(22b) Var(le™ [, | o1, yem1, 1] = (70" ally l05/)\)
E(wt’m [,u | -1, Yt—1, Pt— 1] =Var§ff“”t) (e | Te—1,Ye-1, Pr—1]
(22¢) 9
+ (E(wt’“ (e | Te1, Y1, Pr— 1]) ;
(22d) Eor [ | Y1, P1—1] = ayt YY1+ (1+<1pt ' +apt -1,
—1\2
(22) VarT (e | g1 601] = (0 al oo/ N)? (14 (a2)% P )
(22f) EX (17 | ye—r, de—1] = Vary! [pe | ye—1. de—1] + (EJ! [ | yt—la¢t—1])2-
Proof. The lemma follows directly from taking expectatiamighe mean update equatidn {21). |

Theoreni®. IfU;" is TQD andV;* is AQD, and Stepl3 of Algorithrl2 produces a linear faif, ¢ ), then
Uy, andV* ,, defined by Stepl4 of Algorithinl 2 are TQD and AQD, respectively

Proof. Suppose that

o2
Vt*(yta@) =-A (2‘152 tyt ;dffu t/‘% +dZL,tyt/lt 2 dgtt>
T (Te—1, Yt—1, Pt 1)—apt Ty 1+<1yt . 1+aut Hi—1,

Py (Ye1, Gr—1) = 'y ye—1 + 00

39



If the trader uses the policy; and the arbitrageur uses the poligy, we have

_ Pt—1 pPt—1 pPt—1
Up = Ay Tp—1+ Gy Y1 T Qg Hi—1,

Ut—bpt Yt— 1+bpt Ht—1,

Yo = Y1 + V)l yer 00
Using these facts, Theordm 1, abd (22d)-(22f) from Lemimaelgcan explicitly compute
Vi (Ye—1, d¢-1) ( ) Y1, Pr—1)

E [/\(ut+vt)yt 1+ Vi (ye, &) ‘yt 1, Pi— 1}

o2
= /\< dpyt Wi+ ldp,ut V17 +dy,ut 1Ytht — Aédﬁ’} 11>

where
2 1 !
= (1+ag;") (—2 + (difm?) ,
Pt—1
(dyy1)? dyy 1
T (dz;t B oo (Bt 1) gt - e
yy,t yy,t yy,t
Pt 2
y (dyy0)
dZiLtl 1= 5 (d%f < pp,t dy/i ) ath) (1 + a:[c)t,t + ath)’
yy,t yy,t
dpt 1 (dpt (y,ut) >( +a )
pp,t—1 — et dﬁt ’
yy,t
d’t Oc\ 2
o'ty = dgty + HQM <a£fﬂtpt71 X) (1+ (Pt—ﬂlgft)z) .
Therefore,V;* | is AQD. Similarly, we can check thaf; ; is TQD. u

TheoreniB. Suppose théf andV,* and TQD/AQD value functions specified by (10)4(11), &nf, ;) are

linear policies specified by (7]4(8). Assume that, forall,, the policy coefficients satisfy the first order
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conditions

0= (P?Cﬁlt + 24l 4 A 0 (aif{l) + (3, + 3pichy, ; — 1) (aif;1)2

(23)
(3C§txt +ptcxut 2) Pt ' +c:c:ct 17
p,
(24) altl = — (bt 1) (e t+atcyut)
ot xwt+(at+1) mpt_‘_atcz,ut’
ab' O (e Al )+ an(cp,  + ascl, )/ 0F
(25) pttl _ Ayt Coyt tCyu,t t\Copt tCupt)/ Pr—1
i a;itl( xxt+(at+1) :cut—i_atc;gut)
26 bpt—l _ 1 - dZ:h Pt ' 1 bptfl _ (1 + aﬁt ' + agtt 1)dZLt
(26) R L - ,
Yyt Yyt

and the second order conditions
(27) xxt + (o + 1) Copt T oztc ut >0, dZ;,t >0,

where the quantities; andp; satisfy

Pt—1(1+apt 1)

(28)
“o /07y + (afly 1)2

= (1+a2)? <L+( pr- 1)2>_1.

ptl

Then, (7}, ¥}) satisfy the single-stage equilibrium conditions

(29) T (L1, Y1, Pt—1) € argmax(Fﬁ?’”?)Ut*> (Tt—1, Yt—1, Pt—1),

ut

(30) Ui (Ye—1,P1—1) € argmax(Gﬁf ‘/t*) (Yt—1,bt—1),

(%3
forall x;_1, y;:_1, and Gaussiat;_1.

Proof. As we will discuss in the proof of Theorém 4, the optimg valueu; in (29) is a linear function
of 2,1, y:—1 andz_1, whose coefficients depend dnf'; ", ay’;*, a) "t by, brl ). By equating the

coefficients of{x;—1,y;-1,21} with {al’; ", ay'; ', @)} "}, respectively, we can obtain (23),124) dnd 25.
(28) can be derived by consideririg {30) in the same wayl (@fesponds to the second order conditions

for the two maximization problems. |
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Theoreni 4. IfU; is TQD, ¢ is linear, andt; is linear, then there exists a linearsuch that

T (Te—1, Ye—1, Pr—1) € argmaX(Fﬁt’ﬁt)Ut) (Tt—1,Yt—1, Dt—1),

ut

for all x;_1, y:—1, and Gaussian;_1, So long as the optimization problem is bounded. Similafly; is

AQD andr; is linear then there exists a lineay such that

Ve(ye—1, de-1) € argmax(Gy! Vi) (yi—1, ¢r-1),

vt
for all yy;_, and Gaussiam;_1, so long as the optimization problem is bounded.

Proof. Suppose that

_ 1 1 pt 1 _pt 2
Ui(ze, y, 01) = —)\<§ Cax twt + 5Cyy, Wi + 3 Cup,t M

2
U
Pt Pt Pt Pt
+ Coy tTtYt + Cop,tLtlt + Cyp tYtht — N2 75 % t>

~ _ APt—1 ~Pt—1 ~Pt—1
Te(Te—1, Ye—1, Pr—1) = Ugg Tt—1+ Gy Y1 + Ay y -1,

Vie(Y-1, bt—1) = be{lyt—l + bzt,{l,ut—l-

If the trader takes the actian, while the arbitrageur uses the poligy and assumes that the trader uses the

policy 7;, we have

Pt—
Ut—b p Yy 1+b“t He—1,
Ty = Ty—1 + Uy,

Yt = Yt 1+byt Yi— 1+bpt Ht—1-

Using these facts, Theordm 1, ahd (22a)422c) from Lefdma Xam explicitly compute
(Fﬁt’ﬁt)Ut) (1, Y1, pr—1) = EL™) [ A(ue + ve)we1 + Up(@e, Yt 6) | Tom1, Y1, br—1] -

It is easy to see tha(tF Vefie) Ut> (41,11, 1) is quadratic inu;. Moreover, the coefficient of? is

independent of x;—1, y:—1, ue—1 } While the coefficient ofu, is linear in{x;_1, y:—1, u:—1}. Therefore, the

42



optimizingw; is a linear function of x;_1, y:—1, ut—1 }, Whose coefficients can be computed by substitution
and rearrangement of the resulting terms.

Similarly, suppose that

Te

2
Vi(ye, o) = — A <%d5ty,tyt2 + %dztu,t/l? + dZL,tyt'“t T2 dgft> ’

_ pt—1 pt—1 pt—1
T (Te—1, Ye—1, Pr—1) = Qg Tt—1 1 Qyy Y1+ Qpyy Pp—1

If the arbitrageur takes the actiepand assumes that the trader uses the pailjcyve have

__Pt—1 Pt—1 Pt—1
Ut = Ay Tp—1+ Ayy Y1+ Q4 Hi-1,

Yt = Yt—1 + V-

Using these facts, Theordm 1, abd (22d)-(22f) from Lermaelgcan explicitly compute
(GEVA) (Yi—1, d1—1) = EJE [A(me + v)ye—1 + Viye, &1) | Ye—1, d—1] -

Itis easily checked thdGT V;) (-1, ¢¢—1) is quadratic iny,. Moreover, the coefficient af? is independent
of {y;—1, ue—1} while the coefficient o is linear in{y;_1, u—1 }. Therefore, the optimizing; is a linear
of {y:—1, -1}, whose coefficients can be computed by substitution andamgement of the resulting

terms. [ |
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