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ABSTRACT

This work is about optimal order execution, where a large order is split into several small orders

to maximize the implementation shortfall. Based on the diversity of cryptocurrency exchanges, we

attempt to extract cross-exchange signals by aligning data from multiple exchanges for the first time.

Unlike most previous studies that focused on using single-exchange information, we discuss the

impact of cross-exchange signals on the agent’s decision-making in the optimal execution problem.

Experimental results show that cross-exchange signals can provide additional information for the

optimal execution of cryptocurrency to facilitate the optimal execution process.

Keywords optimal execution, cross-exchange, reinforcement learning

1 Introduction

1.1 Background

Optimal execution is a fundamental problem in the financial field, first proposed by Bertsimas and Lo in 1998Bertsimas

and Lo [1998]. This problem addresses how traders can buy or sell a given quantity of stocks within a certain time

frame while minimizing trading costs. The background of this problem is the block trading in modern securities

markets. Institutional investors or high-net-worth individuals often need to engage in large-scale asset allocation, but
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the market may not be able to provide the corresponding liquidity in the short term. Therefore, block trades have

to be split into a large number of small orders to minimize market impact while minimizing trading costs. With the

emergence of electronic trading platforms in the late 20th century, algorithmic trading via computers began to emerge.

Traders have started to design execution algorithms that consider multiple factors such as market liquidity, trading

fees, market sentiment, and more, hoping to improve trading efficiency while reducing trading costs. These algorithms

use mathematical models to optimize execution strategies, considering various constraints and objectives, such as

minimizing market impact, managing risk exposure, and achieving better execution prices.

Another important background to consider is that most trading strategies are highly sensitive to trading costs. A

commonly used metric for measuring the profitability of a trading strategy is ROT (return on turnover), which is

typically measured in basis points (bps), with one bps representing 0.01%. ROT represents the profitability of a unit of

trading volume, and if the ROT of a strategy can cover the trading costs, the strategy can be profitable. Trading costs

consist of two parts: transaction fees charged by the exchange and the wear and tear of the trading process. Edelen et al.

(2013)Edelen et al. [2013] conducted a study on the "invisible" costs of fund trading and found that a significant portion

of the trading costs comes from the impact on the stock price when buying and selling stocks. The process of buying

and selling stocks usually causes a reverse fluctuation in the stock price, which increases trading costs. Therefore,

reducing trading costs is essential to improving the profitability of a strategy.

In recent years, electronic trading platforms such as NASDAQ have become increasingly prevalent, with trades on

both the buyer and seller sides typically conducted through an order book. There are two main categories of order

execution methods: limit order execution and market order execution. For example, when we need to buy a certain

amount of stock, we can wait for the order to be filled by placing a limit buy order, or we can fill the order directly by

taking the sell order on the sell side. Limit order execution, usually placed in the form of a limit order, is considered a

passive order placement strategy. Its characteristic is that there are fewer opportunities for execution, but the execution

price is usually better. Market order execution, on the other hand, is usually placed in the form of a market order. Its

characteristic is that the execution speed is faster, but the execution price is usually worse due to the crossing of the

bid-ask spread. Market orders are typically used to avoid missing out on opportunities, while limit orders are used to

achieve better execution prices. Optimal execution aims to balance the trade-off between execution speed and execution

price.

The time-weighted average price (TWAP) strategy and volume-weighted average price (VWAP) strategy provide a solid

baseline for optimal execution problems. These two execution algorithms do not require any assumptions or predictions

about the market and only focus on buying or selling a given quantity of stocks at a specified time while minimizing

the impact on the market. TWAP executes trades evenly over a specified time period to achieve an average execution

price that is close to the time-weighted average price over that period. This approach is effective in minimizing market

impact, but it may not be suitable for highly volatile markets or when market conditions change rapidly.

To optimize order transactions, it is crucial to consider market conditions and adopt different order execution strategies

in different market environments. However, integrating our own inventory status with market conditions presents a
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significant challenge to theoretical modeling. Reinforcement learning models offer a promising solution. An intelligent

agent can make decisions by considering its own inventory and market conditions, and learn decision-making experience

by interacting with the market and receiving feedback.

1.2 Related Work

Traditionally, the optimal execution problem has been modeled as a stochastic control problem. Bertsimas and Lo

(1998)Bertsimas and Lo [1998] used dynamic programming to model stock prices and price impact functions, and

provided a closed-form solution for optimal execution. Under their assumptions, the transaction can be completed

within a fixed time frame while minimizing the transaction execution costs. Another early work is the AC model

(Almgren and Chriss, 2001)Almgren and Chriss [2001], which provides an optimal solution for optimal execution

under the basic assumption that stock prices follow Brownian motion. Similar work includes Huberman and Stanzl

(2005)Huberman and Stanzl [2005], which also models optimal execution as a stochastic control problem and provides

an analytical solution by minimizing implementation shortfall. While closed-form solutions provide some intuitive

explanations for the optimal execution problem, they make strong assumptions about the distribution of underlying asset

price changes, which may not be fully consistent with the distribution of actual price data. In the complex background

of real applications, it is difficult to provide theoretical solutions that fully account for all market conditions and trading

strategies.

As financial markets continue to evolve, the amount of financial data available is growing rapidly, with various trading

platforms and markets providing vast amounts of trading data. In recent years, researchers have started using real price

data instead of simulated price data, leading to significant advances in optimal execution algorithms. Nevmyvaka et al.

(2006)Nevmyvaka et al. [2006] presented the first large-scale application of data-driven optimal execution algorithms.

They used a reinforcement learning algorithm, Q-learning, to solve the optimal execution problem. Their experimental

results showed that by considering some market states, reinforcement learning can significantly reduce execution

costs compared to traditional execution algorithms. With the continued development of reinforcement learning, more

advanced models have been developed to solve the optimal execution problem. Dahlen et al. (2018) and Schnaubelt

et al. (2022) Dahlén and Rantil [2018], Schnaubelt [2022] have used DDQN and PPO algorithms, respectively, to

solve the optimal execution problem. These algorithms have overcome the shortcomings of Q-learning in solving

high-dimensional problems.

In addition to determining the optimal placement price, another important area of research in algorithmic trading is order

scheduling, which refers to how to split large orders into smaller market orders. Unlike TWAP’s uniform execution,

order scheduling requires making more nuanced decisions based on the current market environment. There has been

a significant amount of research on order scheduling, with many studies using reinforcement learning algorithms to

optimize this process. Ning et al. (2021)Ning et al. [2021] used deep double Q-networks to implement order scheduling

and demonstrated superior performance compared to traditional scheduling algorithms on nine different stocks. Other

studies on using reinforcement learning to solve order scheduling include Bao et al. (2019)Bao and Liu [2019].
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Using reinforcement learning to solve the optimal execution problem presents two main challenges. First, it is

necessary to plan the execution to complete the optimal execution task within the specified time frame. This requires

making decisions on the order type, quantity, and price while taking into account market conditions such as liquidity,

volatility, and trading fees. Second, it is necessary to predict short-term market trends by analyzing market conditions,

including order flow, order book structure, and other information, to complete the execution task at a better price. This

requires analyzing and predicting asset time series, typically focusing on predicting asset price changes in seconds or

even milliseconds. To address these challenges, the reinforcement learning model needs to consider both aspects of

information to complete the order execution task within the specified time.

1.3 Our Work And Contribution

Our work focuses on the cryptocurrency market, which has experienced explosive growth in recent years and currently

has a market value of trillions of US dollars. Cryptocurrencies are encrypted electronic currencies based on cryptography,

featuring decentralization and high transparency. Virtual currency trading shares similarities with traditional finance,

but also exhibits distinct characteristics. One of the main distinctive features of cryptocurrency trading is that it is at

an early stage of development, leading to greater price volatility compared to traditional finance. Additionally, there

is a diversity of trading venues in virtual currency trading, particularly with the development of DeFi (Decentralized

Finance). A significant amount of bitcoin trading volume occurs on decentralized exchanges, while there are also

several equally competitive centralized exchanges. The diversity of trading venues presents challenges for analyzing

asset time series, as asset prices are not only influenced by transactions on a single exchange but also by the price

movements on all exchanges. Trading on DeFi platforms also has a significant impact on asset prices. When trading on

a single exchange, analyzing time series requires considering not only the current transaction info from that exchange

but also information from other exchanges to obtain a comprehensive understanding of market conditions.

Our work focuses on studying optimal order execution in the cryptocurrency market and includes several key aspects.

First, we collected virtual currency data from several mainstream exchanges and conducted an extensive analysis of

the process of asset price formation. This analysis included studying how asset prices change and how price signals

are transmitted between exchanges, to better understand the market environment in which we are operating. Second,

we established a virtual exchange environment to simulate the order-matching process. In this environment, agents

can obtain feedback from the virtual exchange by providing order execution decisions, including order type, order

direction, order price, and order quantity. Thirdly, by incorporating cross-exchange price signals, we can use advanced

reinforcement learning algorithms to train agents to better complete order execution tasks. This is also the first attempt

to study optimal order execution using cross-exchange signals. Compared to the traditional TWAP algorithm, the

reinforcement learning model can further reduce trading friction, leading to better execution outcomes. In addition to the

aforementioned aspects, we also investigate the impact of the prediction interval on the optimal execution problem. By

analyzing the agent’s action space, we can also discover how cross-exchange signals affect the agent’s decision-making.

This can provide insights into how to better incorporate cross-exchange information into execution strategies and

improve overall execution performance.
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In Section 3.2, we mainly discuss the collection and preprocessing of cross-exchange data. We focus on the collection

process of high-frequency data and the data processing process, which includes data cleaning, normalization, and

feature engineering. Section 3.3 introduces the micro-structure of high-frequency data and how it can be used to predict

future asset price fluctuations. We also discuss the application of cross-market signals and how they can be incorporated

into prediction models. Section 3.4 is devoted to modeling optimal execution processes. We discuss how to model

reinforcement learning states, actions, and reward functions, and how to incorporate cross-exchange signals into these

models. Finally, we present experimental results and compare our approach with traditional methods. Our experiments

demonstrate that our approach outperforms traditional methods in terms of execution quality and trading costs, and

highlight the importance of incorporating cross-exchange signals in optimal execution strategies.

2 High-Frequency Data And Preprocess

Our work focuses on analyzing perpetual data from several top-ranked cryptocurrency exchanges, including Binance,

OKEx, and Bybit. Perpetuals are a type of derivative that exhibit similar price fluctuations to spot prices but can

be traded with higher leverage. Perpetuals typically have higher trading volumes than spot markets. It is important

to note that the prices of spot and perpetual markets are interrelated and balanced through funding rates. When the

perpetual price is higher than the spot price, perpetual longs need to pay a certain fee to shorts regularly, and when the

perpetual price is lower than the spot price, perpetual shorts need to pay a certain fee to longs regularly to maintain

the spot-perpetual price difference within a certain range. Given that perpetual trading markets have more active

transactions than spot trading markets, we focus on analyzing the perpetual price data from these three exchanges. Our

analysis includes studying the micro-structure of the data and identifying the key factors that influence price movements

in the perpetual markets.

Most mainstream virtual currency exchanges now provide interfaces for downloading high-frequency historical data.

While it is possible to analyze the time series information of a single exchange by downloading the corresponding

historical data, analyzing and comparing the price time series of multiple exchanges requires additional processing.

The process of horizontally analyzing price data from multiple exchanges requires aligning the timestamps of the price

data from each exchange. However, the historical data provided by the exchanges usually only contains their own

timestamps, making timestamp alignment difficult to achieve. To address this issue, we use WebSockets to centrally

collect and process data from multiple exchanges in real-time and align the data from the different exchanges using

local timestamps. Websockets are a new protocol based on HTML5 that enables full-duplex communication between

the user side and the server side, allowing data to be quickly transmitted in both directions. By using WebSockets, we

can collect high-frequency data from multiple exchanges simultaneously and process it in real-time. This allows us to

align the timestamps from the different exchanges and perform a horizontal analysis of the price data.

The data we collect can be divided into two categories: multi-level order book data and real-time market transaction

data. Transaction data is updated in real-time and typically includes four pieces of information: transaction quantity,

transaction price, transaction direction, and transaction time. Order book data, on the other hand, can have different
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update rules across exchanges. For example, when subscribing to a 50-level order book on OKEx, the order book

update frequency is usually around 10ms, while on Binance, the order book is typically updated every 100ms for the

incremental part. Order book data can be divided into two parts: seller’s order book information and buyer’s order book

information. Order book information includes two parts: the price of each level and the corresponding order quantity.

In addition to subscribing to the order book data of each exchange, we also simultaneously subscribe to the best bid-ask

data to obtain more real-time data. We have noticed that the best bid-ask data usually has a higher update frequency

than the order book, which is crucial for high-frequency price prediction. For example, on Binance, the order book data

is only updated every 100ms, which may not meet our needs during periods of large market movements. During these

100ms, the order book may have changed significantly and the best bid-ask data may have been updated several times.

To address this issue, we locally maintain a relatively real-time order book by combining ticker data with exchange

order book data. This allows us to obtain more real-time data and improve the accuracy of our price prediction models.

Another challenge we face when collecting data from multiple exchanges is that the servers of different exchanges are

located at different addresses. For example, OKEx’s server is located in Hong Kong, Binance’s server is located in

Tokyo, and Bybit’s server is located in Singapore. This presents a challenge for aligning the timestamps of different

exchanges. Traditionally, high-frequency traders choose trading servers that are closest to the target exchange to obtain

trading data as quickly as possible, as shortening the physical distance is the most direct way to reduce network latency.

However, when we need data from multiple exchanges simultaneously, we inevitably face the problem of larger latency

due to the larger physical distance. To address this challenge, we use a server in Hong Kong to collect data from various

exchanges. Although there is inevitably some delay in data from Binance or Bybit due to the larger physical distance,

this solution solves the problem of aligning timestamps and avoids forward-looking bias. The time alignment process

can be seen in figure 1.

For data preprocessing, we used a fixed time interval sampling method with a fixed 10ms sampling interval. The

high-frequency data collected is event-driven, and the time intervals are usually not fixed or irregular. However, using a

fixed 10ms sampling interval can greatly simplify the analysis of factors. The fixed time interval sampling method also

brings great convenience to the horizontal comparison of exchange price data and the extraction of cross-exchange

signals. By aligning the data from multiple exchanges using the local timestamps, we can perform a horizontal analysis

of the price data and extract cross-exchange signals. In addition, the fixed time interval sampling method also enables

us to perform more efficient and effective data analysis. By using a fixed time interval, we can easily aggregate and

summarize the data, making it easier to identify patterns and trends in the data.

3 Cross Exchange Feature Engineer

Unlike the traditional financial system, where prices are typically driven by a single exchange, the trading venues

for virtual currencies are more diverse, and the reasons for asset price changes are more varied. To understand the

causes of exchange rate fluctuations, we need to collect and analyze information from multiple exchanges. This section

focuses on the relationship between cross-exchange signals and short-term asset price changes. These signals are
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Figure 1: Time Alignment Example. By using a single server to collect data from different exchanges, we can obtain

the server time (time_binance_swap, time_bybit_swap) for each piece of data received. For the exchange Bybit,

we also record the corresponding exchange time (Exch_time_bybit_swap). The time alignment process involves

mapping the server time to the exchange time for all exchanges using an interpolation method.

mainly extracted from the market order flow, which drives asset price changes. Limit order flow includes placing and

canceling limit orders, which are usually reflected in changes in the order book shape. Market order flow refers to

transaction information in the market, which reflects the strength of the trader’s desire to buy or sell. By analyzing the

order flow data from multiple exchanges, we can extract cross-exchange signals that can help us predict short-term

asset price changes. These signals can provide valuable information about the market’s overall sentiment and can be

used to develop more accurate and effective models of the cryptocurrency market.

3.1 Cross exchange Trade Imbalance

Market orders are often considered the main driver behind asset price movements in the cryptocurrency market. When

there are more active buyers than sellers, asset prices tend to rise, while when there are more sellers than buyers, asset

prices usually fall. This can be explained from the perspective of supply and demand balance. When demand exceeds

supply, i.e., when there are more buyers than sellers, prices generally rise, while when supply exceeds demand, i.e.,

when there are more sellers than buyers, prices generally fall.

Order flow imbalance has been widely studied in the context of the cryptocurrency market, and researchers like Cont

Cont et al. [2021] have conducted research on multi-level order flow imbalance. Order imbalance is typically defined as
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shown in Equation 1, where OIMt represents the statistical results of the order flow from time t− 1 to t. To consider

the real-time statistical results of order flow from different exchanges, we use i to represent different exchanges. The

"Buy volume" and "Sell volume" are the active trading volumes of traders, with "Buy volume" representing the active

buying volume and "Sell volume" representing the active selling volume. Cartea Cartea and Jaimungal [2016] also

pointed out that order flow is the main reason for short-term price changes in the cryptocurrency market. By analyzing

the dynamics of order flow and order flow imbalance, we can gain valuable insights into the market’s overall sentiment

and predict short-term price changes more accurately.

OIM i
t = Buy_volumeit − Sell_volumeit, (1)

the symbol OIM i
t represents the strength of buying and selling, where a value greater than zero indicates stronger

buying power than selling power, and the absolute value represents the specific magnitude. However, there is a

normalization issue that needs to be addressed. Firstly, there is a significant difference in trading volume between

different assets, and secondly, even for the same asset, the trading activity may vary significantly across different trading

periods. To address this normalization issue, we provide a normalized definition of order flow imbalance in Equation 2.

By normalizing the order flow imbalance using the total trading volume, we can compare the order flow imbalance of

different assets or different trading periods on a more equal basis.

OIMN i
t =

sign(OIM i
t ) · (|OIM i

t | −min(|OIM i
t |))

(max(|OIM i
t |)−min(|OIM i

t |))
. (2)

In the normalized definition of order flow imbalance (Equation 2), the symbols Min(OIM i
t ) and Max(OIM i

t )

represent the minimum and maximum values of the indicator OIM i
t over a certain period of time. The specific

magnitude of the order flow imbalance is characterized by the size of the current order flow relative to the maximum

and minimum values.

The R score, also known as the coefficient of determination, is a statistical measure widely used in regression analysis

to represent the explanatory power of a model for the sample. If we use y to represent the true future return of an asset,

and ŷ as the predicted value of the regression model, then the R score can be expressed as the following formula 3:

R2 = 1−
∑

(y − ŷ)2∑
(y − ȳ)2

. (3)

As we can see, the value of the R score usually falls between 0 and 1. The closer it is to 1, the better the model fits the

data, while the closer it is to 0, the poorer the model’s explanatory power.

In order to measure the predictive power of the factor, we consider the R2 value of the linear model, as shown in Figure

2.
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Figure 2: R score comparison (BTC_USDT). This figure shows the prediction performance of the trade flow of two

exchanges, Bybit and Okex, respectively.

Figure A and Figure B in 2 show the prediction performance of the trade flow of two exchanges, Bybit and Okex,

respectively. Taking Figure A as an example, the x-axis represents multiple time dimensions, and we focus on the

prediction performance of 100ms, 200ms, 500ms, 1s, 5s, and 10s. The y-axis shows the R score of the regression model,

which measures the quality of the model’s fit to the data. We also compared the effects of using signals from a single

exchange and considering signals from multiple exchanges at the same time. The multi-exchange signal is derived from

the single-exchange signal, as shown in Equation 4. For example, when we predict the future return of Bybit, we will

consider the order flow situation of Binance and Okex comprehensively; when we predict the future return of OKEx,

we will consider the order flow situation of Binance and Bybit comprehensively from time t− 1 to t.

OIMNt =
∑
i

OIMN i
t . (4)

In Figure A and Figure B, we observe that the cross-exchange signal consistently outperforms the single-exchange

signal in terms of predictive power, regardless of the prediction time scale. This finding underscores the importance of

incorporating cross-exchange order flow signals into predictive models of asset returns in the cryptocurrency market.

We also observe that the R score of the regression model tends to decline as the prediction time length increases. This

is consistent with intuition, as short-term price prediction is usually easier than long-term price prediction. However,

even for longer prediction time scales, the cross-exchange signal still provides a significant improvement in predictive

power compared to the single-exchange signal. Another interesting finding is that predicting the asset price of OKEx is

more difficult than that of Bybit. This phenomenon can be explained from the perspective of trading volume. Binance

is generally considered the largest cryptocurrency trading market with the highest trading volume, followed by Okex

and Bybit. The trading volume of Okex is usually higher than that of Bybit. This difference in trading volume may

contribute to the greater prediction difficulty for Okex compared to Bybit.
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Figure 3: Future return prediction 5s (BTC_USDT). This figure presents the relationship curve between cross-

exchange trade imbalance and future return.

To further analyze the relationship between trade imbalance and asset future return, we present the relationship curve

between cross-exchange trade imbalance and future return in Figure 3. Figure A reflects the prediction effect for Bybit,

while Figure B reflects the prediction effect for OKEx. The curves demonstrate that the trade imbalance and future

return roughly show a proportional relationship, and the prediction effect of Bybit is much better than that of OKEx.

Taking Bybit as an example, when the trade imbalance tends to 1, the future return tends to 0.6 basis points (bps), which

means that the trade imbalance can provide approximately 0.6 bps of prediction information. This finding supports the

use of trade imbalance information as a predictor of short-term asset returns.

3.2 Cross Exchange Order Imbalance

High-frequency traders need to pay attention to and study the microstructure of the order book, which plays a critical

role in modern financial markets. Most financial markets, including the Hong Kong, New York, Shenzhen, Tokyo, and

NASDAQ exchanges, use limit order books to match trades. Unlike the previous quote-driven trading model, the limit

order book is organized by all market participants, who can issue or cancel orders reflecting their desire to buy or sell

assets at specific prices. Figure 4 shows an example of a limit order book, where the horizontal axis represents the order

price and the vertical axis represents the order quantity. The green part represents limit buy orders, while the red part

represents limit sell orders. Traders often try to obtain information about asset price changes by observing the shape or

changes in the order book. For example, in the example shown in Figure 4, the quantity of red sell orders is slightly

larger than that of green buy orders. This is often interpreted as indicating that the selling pressure is greater than the

buying pressure, and the probability of a price drop is higher. Traders can also analyze the dynamics of the order book,

such as the rate of order cancellations and updates, to infer market sentiment and anticipate price movements.

Order book imbalance has been the subject of extensive study and analysis Cont et al. [2014], Bouchaud et al. [2009],

Byrd et al. [2020], Yagi et al. [2023]. Cartea Cartea et al. [2018] has demonstrated that order book imbalance can be
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Figure 4: Order book Example An example of a limit order book, where the horizontal axis represents the order

price and the vertical axis represents the order quantity. The green part represents limit buy orders, while the red part

represents limit sell orders.

used to predict the direction of the next market order, whether it is a buy or a sell, thus predicting short-term price

changes in assets. Although limit orders reflect buying and selling desires relatively weakly compared to trade flow,

they can significantly impact short-term price trends by providing liquidity. In our analysis, we consider the cumulative

order volume of the top five bid and ask levels and define the order book imbalance as shown in Equation 5, where i

represents the exchange and t represents the instantaneous order book imbalance at time t. We also provide the formula

for calculating cross-exchange order book imbalance in Equation 6. Cross-exchange order book imbalance refers to

predicting short-term price trends of assets by considering the shapes of order books from multiple exchanges. Based

on the formula, when the cumulative liquidity of the buy side is higher than that of the sell side, IMBi
t is positive,

indicating that the probability of a short-term increase in asset prices is greater than a decrease. Conversely, when the

cumulative liquidity of the sell side is higher than that of the buy side, IMBi
t is negative, indicating that the probability

of a short-term decrease in asset prices is greater than an increase.

IMBi
t = (Bidit −Askit)/(Bidit +Askit). (5)

IMBt =
∑
i

IMBi
t. (6)

In our analysis, we explore the predictive ability of order book imbalance for BTC prices on two exchanges, Bybit

and OKEx. The results are presented in Figure 5. Taking Bybit as an example, we use regression models for both a

single exchange and cross-exchange signals to predict short-term price movements for BTC on Bybit. The regression

11
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Figure 5: R Score Comparison (BTC_USDT). This figure demonstrates the predictive ability of order book imbalance

for BTC prices on two exchanges, Bybit and OKEx, across different time scales, using the R score indicator.

models for the single exchange and cross-exchange signals are shown in equations 7 and 8, respectively. To simplify the

analysis, we sum the order book imbalance of different exchanges to show their cumulative effect, rather than regressing

the asset price on the order book imbalance of individual exchanges as separate variables.

Retit+1 = α+ β(IMBi
t) + ϵt. (7)

Retit+1 = α+ β(IMBt) + ϵt. (8)

We evaluate the performance of the Order book Imbalance factor at different time intervals ranging from 100ms to

10s, and compare the effects of using signals from a single exchange versus multiple exchanges. Figure A shows the

experimental results on Bybit, while Figure B shows the results on OKEx. The results in Figure A indicate that the R

score of the cross-exchange signal reaches 13% at a time interval of 100ms, which is significantly higher than that of

the single-exchange signal. Moreover, as the prediction time interval becomes longer, the predictive power of the signal

decreases, as seen in the experiments on OKEx and Bybit. It should be noted that the cross-exchange signal can still

improve the prediction level relative to the single-exchange signal, although the same factor has a weaker predictive

effect on OKEx than on Bybit.

In addition to evaluating the predictive power of the Order book Imbalance factor, we also examine the level of the

future return predicted by the signal at a time interval of 5s, as shown in Figure 6. Figures A and B respectively present

the experimental analysis on Bybit and OKEx. Taking Figure A as an example, we observe a positive correlation

between the strength of the signal and the absolute size of the asset’s future return. As the signal becomes stronger,

the absolute magnitude of the future return also increases. When the signal tends to -1 or +1, the absolute value of the

future return is roughly around 0.6bps, indicating that the maximum predictive power of the signal is around 0.6bps.

The predictive performance of the signal on OKEx is not as significant as on Bybit, with an approximate prediction

level of 0.4bps.
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Figure 6: Future return prediction 5s (BTC_USDT). This figure displays the results of analyzing the level of future

return predicted by the signal at 5-second intervals.

3.3 Cross Exchange Spread

Due to the diversity of virtual currency trading venues, price differences between different exchanges are common.

These differences are primarily caused by variations in market depth and trading populations across different exchanges.

For instance, in Korean exchanges, trading volumes may be concentrated during the daytime in Asia due to the

majority of traders being Koreans. The emergence of price differences has created a new type of market participant, the

arbitrageurs, who aim to profit by buying low and selling high between different exchanges. These market participants

help maintain asset prices at similar levels across different markets, bringing about a regression property in asset prices.

As a result, cross-exchange price difference signals have become an important factor to consider in predicting short-term

price changes of assets. In fact, Albers et al. Albers et al. [2021] conducted relevant research on predicting short-term

price changes of assets based on cross-exchange spread signals.

Cross-exchange arbitrage is a strategy used to take advantage of price differences between different exchanges. The

goal of this strategy is to profit by buying an asset on one exchange where it is undervalued and selling it on another

exchange where it is overvalued. This arbitrage behavior helps to bring about a convergence in prices between the two

exchanges over a short period of time. For example, when the price of an asset on exchange A is higher than that on

exchange B, arbitrageurs will buy the corresponding assets on exchange B while selling the same amount of assets on

exchange A. This buying behavior on exchange B increases the demand for the asset and raises its price, while the

selling behavior on exchange A increases the supply of the asset and lowers its price. As a result, the prices of the asset

on the two exchanges will gradually converge towards the same level.

In our analysis, we define the cross-exchange spread signal as shown in Equation 9. Here, i and j represent different

exchanges, and when we consider exchange i, the spread between exchange i and exchange j can be used as a factor

to predict the price change of exchange i. If Spreadit > 0, it indicates that prices on other exchanges are higher than

that on exchange i, while Spreadit < 0 indicates that prices on other exchanges are lower than that on exchange i. In
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Figure 7: Cross Exchange Spread R Score (BTC_USDT). The regression analysis results for the signal cross-exchange

spread in Bybit and OKEx.

addition, we consider the potential impact of derivatives on prices, where factors such as funding rates may lead to

a relatively persistent spread between derivatives and spot prices. Therefore, we also consider a normalized version

of the spread by subtracting a rolling mean from the original spread, as shown in Equation 10. This normalization

helps to account for any persistent spread caused by derivatives trading and allows for a more accurate analysis of price

movements based on cross-exchange spread signals.

Spreadit =
∑
j

(Pricejt − Priceit). (9)

Spread_normi
t = Spreadit −Roll(Spreadit). (10)

The regression analysis results are shown in Figures 7 and 7 for Bybit and OKEx exchanges, respectively. Although

the explanatory power of the factor decreases as the prediction time interval becomes larger, the decay rate is not very

fast. This is also reflected in the experiments on OKEx, where we found that the explanatory power of the factor even

reached its maximum at a time interval of 500ms and did not always decay. Moreover, the experimental results show

that compared to the order flow signal, the cross-exchange spread has a special advantage in longer time intervals. This

may be because the convergence of cross-exchange spread regression does not occur instantly, but requires some time.

We can see from the relationship curve in Figure 8 between the factor and future return that the predictive power of the

factor is improved compared to the order flow signal. As the strength of the factor gradually increases, the future return

tends to 1.5bps, indicating that the maximum predictive power of the factor tends to 1.5bps. Furthermore, there is a

positive correlation between the strength of the factor and future return, which can be helpful in the decision-making

process.

To further illustrate the potential reasons why cross-exchange spread signals can predict asset prices, we provide a

simple example in Figure 9. The figure shows the price curves of BTC in three exchanges during the same time period.
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Figure 8: Future return prediction 5s (BTC_USDT). The relationship curve between the factor and future return.

Figure 9: Cross Exchange Spread Example (BTC_USDT). The figure shows the price curves of BTC in three

exchanges during the same time period. We can observe that price changes first occur on Binance and OKEX, with

Bybit’s price changes lagging behind the other two.

Several phenomena are evident: Firstly, there is a relatively stable price difference between exchanges, with the price of

OKEX being slightly higher than the other two exchanges. If we focus on the sequence of BTC price changes, we can

observe that price changes first occur on Binance and OKEX, with Bybit’s price changes lagging behind the other two.

When BTC rises on Binance, a cross-exchange spread is created between Bybit and Binance, which typically leads to

an increase in the price of Bybit. This is a straightforward example of using cross-exchange spread signals to predict

asset prices.

4 Optimal Execution Using RL

When executing a large order, the market price can be significantly affected, especially when the order size is comparable

to or larger than the market liquidity. If the order is a large buy order, the market price will rise, whereas if it is a sell
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order, the market price will fall. In order to mitigate the impact on the market price, we need to split the large order into

multiple sub-orders during the execution process. Executing orders too quickly can adversely affect the market price,

while executing orders too slowly can expose us to too much market risk (price uncertainty). Therefore, we need to

make appropriate decisions based on the market conditions at the time.

4.1 Problem Formulation

Consider selling V units of stocks within a given time T, where Qt represents the current inventory, νt represents the

execution speed, and St represents the price of the stock at time t. The current inventory depends on the execution

speed and can be modeled using the function 11.

dQt = −νtdt,

Q0 = V.
(11)

To account for the impact of execution speed on the execution price, we consider the execution price Ŝt as a function of

the current stock price St and the execution speed νt, which can be represented by the following equation 12. Here, the

variable k characterizes the extent to which execution speed affects the execution price.

Ŝt = St − kνt. (12)

Our goal is to find the optimal execution speed νt that enables us to execute the given number of stocks as quickly as

possible, without adversely affecting the execution price and while achieving the highest average execution price. In

other words, we aim to maximize the following objective function 13:

Q =

∫ T

0

Ŝuνudu+ (V −QT )ST − α (V −QT )
2
, (13)

the first term in the objective function represents the cash obtained from selling stocks accumulated within the time

interval from 0 to T. The integral term in the objective function represents the sum of the average execution price of

selling stocks at time u times the number of stocks sold at time u, represented by Ŝuνudu. The second term represents

the stocks we still hold but have not sold until time T, and our strategy is to sell these stocks at the stock price ST at

time T. The third term is a penalty term, which ensures that the execution algorithm can sell all stocks before time T, an

important prerequisite for optimal execution.

When making decisions about execution speed, we need to consider both the current position level and the remaining

execution time to ensure that we can sell all stocks within the specified time. Optimal execution also focuses on the

execution price, meaning that we aim to sell stocks at a higher price. Therefore, when making decisions about execution

speed, we also need to pay attention to the market situation and predict the short-term trend of stock prices. For instance,

if we anticipate that the price will rise, we can slow down the execution speed and sell most of the stocks after the rise.

Conversely, if the price is expected to fall, we can speed up the execution speed to ensure the stocks are fully executed

before the price drops.
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4.2 RL Environment For Optimal Execution

4.2.1 States

The state S is divided into two parts. One part is generated by the agent itself and is called the agent state, denoted by

Sagent. These variables mainly originate from the task itself, which involves selling V units of stocks within T time.

There are two crucial variables for our decision-making: the current inventory level Qt and the remaining execution

time M = T − t. To simplify the optimal execution decision-making process, we discretize the problem and introduce

the concept of decision resolution H. For example, if the execution time is T=10s, the number of stocks to be executed

is V=1000, and the decision resolution is H=10, it means that we can make a decision every 1 second on the number of

stocks to be executed, and the remaining time ranges from 10 (at the beginning of the task) to 0 (at the end of the task).

Another type of variable is the environmental variable, which originates from our observation of the environment. We

refer to it as the environment state, denoted by Senvironment. In the context of the optimal execution problem, it mainly

involves predicting factors related to the future return of the asset. Much of the work focuses on analyzing the current

state of the market, including extracting factors related to the current market order flow and order book shape. Our

work primarily focuses on the analysis and utilization of cross-exchange signals, such as cross-exchange order book

imbalance, cross-exchange trade flow imbalance, and cross-exchange spread analysis.

Our focus is on analyzing the impact of different states on the decision-making of the agent, which includes the current

inventory, remaining time, and various market variables.

4.2.2 Actions

In the reinforcement learning model, the agent typically makes decisions, or actions, based on the current state. In the

context of the optimal execution problem, we consider the classic TWAP (Time-Weighted Average Price) model as the

baseline for model evaluation. For selling V units within a given time T, the TWAP algorithm provides a solution that

executes the order at a constant speed of ν = V/T . In the discrete case, given a decision resolution of H, the TWAP

execution algorithm needs to sell V/H units of orders every T/H time interval, with the orders placed in the form of

market orders.

To maintain consistency with the TWAP execution algorithm, we consider market orders as the order type, with the

only variable being the number of stocks to be executed at different times. Unlike the uniform execution of the TWAP

algorithm, we allow the number of market orders to be any integer in the interval [0, Qt], where 0 represents no

execution and Qt represents the current position level at time t. When the quantity of market orders is equal to the

current position level, it represents selling all orders at that moment, which typically occurs when the remaining time is

close to 0 or when the prediction signal is extremely bearish.
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4.2.3 Rewards

When the agent makes a decision at, the environment provides a corresponding reward. The design of the reward

function is typically the most important aspect of reinforcement learning algorithms. In this case, we use the relative

P&L (Profit and Loss) between time t and t+ 1 as the reward function, as shown in the following equation:

Rt =
Qt+1 ∗ (St+1 − St)− β|(Qt+1 −Qt) ∗ St|

V ∗ S0
. (14)

The variable Qt+1 in the formula represents the current position level. At time t, we sell (Qt −Qt+1) shares of the

stock, where the constant β represents the transaction cost, including transaction fees and impact costs of selling stocks.

To avoid introducing bias caused by different stock prices, we consider the relative return with respect to the initial

trading price. V represents the total number of shares we need to sell, S0 is the price of the stock at time 0, and S0 ∗ V

is the total cash we would obtain if we sold all shares instantaneously at time 0, assuming infinite liquidity.

In contrast to previous approaches that only consider the realized implementation shortfall Schnaubelt [2022] and

absolute proceeds Nevmyvaka et al. [2006], we believe that it is essential to consider the impact of current actions on

future outcomes. Additionally, this reward design has the advantage that the accumulated reward over an episode is a

commonly used performance metric for optimal execution, known as implementation shortfall.

4.2.4 Reinforcement Learning Algorithm

We adopted Proximal Policy Optimization (PPO) as our reinforcement learning algorithm model. PPO is a variant of the

Actor-Critic model, consisting of two main components: the actor, which outputs the probability distribution of actions

given the current state St, and the critic, which estimates the state value function. The actor takes the state St as input

and outputs a stochastic probability distribution over at. The critic is used to estimate the state value function and from

it we obtain the advantage function. By maximizing the advantage function, we can optimize the actor’s action space.

The PPO algorithm (Proximal Policy Optimization) originated from the TRPO algorithm (Trust Region Policy Opti-

mization)Schulman et al. [2015]. By constraining the rate of gradient updates, PPO significantly improves the stability

and convergence speed issues in policy optimization. The objective function of PPO algorithm consists of three main

parts 15:

LCLIP+V F+S
t (θ) = Êt

[
LCLIP
t (θ)− c1L

V F
t (θ) + c2S [πθ] (st)

]
. (15)

LCLIP (θ) = Êt

[
min

(
rt(θ)Ât, clip (rt(θ), 1− ϵ, 1 + ϵ) Ât

)]
. (16)

The first component of the objective function 16 is mainly designed to limit the update speed of the policy, where the

hyperparameter ϵ is a constant and the ratio rt(θ) =
πθ(at|st)

πθold
(at|st) is used to measure the distance between the policy θ

and θold. The second component is the squared error loss of the value function LV F
t = (Vθ(st)− V target

t )2, which is

used to update the parameters of the critic model. The third component is an entropy loss based on the current policy

πθ, which is mainly designed to prevent overfitting of the model in the early stages.
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5 Results

Before presenting our experimental results, let’s briefly review the entire experimental process. We used high-frequency

data of cryptocurrencies as our experimental object. Considering the diversity of cryptocurrency trading venues, we are

more focused on cross-exchange signals, rather than just collecting signals through single exchange order flow. We use

high-frequency data to extract features and input them as market state variables into the reinforcement learning model.

Based on the market state, the reinforcement learning model provides optimal execution decisions and updates model

parameters through market feedback rewards.

5.1 Environment and Model Setting

We consider selling a virtual currency of V = 50 units within a specified execution time of T = 50 seconds. To simplify

the optimal execution problem, we consider a discrete case where the decision resolution is H = 10, meaning that the

agent can make 10 decisions within the given time, i.e., every 5 seconds. In the discrete case, the TWAP execution

algorithm will sell 5 units of virtual currency evenly at each decision time. The goal of reinforcement learning is to

better allocate the order execution quantity at each time point so that the average selling price is higher than that of the

TWAP execution algorithm.

For the PPO policy, we used a two-layer fully connected neural network with 64 neurons in each layer. For the PPO

algorithm hyperparameters, we set ϵ = 0.2, γ = 0.99, and λ = 0.95. Here, ϵ is the importance sampling ratio used to

control the difference between the new and old policies, γ is the discount factor used to weigh short term and long term

rewards, and λ is the weighting factor of the advantage function. We used Adam optimizer with a policy learning rate

of 0.0003 and a value function estimation network learning rate of 0.001.

5.2 Evaluation Metrics

To evaluate the performance of the optimal execution algorithm, we consider the total cash obtained by selling all assets,

denoted as Cash in 17.

Cash =

T∑
t

(xt ∗ pt) + (V −QT ) ∗ ST − α ∗ ((V −QT )
2) ∗ ST . (17)

Here, xt represents the number of stocks sold at time t, pt represents the selling price of the stock at time t, V −QT

represents the outstanding order quantity that has not been executed at time T, and
∑T

t (xt ∗ pt) + (V − QT )ST

represents all the cash obtained from selling the assets. The last term is a penalty term used to penalize the execution

algorithm for not completing all the orders that need to be executed within a fixed time, with a value of α = 0.02. In

addition to the zero ending penalty, we also compare the performance of strategies considering price impact in the

subsequent experiments.
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Figure 10: Action Space. We categorize the market prediction signal into three categories: Increase, Unchanged, and

Decrease. For each prediction signal, we visualize the action space given by the agent as a heatmap. It is apparent that

the action space is a function of the remaining time and remaining volume. The color of the heatmap represents the

aggressiveness of the execution, with lighter colors indicating more aggressive order execution.

Noticing that the total amount of cash is an absolute value, we consider using implementation shortfall as a relative

indicator, as shown in equation 18:

Where V ∗p0 represents the cash obtained by selling all orders at time 0. Implementation shortfall is a common measure

in the field of optimal execution, which evaluates the performance of an execution algorithm by comparing the average

execution price with the initial price p0.

IS = (Cash− V ∗ p0)/(V ∗ p0). (18)

We focus on the relative performance of the execution algorithm compared to TWAP and define the variable Gain in 19

Gain = (ISmodel − IStwap) ∗ 104. (19)

5.3 Statistical Results

The experimental section mainly compares the statistical results of three different scenarios:

1. TWAP(Time weighted average price) execution

2. Consider only a single exchange signal as the input to the reinforcement learning model.

3. Consider cross exchange signal as the input to the reinforcement learning model.
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5.3.1 Action Space

To illustrate how the strategy is affected by state variables, we consider the relationship between state variables and the

action space, as shown in Figure 10. The state variables include remaining time, inventory level, and market prediction

signal. We normalize the remaining time and inventory level to the interval [0,1]. A remaining time of 1 represents

the beginning of the episode, and a remaining time of 0 represents the end of the episode. A remaining volume of 1

represents a high inventory level, where no orders have been executed, and a remaining volume of 0 represents that all

assets have been sold, and the order execution task has been completed.

For the market prediction signal, we divide it into three categories: Increase, Unchanged, and Decrease. Increase

represents a prediction of an upward trend in the market, Decrease represents a prediction of a downward trend, and

Unchanged represents a neutral signal with similar probabilities of an increase or decrease. Meanwhile, we map the

aggressiveness of the orders executed by the agent to [0,1], where 1 represents the need for aggressive execution and 0

represents a passive execution.

We visualize the action space given by the agent in different states as a heatmap, as shown in Figure 10. From left to

right, the action space in three situations are displayed: predicting an upward trend, predicting a neutral market, and

predicting a downward trend. It can be observed that the action space is a function of remaining time and remaining

volume. Taking the left heatmap as an example, it can be seen that as the remaining time decreases, the color of the

heatmap becomes brighter, indicating that the order needs to be executed more aggressively. At the same time, as the

position level increases, the aggressiveness of the order executed by the agent also increases. Regarding the market

variables, by comparing the three heatmaps, it can be observed that when the prediction signal is a downward trend,

the aggressiveness of the execution actions given by the agent is relatively high. This means that when the market is

expected to decline, the agent usually wants to sell the position at a faster rate.

ISmean(bps) ISvariance(bps) Gaintwap(bps)

TWAP -3.10 1.15 0

PPOsingle -2.72 0.95 0.38

PPOcross -2.42 1.01 0.68
Table 1: Algorithm Comparison(Bybit). This table shows the comparison results among three different algorithms

using Bybit data. The test data consists of 1000 randomly sampled different samples from the test set.

5.3.2 Without Price Impact

Table 1 and 2 shows the comparison results among three different algorithms. The test data consists of 1000 randomly

sampled different samples from the test set, and the corresponding implementation shortfall is obtained by simulating

the order execution process in real-world scenarios. The corresponding histogram is shown in 11.
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Figure 11: Algorithm comparison based on P&L distribution (BTC_USDT). This figure shows the comparison

results among three different algorithms. The test data consists of 1000 randomly sampled different samples from

the test set, and the corresponding implementation shortfall is obtained by simulating the order execution process in

real-world scenarios.

ISmean(bps) ISvariance(bps) Gaintwap(bps)

TWAP -1.48 2.04 0

PPOsingle -1.38 1.14 0.1

PPOcross -1.21 1.15 0.27
Table 2: Algorithm Comparison(OKEx). This table shows the comparison results among three different algorithms

using OKEx data. The test data consists of 1000 randomly sampled different samples from the test set.

It can be seen that considering the execution fee of 3 bps, the IS of the TWAP execution algorithm is about -3.1 bps,

which means that most of the execution costs are consumed by the execution fee. Due to the lack of price prediction,

the P&L due to price changes is roughly zero. The second algorithm uses a signal from a single exchange for price

prediction to assist in the optimal execution process. Compared to the TWAP execution algorithm, the execution

algorithm has improved by 0.38 bps, which means that the execution algorithm has gained some improvement by

predicting asset price fluctuations. The third algorithm adds cross-exchange signals on the basis of single-exchange

signals. Compared to the TWAP execution algorithm, the agent further gains 0.68 bps of improvement. This result

further proves that cross-exchange signals can provide additional improvement compared to using only single-exchange

signals.

We also noticed that the variance increases to some extent after using cross-exchange signals. We can understand

this as follows: due to the different locations of servers of different exchanges, there may be network delay issues in

the process of obtaining cross-exchange signals, which may lead to significant delays in the data collection process,
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especially in the case of large market conditions. The appearance of significant delays may cause inaccuracies in the

signals obtained in some cases, which may be the main reason for the slightly increased variance in the experimental

results.

5.3.3 Price Impact

So far, we have always assumed that our own orders have no impact on the market price. However, in real-world

applications, large order sizes may have a significant impact on the market price. To test the robustness of the order

execution strategy, we introduce the price impact function 20. In the function, the variable xt represents the order

size, V is the target execution volume, and S0 is the initial price of the stock. For the TWAP execution algorithm,

with a decision granularity of 10, the additional cost will be equal to 0 since the order size is equal to 0.1V . As the

order size xt becomes larger, the value of the price impact function also becomes larger, resulting in greater costs. In

the experiment, we set the parameter β to 1e-5. In order to ensure that the algorithm can complete the execution task

within a specified time, we consider the zero-ending penalty 21, where the parameter α is a constant used to control the

strength of the penalty. In the experiment, we set the parameter α to 0.02.

C = β ∗max(0, xt/V − 0.1) ∗ V ∗ S0. (20)

Z = α ∗ ((V −QT )
2) ∗ ST . (21)

The data in Table 3 shows the comparison results after considering the price impact function and zero ending penalty.

As expected, the execution cost has increased significantly. Compared to the previous scenario where the price impact

was not considered, the improvement obtained by the reinforcement learning model has slightly decayed. However,

we can still see that compared to the TWAP execution algorithm, the reinforcement learning model can achieve lower

execution costs. Moreover, compared to using signals from a single exchange, cross-exchange signals can still provide

more predictive signals. After considering cross-exchange signals, the execution cost can be reduced by 0.32 bps

compared to the TWAP execution algorithm.

ISmean(bps) ISvariance(bps) Gaintwap(bps)

TWAP -3.10 1.15 0

PPOsingle -2.96 0.78 0.14

PPOcross -2.78 0.66 0.32
Table 3: Algorithm Comparison(Price impact). This table shows the comparison results after considering the price

impact function and zero ending penalty.
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5.3.4 Influence Of Prediction Time Interval

The above experiments mainly focused on predicting a time interval of 5 seconds. In order to investigate the impact of

prediction time intervals on strategy performance, we compared the performance of three different time dimensions (2s,

5s, 10s). During the experiment, we kept the decision resolution H=10 unchanged. The experimental results are shown

in Table 4.

We mainly focus on the expectation and variance of the implementation shortfall metric, as well as the improvement

compared to the TWAP baseline. From the perspective of expected execution cost, we observe that when the time

interval is 5 seconds, the execution cost is the smallest at 2.42bps, followed by 2.64bps for the 10-second execution

period, and the worst is the 2-second execution period. This can be explained from the absolute value of the expected

return prediction: first, in the feature analysis chapter, we can see that as the prediction period becomes longer, the

predictive power of the factor will decrease secondly, as the prediction period becomes longer, the amplitude of asset

price fluctuations will increase. The first point leads to a decrease in execution cost as the prediction period becomes

shorter, while the second point is exactly the opposite, with execution cost decreasing as the prediction period becomes

longer. Looking at the variance of execution cost, we notice that as the execution period becomes longer, the variance

also becomes larger. This is mainly due to the increasing uncertainty of asset prices as the execution period becomes

longer.

ISmean(bps) ISvariance(bps) Gaintwap(bps)

2s -2.73 0.54 0.29

5s -2.42 1.01 0.68

10s -2.64 1.21 0.52
Table 4: Influence Of Prediction Time Interval(PPOcross). This table compared the performance of three different

time dimensions (2s, 5s, 10s).

5.3.5 Examples

To further explain the difference between the reinforcement learning execution algorithm and TWAP, we provide a

simple example as shown in Figure 12. The execution starts at 12:47:40 and needs to execute 50 units of assets within

50 seconds. The solid blue line represents the price change of assets during this period. It can be seen that there was

a significant downward trend in asset prices after the order execution began. The blue and yellow dotted lines in the

figure represent the execution degree of the execution algorithm. For the TWAP execution algorithm, as there is no

additional signal provided by the market, the position level steadily decreases, representing that the algorithm sells

assets at a uniform rate. For the reinforcement learning agent, it can be seen that the position level quickly drops to
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Figure 12: Execution Example. This figure provides a simple example to compare three different execution algorithm.

(a) This chart shows the price curve of Bitcoin (BTC) during the execution period. (b) This figure reflects the execution

process of three algorithms. (c) This figure is a comparison of the P&L (profit and loss) generated from the execution

process. (d) This chart reflects the specific comparison between the cross-exchange signal and the single-exchange

signal during the time interval from 19:05:00 to 19:05:10.
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0, indicating that the agent sold all assets in the initial short period of time, effectively avoiding losses caused by the

downward trend in asset prices.

6 Conclusion

In this work, we demonstrate that reinforcement learning models can be used to address the problem of optimal order

execution. Optimal order execution is crucial for both professional teams and individuals, especially for strategies with

high turnover. If execution can be improved, then the strategy can achieve significant gains.

Our work focuses primarily on the following points: First, we built an order matching system to simulate the execution

of orders on an exchange, as the interaction environment for reinforcement learning. Second, considering the problem of

multiple virtual currency exchanges, we attempted for the first time to use cross-exchange signals to predict asset price

changes. Although we need to consider the significant delay in obtaining cross-exchange market data, experimental

results show that the signals still have a significant predictive effect. Finally, we observed that after adding prediction

signals, especially cross-exchange signals, the agent can make better decisions.
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