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Abstract

Automated market makers (AMMs) are a new prototype of decentralised exchanges which are
revolutionising market interactions. The majority of AMMs are constant product markets (CPMs)
where exchange rates are set by a trading function. This work studies optimal trading and statistical
arbitrage in CPMs where balancing exchange rate risk and execution costs is key. Empirical evi-
dence shows that execution costs are accurately estimated by the convexity of the trading function.
These convexity costs are linear in the trade size and are nonlinear in the depth of liquidity and in
the exchange rate. We develop models for when exchange rates form in a competing centralised
exchange, in a CPM, or in both venues. Finally, we derive computationally efficient strategies that
account for stochastic convexity costs and we showcase their out-of-sample performance.

Keywords: Decentralised finance, blockchains, automated market making, smart contracts,
algorithmic trading, statistical arbitrage, predictive signals.

1. Introduction

Decentralised Finance (DeFi) is a collective term for blockchain-based financial services that
do not rely on intermediaries such as brokers or banks. New powerful technologies are the engine
behind the remarkable growth of DeFi, which is changing the financial landscape and is in direct
competition with many traditional stakeholders. Within DeFi, automated market makers (AMMs)
are a new paradigm in the design of decentralised trading venues (DEXs) and are revolutionising
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the way in which market participants provide and take liquidity. Currently, AMMs are mainly
exchanges for cryptocurrencies; however, their core concepts go beyond the cryptocurrency sector
and they are poised to challenge traditional centralised exchanges (CEX) in all asset classes.

At present, the majority of AMMs are constant function markets (CFMs), introduced in An-
geris and Chitra (2020). In CFMs, a trading function and a set of rules determine how liquidity
takers (LTs) and liquidity providers (LPs) interact, and how markets are cleared. The trading
function is deterministic and known to all market participants. CFMs display pools of liquidity
for pairs of assets, where the exchange rates, i.e., the relative prices between the two assets, are
determined by their quantities in the pool, or reserves, as prescribed by the trading function. The
trading function establishes the link between liquidity and exchange rates, so LTs can compute the
execution costs of their trades as a function of the trade size – these costs are commonly referred
to as slippage or execution costs. A key difference between CFMs and limit order books (LOBs) is
that execution costs in CFMs are given by the curvature of the trading function which is known in
closed form; see Engel and Herlihy (2021b) and Angeris et al. (2022a). As in traditional markets
that operate an LOB, the larger the size of an order, the higher the execution costs.

Within CFMs, we focus on constant product markets (CPMs), which are the most popular type
of CFM and where the trading function uses the product of the reserves to determine clearing rates.
In this paper, we solve the problem of an LT who trades in a CPM to execute a large position in an
asset or to execute statistical arbitrages between the CEX and the DEX.1 We formulate the trading
problem as a stochastic control problem in continuous time where the LT controls the speed at
which she sends liquidity taking orders. Key to the performance of the LT’s strategies is to balance
exchange rate risk and execution costs. In our model, we use the first-order approximation of the
curvature of the trading function to compute execution costs. This approximation is referred to as
convexity costs and we use Uniswap data to show that convexity costs are an accurate estimate of
the execution costs studied in Engel and Herlihy (2021b) and in Angeris et al. (2022a). In CPMs,
convexity costs are well suited for continuous-time models because they are linear in the trading
speed of the LT. Convexity costs are stochastic; specifically, they are inversely proportional to the
depth of the pool and proportional to a non-linear transformation of the exchange rate in the pool.

We use Uniswap data for CPMs that trade pairs of cryptocurrencies to study the empirical
properties of this particular DEX. As widely documented in the literature, our analysis shows
that rates currently form in the LOBs of alternative electronic CEXs, despite very high levels of
activity for many of the pairs traded in Uniswap. Moreover, we find that LP activity is significantly

1Statistical arbitrage is studied in the context of traditional CEXs and for CEX/DEX arbitrage; see Capponi et al.
(2023a), Wang et al. (2022), Jin (2021), Boonpeam et al. (2021), Vakhmyanin and Volkovich (2023), Gogol et al.
(2024), and Li and Liu (2024).
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lower than that of LT activity and that current activity and liquidity in AMMs is such that the size
of the pool is approximately constant for the trading horizons we consider. Therefore, in our
first model, exchange rates form in the CEX. Specifically, we model the lead-follow relationship
between the exchange rates in the CPM and those in the CEX, so the LT informs her decisions
with the rates in both venues. In this setup, we derive trading strategies to execute large orders
and statistical arbitrages. We show that the optimal strategy consists of two components. One
component unwinds the inventory, and the second takes advantage of short-lived discrepancies
between the rates in the CPM and those in the CEX. In particular, both components adjust the size
of the LT’s trades to the stochastic convexity costs in the pool.

In anticipation of the growth of AMMs, and because some assets are traded only in AMMs, a
second version of our model assumes that exchange rates in the DEX are efficient, so CEX/DEX
discrepancies are not economically significant. The increase in the efficiency of exchange rates
in CFMs will be due to an increase in the activity of LPs and LTs, which will also result in more
changes in the depth of the pool of the CPM. Thus, in our second model, the depth of the pool is
stochastic and we show how an LT optimally executes a large position in one of the assets traded
in the pool. Finally, in a third model, rates form simultaneously in both the CEX and the DEX. In
this setup, exchange rates are cointegrated and the LT uses information from both venues to trade
optimally. This setup is akin to optimal trading and routing models when an asset is quoted in
multiple trading venues; see Frtisch et al. (2022); Angeris et al. (2022b); Henker et al. (2024).

In the three models we propose, the optimal strategies are characterised by semilinear par-
tial differential equations (PDEs). The nonlinearity in the PDEs is due to the stochasticity in the
convexity costs. We cannot find closed-form solutions for these equations and solving with nu-
merical techniques is computationally expensive. Thus, we introduce a method that uses piecewise
constant convexity costs to approximate the optimal strategy, and we show that the sequence of
piecewise-defined strategies converges to a continuous strategy where the trading speed of the LT
is determined by the stochastic convexity costs. The LT can deploy the closed-form approximation

strategy in real time, and we demonstrate that it accurately approximates the optimal strategy in
practical scenarios where the misalignment between the CEX and DEX rates is not too large.

We use Uniswap data to illustrate the performance of the liquidation and speculative strategies.
The efficient rates are those from Binance where traders interact through a price-time priority LOB.
To showcase the performance of our strategy, we use in-sample data to estimate model parameters
and out-of-sample data to execute the strategy in ‘real time’ as an LT would have done. In our
analysis, we use rolling-time windows of a few hours between 1 July 2021 and 31 December 2023
to obtain the distribution of the financial performance of the strategies. We look at two pairs of
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assets, one that is heavily traded and one that is not as frequently traded. We show the superior
performance of our liquidation strategy over TWAP and over a strategy that would have executed
the whole inventory in one trade at the start of the trading window. In line with Milionis et al.
(2022b) and CrocSwap, our analysis also demonstrates that there are profitable opportunities to
execute statistical arbitrages in Uniswap when the strategy is informed by Binance rates.

Early works on the analysis of the properties of AMMs are in Angeris et al. (2019); Chiu
and Koeppl (2019); Lipton and Treccani (2021); Capponi and Jia (2021); see also the literature
review in Biais et al. (2023). There is a rich literature that studies the economics of AMMs. Lehar
and Parlour (2021) and Capponi et al. (2023a) study rate formation in DEXs, and Bichuch and
Feinstein (2022) and Engel and Herlihy (2021a) derive axioms for CFMs. Closer to our work,
Engel and Herlihy (2021b) provide formal derivations for the losses of liquidity providers and
execution costs of liquidity takers which we approximate with the convexity costs. On the other
hand, Angeris et al. (2022a) and Angeris et al. (2023) define rate sensitivity and liquidity in AMMs
and show that execution costs are closely related to the curvature of the trading function, while
Angeris et al. (2021a) study liquidity taking in multiple CFMs and Angeris et al. (2022b) study
the optimal routing of liquidity taking orders.

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first paper to solve optimal execution for LTs in DEXs.
Early work on optimal execution in CEXs is in Bertsimas and Lo (1998) and Almgren and Chriss
(2000).2 On liquidity provision, Angeris et al. (2021b) are the first to describe the evolution of the
wealth of LPs in CPMs when rates are stochastic. Later, Milionis et al. (2022a) derive a similar
loss labelled LVR for CFMs. Both works assume rate formation in a CEX and a trading flow
which adjusts the reserves in the pool accordingly. In contrast, Cartea et al. (2023b) measure the
predictable losses of LPs in CFMs and in CL pools with minimal assumptions on the exchange
rates and on the trading flow. These losses include the opportunity cost of locking assets in the
pool.3

The remainder of this paper is organised as follows. Section 2 discusses how CFMs operate,
and uses Uniswap v3 data to study the dynamics of exchange rates, liquidity, and execution costs
in CPMs. Section 3 solves the optimal trading problem when the depth of the pool is constant
throughout the execution window, and rate formation is in an alternative CEX. Section 4 considers
rate formation in the DEX, and Section 5 considers rate formation in both venues. Finally, Section
6 showcases the performance of liquidation and statistical arbitrage strategies, and Appendix A
studies LP and LT activity in Uniswap v3 and Binance.

2See also Cartea et al. (2015), Guéant (2016), Lehalle and Laruelle (2018), Donnelly (2022), and Webster (2023).
3See Cartea et al. (2023b) for a detailed comparison.
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2. Automated market making

In this section, we discuss how CFMs operate and how they differ from electronic markets
where traders interact through an LOB. In particular, we describe the interactions of market par-
ticipants with a CFM that is in charge of a pair of assets. We use transaction data from Uniswap
v3 to study the activity of market participants, the dynamics of liquidity, and execution costs.

2.1. Description

AMMs are hard-coded and immutable programs running on a network. They provide a venue
to trade pairs of assets X and Y , where the liquidity of the pool consists of qX units of X and qY

units of Y . The exchange rate of the pool is the price of Y in terms of the price of X , and it is
determined by the quantities qX and qY .4 Two types of market participants interact in an AMM:
LPs, who deposit their assets in the pool, and LTs, who trade directly with the pool. Here, we
consider a CFM in charge of a single pool for the pair of assets X and Y . CFMs are characterised
by a deterministic trading function f(qX , qY ) that determines the rules of engagement among
participants in the pool. For instance, the trading function of the CPM is f(qX , qY ) = qX × qY .

In peer-to-peer networks, participants invoke the code of the AMM smart contract to instruct
market operations. LPs send messages with instructions to deposit or withdraw liquidity, and LTs
send messages to exchange one asset for the other. To provide liquidity, an LP instructs the AMM
with the quantities in assets X and Y to be deposited in a specific pool. On the other hand, LTs
indicate to the AMM the pool and the quantity of the asset to be exchanged. The available liquidity
in the pool and the trading function of the AMM determine the exchange rate received by the LT.
For each trade, LTs pay the AMM a transaction fee, which is distributed amongst LPs in the same
proportion as their contributions to the pool.5

2.2. LT and LP trading conditions

We refer to the rule that governs how LTs trade in the pool by the LT trading condition, and to
the rule that governs how LPs interact with the pool by the LP trading condition.

LT trading condition. The trading function f
(
qX , qY

)
is increasing in qX and qY , and it ties the

state of the pool before and after an LT transaction is executed. Throughout, the signs of x and y

indicate the direction of the trade, i.e., if y > 0, the LT sells asset Y , and if y < 0, the LT buys

4Some AMMs also display pools with more than two assets.
5See Heimbach et al. (2021) and Cartea et al. (2022) for an analysis on how LPs profit from their activity.
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asset Y . For simplicity, we assume zero fees.6 The LT trading condition

f(qX − x, qY + y) = f(qX , qY ) = κ2

determines the quantity x that the LT receives (pays) when exchanging y > 0 (y < 0). The
trading function keeps the quantity κ2 constant before and after a trade is executed. We write
f(qX , qY ) = κ2 as qX = φ(qY ) for an appropriate function φ that depends on κ; we refer to φ as
the level function. The level function of an AMM is convex by design.7

We denote the (unitary) exchange rate received by the LT when trading a quantity y of asset
Y by Z(y), with units X/Y.8 Thus, if an LT wishes to sell a quantity y of asset Y , she receives
x = y × Z(y) of asset X in exchange. Therefore,

qX − x = φ(qY + y) =⇒ φ(qY )− y Z(y) = φ(qY + y) ,

so

Z(y) =
φ(qY )− φ(qY + y)

y
, (1)

and for an infinitesimal quantity y we write

Z = −φ′(qY ) . (2)

We refer to Z as the marginal rate of the AMM, which is equivalent to the midprice in an
LOB. The marginal rate Z is a reference exchange rate – the difference between its value and
the execution rate is similar to the difference between the LOB midprice and the average price
obtained by a liquidity taking order that crosses the spread and walks the book when it is filled.

For CPMs, the trading function is

f(qX , qY ) = qX × qY = κ2, (3)

so the level function is φ(qY ) = κ2/qY . If an LT trades y when the marginal rate (2) is Z =

−φ′(qY ) = (κ/qY )2 , then the execution rate (1) is Z̃(y) = 1
y

(
κ2

qY
− κ2

qY +y

)
.

6To include the fee, one applies a discount to the quantity y before calculations are carried out.
7One can show that a no-arbitrage condition leads to the necessary convexity of the level function; see Abernethy

et al. (2011), Engel and Herlihy (2021a), and Cartea et al. (2022).
8The exchange rate Z(y) is the exchange rate received by the LT per unit of asset Y , and it is akin to the average

execution price for a market order which fills resting limit orders with different price levels in an LOB.
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LP trading condition. The trading function f(qX , qY ) is increasing in the pool reserves qX and
qY . Thus, when LP activity increases (decreases) the size of the pool, the value of κ increases
(decreases). We refer to κ as the depth of the pool. A distinctive characteristic of AMMs is
that liquidity provision changes the depth of the pool, but it does not change the marginal rate.
For example, in a CPM, the marginal rate is the ratio of the quantities supplied in the pool, i.e.,
Z = qX/qY , and when an LP deposits quantities x and y in the pool, the pair (x, y) must satisfy
the LP trading condition

qX

qY
=

qX + x

qY + y
= Z , (4)

and the value of κ changes from
√

qX × qY to
√

(qX + x) (qY + y). For (4) to hold, there exists
ρ such that x = ρ qX and y = ρ qY , i.e., liquidity provision and removal by LPs in a CPM is
performed in fractions of the pool reserves qX and qY , so the depth changes from κ to (1 + ρ) κ.

2.3. Convexity costs and execution costs

In this section, we study the execution costs implied by the liquidity in the pools, see e.g., Engel
and Herlihy (2021b) and Angeris et al. (2022a).9 We show that these costs are accurately estimated
by the convexity costs, which are given by the convexity of the trading function. Convexity costs
depend on the size of the trade, the depth of liquidity, and the rate in the pool. In particular, they
are better suited for continuous-time models because they are linear in the trading speed of the LT.

The rate in (1) received by an LT deteriorates as the size of the trade increases because the level
function φ is decreasing, which is akin to electronic exchanges based on LOBs and other types of
trading venues.10 The formulas (1) and (2) encode all the information needed by an LT to interact
with an AMM. For a trade of size y, the distance between the marginal rate Z and the execution
rate Z (y) defines execution costs |y (Z − Z(y)) | in the AMM. We define the unitary execution

costs as
Unitary execution costs = |Z − Z(y)| . (5)

To further study the characteristics of the execution costs in CPMs and motivate our frame-
work, we use transaction data from Uniswap v3 and the traditional LOB-based exchange Binance.
Uniswap v3 is considered the cornerstone of DeFi and is currently the most liquid AMM. We look
at the two pairs ETH/USDC and ETH/DAI; see Appendix A for a description of the data. For the
pool ETH/USDC, the unit of the depth κ is

√
ETH · USDC, of qX is USDC, of qY is ETH, and the

9Abernethy et al. (2011) study execution costs in prediction markets where AMMs have been previously studied.
10The trading function f is increasing in x and y and ∂yf(x, y) = ∂yf

(
φ(qY ), y

)
= 0 so φ′(y) = −∂yf(x,y)

∂xf(x,y)
< 0.
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marginal rate, the execution rate, and the unitary execution costs are all in USDC/ETH; similarly
for the pool ETH/DAI. For ease of reading, we omit the units of κ in the remainder of this work.

Here, we analyse the execution costs implied by the pool reserves and the trading function (3).
More precisely, we analyse the geometry of the constant product trading function to understand
how unitary execution costs relate to the depth of the pool and the marginal rate Z. Figure 1 shows
the CPM’s level function φ for κ = 2,500,000. Each point on the curve corresponds to values for
qX and qY that result in the same pool depth. Point O corresponds to the current pool quantities
qX and qY . The slope of the tangent at that point gives the current marginal rate Z = −φ′(qY ).

A change from O to A in Figure 1 is the result of an LT selling 2,500 ETH. A change from O

to B is the result of an LT buying 2,500 ETH. The new rates after these transactions are given by
the slopes at the new points A and B, respectively. When an LT sells y = 2,500 ETH, the unitary
execution rate Z(y) = x/y is given by the slope of the line (OA); see (1). Similarly, the slope of
the line (OB) gives the unitary rate for buying y. On the other hand, the unitary execution costs are
the absolute difference between the slope of the lines and the slope of the tangent at point O; the
magnitude of this difference depends on the curvature of φ in the neighbourhood of O; see Engel
and Herlihy (2021a) and Angeris et al. (2022a). This curvature is proportional to the convexity of
the level function and can be approximated by the second-order Taylor polynomial 1

2
φ′′(qYO) y

2.

A higher degree of convexity, i.e., more curvature around point O, does not change the slope of
the tangent at point O, but changes the slopes of the lines (OA) and (OB). The convexity of the
CPM’s level function is given by

φ′′(qY ) =
2κ2

qY 3 =
2Z3/2

κ
.

Therefore, the execution rate obtained for buying or selling y is always less advantageous than the
marginal rate Z because the level function φ is convex.

For orders of “small size” one can approximate the unitary execution costs in (5) with the
convexity costs

|Z − Z(y)| ≈ 1

κ
Z3/2 |y| , (6)

or equivalently, approximate the execution rate with

Z(y) ≈ Z − 1

κ
Z3/2 y .

Clearly, as the depth κ increases or the rate Z decreases, the reserves in asset Y in the pool increase,
so the convexity costs (6) are less pronounced.
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Figure 1: Geometry of the constant product trading
function. The figure shows the function φ (y) = x
where (x, y) are the reserves in USDC and ETH.

Figure 2: Scatter plot of transaction costs and
the approximation (6) for all transactions in the
ETH/USDC pool; see Appendix A.

Next, we employ transaction data from the ETH/USDC pool, see Appendix A, to compare
the convexity costs (6) with the unitary execution costs (5) incurred by LTs. Figure 2 shows a
scatter plot of the historical values of the unitary execution costs from transaction data and the
approximation

(
Z3/2/κ

)
y. Recall that negative values of y are buy orders and positive values are

sell orders. The figure shows that the convexity costs in (6) are an accurate approximation of the
unitary execution costs incurred when LTs operate in a CPM.

In an optimal trading framework, the LT controls the speed ν at which she sends orders to the
AMM. Now, assume that the LT trades the quantity y = ν∆t, where ∆t is a fixed time-step that
determines the LT’s frequency of trading and ν is fixed during the time interval. The execution
rate for y is Z(y) = Z−Z3/2 ν∆t / κ. Thus, in continuous time, to reflect the LT’s pace of trading
we write the LT’s execution rate as

Zt −
η

κ
Z

3/2
t νt , (7)

where the parameter η scales the convexity costs according to the LT’s trading frequency.
Due to the convexity of the level function, it is sub-optimal to execute large orders in one

trade. An optimal trading framework, similar to those developed for traditional LOB-based mar-
kets, should balance the trade-off between execution costs and rate risk. The execution cost in
CFMs is similar to the cost of “walking the book” when trading in LOBs, sometimes referred to
as the temporary price impact. The difference between the temporary price impact and the CFM
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execution cost is that in the CFM we have a deterministic closed-form expression for the execu-
tion cost as a function of the depth and the rate, both of which are estimated by LTs to estimate
execution costs. On the other hand, in LOBs, traders usually rely on historical data analysis and
assumptions to obtain an estimate of the execution costs. In LOBs, it is generally assumed that
temporary price impact is a linear function of the speed of trading where the slope of the function
is assumed to be fixed; see Cartea et al. (2015) and Guéant (2016).

Appendix A investigates trading activity in the pools we consider and compares the dynamics
of the exchange rates in Uniswap v3 and Binance. Our analysis confirms the widely accepted view
that despite high levels of activity in current CPMs, exchange rate formation primarily occurs in
electronic markets based on LOBs; see Angeris et al. (2021b). In what follows, we call the leading
exchange rate from another trading venue the oracle, which in our case is the Binance quoted rate.
Therefore, in Section 3, we propose our first trading model in CPMs where the LT acknowledges
that rate formation is not in the pool, so she employs the oracle rate to inform her trading decisions.
Moreover, our empirical analysis shows that LP activity is significantly lower than that of LTs, so
our model assumes a fixed value for the pool depth κ throughout the LT’s trading window.

We use the tools of stochastic optimal control to solve the optimisation problem of the LT.
The functional form of the convexity costs leads to a semilinear PDE and one can compute the
optimal trading speed with a numerical scheme. However, in our case, the numerical scheme is
computationally expensive because the semilinear PDE requires a thin grid and a linearisation
iterative method to transform the nonlinear problem into a sequence of linear problems. Thus,
to reduce computational costs, Subsection 3.3 introduces a method that uses piecewise constant
convexity costs to obtain, in the limit, a closed-form approximation strategy that adjusts the trading
speed of the LT according to the stochastic convexity costs in the pool. We employ this strategy in
our performance analysis of Section 6.

In practice, when the activity in AMMs is high enough so that rate discrepancies seldom ap-
pear, or when the AMM is the sole trading venue for a pair of assets – such as many crypto-assets
exclusively traded on Uniswap v3 – our first model is not suitable. Thus, Section 4 proposes a
model in which exchange rates form only in the AMM, and where the depth of the pool is stochas-
tic. Later, Section 5 proposes a model where both the AMM and the competing CEX are active,
so exchange rates form in both markets.

3. Optimal trading when rates form in the CEX

An LT trades in a CPM to exchange a large position in asset Y into asset X or to execute a
statistical arbitrage in the pair. In both cases, the LT uses rate information from the pool in the
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CPM and from another more liquid exchange in which the oracle rate S is the price of Y in terms
of that of X . The depth κ of the pool is constant during the execution window [0, T ], where T > 0 .

The LT must liquidate a position y0 in asset Y over the period of time [0, T ], and her wealth is
valued in terms of asset X . The LT trades at speed (νt)t≥0, so her inventory (yt)t≥0 evolves as

dyt = −νt dt , (8)

where, for simplicity, trading fees are zero.11 We do not restrict the speed in (8) to be positive;
if ν > 0, the LT sells the asset, and if ν < 0, the LT buys the asset. When the initial inventory
is y0 > 0 (resp. y0 = 0) the LT executes a liquidation (resp. speculation) programme. Next, we
describe the dynamics of the AMM and oracle rates, and we motivate our modelling assumptions.

3.1. Oracle and AMM rate dynamics

Here, the oracle rate is the most efficient rate, i.e., it reflects all the information available. At
present, for most pairs of assets that are quoted in both a CEX and a DEX, rates form in the CEX
because gas fees make small trades financially non-viable and liquidity providers incur predictable
losses, rebalancing costs, and concentration costs.12

The dynamics of the unaffected oracle exchange rate process (St)t≥0 are

dSt = σ St dWt , (9)

where the volatility parameter σ is a nonnegative constant, and (Wt)t≥0 is a standard Brownian
motion. On the other hand, the unaffected marginal rate in the AMM is denoted by (Zt)t≥0. In the
absence of market frictions, continuous arbitrage between the oracle rate S and the marginal rate
Z would make exchange rates converge so that St = Zt at any time t. However, exchanges and
AMMs are not frictionless, and a portion of the trading flow is not informed, so we consider the
following dynamics for the AMM’s unaffected marginal rate:

dZt = β (St − Zt) dt+ γ Zt dBt , (10)

where β > 0 is the oracle-reverting parameter that quantifies the strength of the arbitrage trading
flow, γ > 0 quantifies the dispersion induced by the noise trading flow, and (Bt)t≥0 is a standard

11Our performance analysis of Section 6 considers pool fees and gas fees to compute the performance of the
strategies.

12See Cartea et al. (2022) for more details. Other transaction costs for both LTs and LPs that are specific to
Ethereum blockchains include reordering costs and MEV; see Adams et al. (2023).
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Brownian motion independent of (Wt)t≥0.
13

Rate impact of the LT’s trades. Our model considers the execution of large trades in an AMM.
Akin to the literature on the execution of large orders in CEXs, we assume that the LT’s trading
activity has both temporary and permanent impact on the pool rates. Temporary impact is given
by the convexity costs and permanent impact is linear in the LT’s speed of trading; see Gatheral
and Schied (2013). Specifically, the pool quoted rate process is (Z̃t)t≥0 and the oracle market rate
is (S̃t)t≥0 with dynamics

dZ̃t = dZt − c νt dt , dS̃t = dSt − c νt dt , (11)

where Z̃0 = Z0, S̃0 = S0 , and c ≥ 0 is the permanent impact parameter. The dynamics of Z̃
in (11) imply that the trading activity of the LT affects the marginal rate and the level to which it
reverts. More precisely, write

dZ̃t = dZt − c νt dt = β
(
St + c (yt − y0)− Z̃t

)
dt+ γdBt − c νt dt

= β
(
S̃t − Z̃t

)
dt+ γ dBt − c νt dt .

Thus, the pool’s quoted rate Z̃ reverts to the oracle market rate S̃.

Suitability of rate dynamics. To assess the suitability of the exchange rate dynamics in (9) and
(10), Figure 3 shows the results of a CEX/DEX Granger-causality test for different data sampling
frequencies. The results of the test indicate that Binance rates lead the rates in the AMM. This is
not by design, it is a consequence of the higher liquidity in Binance. Thus, currently, and similar
to the dynamics in (10), it is crucial to consider the rate from a more liquid venue when trading
in an AMM. Moreover, our analysis in Appendix A shows that there is more trading activity in
Binance than there is LT and LP trading activity in the AMM, as measured by the frequency of
instructions and the size of the orders. In particular, during periods with little trading activity in the
pools, the oracle rate plays a central role to attract LT activity in the AMM whenever the difference
between the marginal rate and the oracle rate is significant; recall that only liquidity taking trades
can change the rate of the pool. The widening of the difference between the two rates triggers LT
activity which drives the two exchange rates to converge; i.e., arbitrageurs keep markets in check.

13Similar dynamics to those in (10) are explored in the literature on optimal execution in CEXs that uses market
signals to improve performance of strategies; see Cartea and Jaimungal (2016), Bechler and Ludkovski (2015), Cartea
et al. (2018a), Lehalle and Neuman (2019), Neuman and Voß (2020), Forde et al. (2022), Belak et al. (2018), and
Cartea et al. (2018b).
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Figure 3: For each pair of assets and for values of the sampling frequency ∆t ∈ [14 seconds, 60 minutes], the first
panel shows the estimated oracle-reversion parameter β in (10), the second panel shows the associated t-statistic, the
third panel shows the R-squared of the regression (12), and the last panel shows the Granger causality test statistic
χ2. Red dots in the last panel correspond to rejection, at the 0.01% confidence level, of the hypothesis that CEX rates
Granger-cause DEX rates.

The dynamics in (10) consider a continuous oracle-reversion behaviour of the rate in the AMM.
However, for some pairs of assets for which rates form in CEXs, Milionis et al. (2023) and He
et al. (2024) show that there are no-trade intervals, induced by execution costs in the DEX, within
which the DEX rate does not change despite changes in the CEX rate. To study the suitability of
the marginal rate dynamics in these cases, we discretise (10) as

∆ logZt = −γ2

2
∆t+ β

(
St − Zt

Zt

)
∆t+ γ

√
∆t ϵt , (12)

where ϵt is an error term, and we employ data for the two pairs ETH/USDC and ETH/DAI to run
an ordinary least squares (OLS) regression to estimate the parameters in (10).14

Figure 3 shows the estimation results for multiple values of the sampling frequency ∆t. The
figure shows that the descriptive power of the dynamics (10) for the marginal rate in the liquid pool
ETH/USDC improves as the frequency of data sampling increases – this improvement is primarily
due to the presence of noise trading and arbitrage trading activity at high frequency. Thus, the
impact of no-trade zones in liquid pools is negligible. However, for the illiquid pool ETH/DAI
and at high sampling frequencies (≤ 5 minutes) of the data, Figure 3 shows that model (10) does
not describe the marginal rate accurately due to intervals with no trades. However, when data are
sampled at low frequencies (≥ 5 minutes), the impact of these no-trade intervals diminishes. As
the sampling frequency decreases, this reduction is attributed to larger movements in both rates
due to more noise trading and arbitrage trading. Thus, optimal trading based on the rate dynamics
in (10) is suited for active pools at any observation frequency, and for illiquid pools when the
observation frequency is low.

14Binance and Uniswap data for the two pairs ETH/USDC and ETH/DAI are described in Appendix A.
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3.2. Model setup

As discussed above, when an LT sends a trade to the AMM, the rate impact received by the
order is encoded in the trading function. As in traditional models for optimal execution, the impact
depends on the trading speed. In AMMs, rate impact also depends on the rate Z̃ and the depth κ.
Specifically, the difference between the execution rate and the marginal rate Z̃ is as in (7), i.e., the
convexity costs to trade at speed ν are η

κ
Z̃3/2 ν . The LT trades at speed ν, so the quantity of Y

swapped at every instant in time is given by ν dt, and the dynamics of her holdings in asset X are
given by

dx̃t =
(
Z̃t −

η

κ
Z̃

3/2
t νt

)
νt dt . (13)

The cost term in (13) is the rate impact function of the AMM, which is determined by the
convexity of the level function φ that depends on the quoted marginal rate Z̃t of the pool at the
time the liquidity taking order is executed, see (6). The key difference between the functional form
of the convexity costs in (13) and those in the equity LOB literature is that in general, the price
impact functions proposed for LOB models do not depend on the price of the asset, see Cartea
et al. (2015). Thus, the convexity costs are stochastic and their dynamics are known.15

The LT trades at speed ν to maximise her expected terminal wealth in units of X while penal-
ising inventory in Y . Specifically, her performance criterion is given by

uν
(
t, x̃, y, Z̃, S̃

)
= Et,x̃,y,Z̃,S̃

[
x̃ν
T + yνT Z̃T − α̃ (yνT )

2 − ϕ

∫ T

t

(yνs )
2 ds

]
. (14)

The first term on the right-hand side of (14) represents the LT’s holdings in asset X at the end of
the trading window, the second term represents the LT’s earnings from liquidating her remaining
inventory yT at the terminal time T at rate Z̃T , and the third term is the ‘cost’ of liquidating this
final inventory. In particular, in the limit α → ∞, the optimal strategy guarantees full liquidation.
The terminal penalty α̃ may incorporate a non-financial component to refine the search for the
optimal strategy, which reflects the LT’s preference for achieving complete liquidation. Finally,
the last term on the right-hand side of (14) represents a running inventory penalty, which does not
affect the wealth of the LT. Here, the parameter ϕ ≥ 0 quantifies the urgency of the LT to liquidate
inventory. The units of ϕ and α are such that the penalty terms are in units of X .

In Appendix E.1, we use stochastic optimal control to study the optimisation problem in (14).
The functional form of the convexity costs leads to the semilinear PDE (E.7) which we cannot

15Existing work on dynamic market impact models for CEXs is in Almgren (2012), Gatheral and Schied (2013),
Cheridito and Sepin (2014), Barger and Lorig (2019), and Fouque et al. (2021). In particular, Graewe et al. (2018)
considers price-dependent impact functions.

14



solve in closed form. The optimal trading speed in feedback form is a function of the solution to
the semilinear PDE, so one must compute the optimal trading speed using a numerical scheme,
which in our case is computationally expensive.16 In practice, the profitability of execution and
statistical arbitrage strategies relies on computing the strategy and instructing the AMM within
very short periods of time. Thus, in Subsection 3.3, we introduce a method that uses piecewise
constant convexity costs to obtain, in the limit when the number of piecewise constant intervals
increases to infinity, a continuous closed-form approximation strategy that accounts for stochastic
convexity costs and that can be deployed by the LT in real time. Finally, to assess the accuracy
of the closed-form approximation strategy, Subsection 3.4 compares it with the optimal strategy
obtained by numerical solving of the semilinear PDE (E.7).

3.3. Closed-form approximation strategy

Constant impact parameter strategy. To obtain a trading strategy that can be implemented by
the LT in real time, we first derive a strategy where convexity costs are deterministic. We use
this strategy as the building block for the LT’s closed-form approximation strategy we derive
below. Accordingly, we write the convexity cost η Z3/2 ν/κ in (13) as −η ζ ν , where ζ > 0 is the
impact parameter and recall that the value of η depends on the LT’s trading frequency. With fixed
executions costs, the LT can derive a closed-form optimal trading strategy (ν⋆,ζ

t )t≥0 for a given
value of the parameter ζ .

Here, the LT trades at speed (νζ
t )t≥0, so the inventory (yζt )t≥0 evolves as in (8) and the dynamics

of the LT’s holdings (x̃ζ
t )t≥0 in asset X are

dx̃ζ
t =

(
Z̃t − η ζ νζ

t

)
νζ
t dt . (15)

The performance criterion of the LT, who trades at speed νζ , is given by

ωζ
(
t, x̃, y, Z̃, S̃

)
= Et,x̃,y,Z̃,S̃

[
x̃ζ
T + yζT Z̃T − α̃

(
yζT

)2
− ϕ

∫ T

t

(
yζs
)2

ds

]
. (16)

In the remainder of this work, we make the assumption that the terminal penalty α̃ is larger
than half the permanent rate impact.

Assumption 1 α = α̃− c/2 ≥ 0.

In practice, Assumption 1 is not restrictive because the value of the permanent rate impact is
typically small and agents choose arbitrarily large values of α̃ to enforce liquidation. The next

16The numerical scheme uses a four-dimensional grid and requires iterative methods to linearise the problem.
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result demonstrates that when Assumption 1 holds, the solution to the optimal execution problem
(16) becomes independent of the permanent rate impact; see Appendix B for a proof.

Proposition 1 Let Assumption 1 hold. Problem (16) is equivalent to

uζ(t, x, y, Z, S) = Et,x,y,Z,S

[
xζ
T + yζT ZT − α

(
yζT

)2
− ϕ

∫ T

t

(
yζs
)2

ds

]
, (17)

where α = α̃− c/2 and the unaffected cash process (xζ
t )t≥0 satisfies

dxζ
t =

(
Zt − η ζ νζ

t

)
νζ
t dt , xζ

0 = x̃ζ
0 . (18)

In Appendix E.2, we follow similar steps as in the classical models of Cartea et al. (2015) and
Guéant (2016) to derive the optimal strategy of problem (17).

The closed-form approximation strategy. Here, we use a family of closed-form strategies of the
type (17) to derive a piecewise-defined trading strategy which approximates the optimal trading
speed that maximises the performance criterion (14). Specifically, we partition the space of the
rate Z into strips and define a piecewise strategy which uses a different impact parameter ζ in
each different strip. Finally, we show that as the width of the strip becomes arbitrarily small, the
piecewise strategy converges to the closed-form approximation strategy.

Let {Z0, . . . , ZN} be a partition of
[
Z,Z

]
, where 0 < Z < Z so that for each N ∈ N and

j ∈ {0, . . . , N} we define

ZN
j := Z +

j

N

(
Z − Z

)
and ζNj =

1

κ

(
ZN

j

)3/2
. (19)

In the remainder of this section, ν⋆,j,N denotes the optimal trading strategy with impact parameter
ζNj . Note that whenever Z is arbitrarily close to ZN

j , the impact parameter Z3/2/κ in (13) can be
approximated by ζNj . Thus, to construct the approximate trading strategy, we first define a strategy
ν∗
N that uses the closed-form optimal trading speed ν⋆,j,N to approximate the optimal trading speed

whenever the rate is close to ζNj . We define the piecewise-defined trading speed ν∗
N

ν⋆,N (t, y, Z, S) = ν⋆,0,N (t, y, Z, S)1Z<ZN
1
+

N−1∑
j=1

ν⋆,j,N (t, y, Z, S)1Z∈[ZN
j ,ZN

j+1)

+ ν⋆,N,N (t, y, Z, S)1Z≥ZN
N
.

The strategy ν⋆,N (t, y, Z, S) has first-type discontinuity points; specifically, it is discontinuous
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over [0, T ]×R×{ZN
j }×R for each j ∈ {1, . . . , N} because for each

(
t, y, ZN

j+1, S
)
∈ [0, T ]×R2

we have ν⋆,j,N
(
t, y, ZN

j+1, S
)
̸= ν⋆,j+1,N

(
t, y, ZN

j+1, S
)
.

The theorem below shows how to partition
[
Z,Z

]
to make the size of the discontinuities in

ν⋆,N (t, y, Z, S) arbitrarily small. Furthermore, when the distance between points in the parti-
tion becomes sufficiently small, the sequence of piecewise-defined optimal strategies {ν⋆,N}N∈N

converges uniformly to a continuous closed-form approximation strategy which we use in our
performance study of Section 6.

Theorem 1 For each ε > 0 there exists N ∈ N such that

max
j=1,...,N

∣∣ν⋆,j,N
(
t, y, ZN

j+1, S
)
− ν⋆,j+1,N

(
t, y, ZN

j+1, S
)∣∣ < ε . (20)

Furthermore, for each N ∈ N , let ν̂⋆,N := ν⋆,N |[0,T ]×R×[Z,Z]×R. Then, the sequence {ν̂⋆,N}
converges to ν̂⋆ uniformly in [0, T ]×R×

[
Z,Z

]
×R , where

ν̂⋆ (t, y, Z, S) = −κ

η
Z−3/2A(t, Z) y +

κ

2 η
Z−3/2B(t, Z) (S − Z) , (21)

and

A(t, Z) =

√
ϕ η Z3/2

κ
tanh

( √
ϕκ√

η Z3/2
t+ arctanh

(
− α

√
κ√

ϕ η Z3/2

))
,

B(t, Z) =

∫ T

t

β exp

(∫ t

s

(
β − κ

η Z3/2
A(u, Z)

)
du

)
ds .

(22)

For a proof see Appendix C .
The first term on the right-hand side of the closed-form approximation strategy (21) is akin to

the optimal liquidation rate in the continuous Almgren–Chriss model. This component liquidates
the inventory of the LT according to her urgency, her current inventory, the terminal penalty, and
the remaining trading time. The second term is an arbitrage component; it accounts for the spread
between the DEX rate Z and the CEX rate S. In contrast to the classical literature, the two
components also adjust the trading activity of the LT according to the stochastic convexity costs
in the pool. In particular, the LT liquidates and speculates more aggressively when the depth of
liquidity in the pool is higher; see Section 2.3.

3.4. Comparison with the optimal strategy

In this subsection, we use an Euler scheme to compute the optimal strategy derived in Ap-
pendix E, which maximises (14), where convexity costs are not piecewise constant. The optimal
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strategy is computationally prohibitive because it uses a four-dimensional grid; one dimension is
time, one is the rate Z̃, one is the oracle rate S̃, and one is the inventory y.

Figure 4 compares the optimal strategy, obtained numerically, and the closed-form approxima-
tion strategy (21) for different values of the inventory y, the rate Z, and the oracle rate S, when
the value of the permanent rate impact parameter is c = 0. Figure 5 compares both strategies for
different non-zero values of the permanent impact. Figure 4 indicates that both the closed-form
approximation and the optimal strategies are significantly close and both capture the same finan-
cial effects. In particular, the strategies clearly depend on the difference S − Z in rates and the
inventory y. When the inventory of the LT is zero, the strategy is mostly speculative because the
strategy buys asset Y when the oracle rate S is above the rate Z, and sells otherwise. When the
inventory of the LT is positive (negative), the optimal strategy buys (sells) asset Y only when S is
significantly higher (lower) than Z. Figure 4 also shows that the absolute difference between both
strategies increases as the difference between the DEX rate Z and the CEX rate S increases, and
the difference is minimal when the rates are equal. Finally, Figure 5 shows that while the absolute
difference between the trading speeds increases with the permanent impact, the changes remain
negligible even for significantly large values of the permanent impact c. These observations hold
for other values of the model parameters.

In practice, by arbitrage, the rates Z and S in liquid pools are aligned by LTs trading in the
pool, so differences between both rates are small. For instance, with the market data we use in
Section 6, the average absolute difference between both rates is 2 USD (0.07%) in the liquid pool
and 10 USD (0.37%) in the illiquid pool we consider. However, if the trading activity in the AMM
is low and execution costs are high because of fee levels and limited liquidity, then the no-trade
intervals (see He et al. (2024)) may lead to larger discrepancies between the exchange rates than
those observed in the pools we consider. Figures 4 and 5 show that the closed-form approximation
strategy departs significantly from the optimal strategy only when the difference between the CEX
and DEX rates is exceedingly high, in which case the approximation strategy is not appropriate.
However, these differences are seldom observed in AMMs such as Uniswap v3.

4. Optimal trading when rates form in the DEX

In the future, activity in AMMs is expected to increase, and so will the informational content
of the rates implied by the pool. An increase in activity would affect our modelling choices in
two ways. One, the innovations in the depth κ will occur more often, so its value cannot be
regarded as constant throughout the execution window. Two, the oracle rate becomes redundant
because the rates in the AMM become efficient, so they incorporate all the information available
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Figure 5: Mean absolute difference between the optimal strategy and the closed-form approximation strategy for
different values of the permanent impact parameter c and for values of Z and S such that |Z − S| ≤ 40%Z0 . For
instance, in the ETH/USDC pool, a value c = 0.1 corresponds to a permanent impact of 0.1 USDC for each unit of
ETH traded, which is too large in practice. The panels show the difference in trading speed in terms of the number of
assets Y traded per order if the LT trades at the block creation frequency in Ethereum, i.e., if ∆t = 13 seconds.

to market participants – i.e., the discrepancies with rates in other trading venues are negligible and
economically insignificant.

In this section, we consider the problem of an LT who wants to exchange a large position in
asset Y into asset X in a CPM. The key differences with the model of Section 3 are that (i) the
marginal rate in the AMM is efficient, so the LT does not use an oracle rate from another venue, and
(ii) the AMM implements a CL feature and the activity of LPs is high. Thus, the depth κ exhibits
frequent and random updates. For simplicity, we omit the permanent impact in the formulation
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of our problem because, similar to the result of Proposition 1, one can show that the permanent
impact may be ignored to derive the closed-form approximation strategy.

The LT must liquidate a large position in asset Y over a period of time [0, T ]. The marginal
exchange rate (Zt)t≥0, the depth (κt)t≥0, the inventory (yt)t≥0 in asset Y , and the cash process
(xt)t≥0 evolve as

dZt = γ Zt dBt , dκt = ς κt dLt , dyt = −νt dt , and dxt =

(
Zt − η

Z
3/2
t

κt

νt

)
νt dt ,

(23)
where (Bt)t≥0 and (Lt)t≥0 are independent standard Brownian motions, and ς is the volatility of
the pool depth κ.

As in the previous section, the LT’s performance criterion is (17) and similar steps to those
of Section 3, which we detail in Appendix F, show that solving the optimal execution problem
requires solving a semilinear PDE which we cannot solve in closed form. Analogous arguments
to those of Section 3.3 lead to the approximation strategy

ν̂⋆ (t, y, κ, Z) = −y
κ

η Z3/2
A(t, κ, Z) , (24)

where

A(t, κ, Z) =

√
ϕ η Z3/2

κ
tanh

(√
ϕκ

η Z3/2
(T − t) + arctanh

(
−α

√
κ

ϕ η Z3/2

))
.

The strategy (24) is a function of the stochastic convexity costs in the AMM. In particular,
the strategy liquidates the outstanding inventory at a speed that increases with the depth κ, and
decreases with the marginal rate Z.

5. Optimal trading when rates form in both the CEX and the DEX

When the exchange rates of asset Y in terms of asset X form in both the CEX and the DEX,
the dynamics in (10) and (23) are not appropriate. In particular, we expect both rates to be cointe-
grated, akin to the joint dynamics observed for equity shares quoted in multiple trading platforms;
for more details on cointegration and its applications in algorithmic trading, see Johansen (1991);
Comte (1999); Bergault et al. (2022b); Drissi (2022); Cartea et al. (2023a).

Here, the joint dynamics P = (Z, S)⊺ of the marginal rate Z in the DEX and the quoted rate
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S in the CEX follow the two-dimensional Ornstein–Uhlenbeck dynamics

dPt = Π
(
P − Pt

)
dt+ V dWt , (25)

where Π is a 2 × 2 mean-reversion matrix, P ∈ R2 is the long-term unconditional mean value
of both rates, V is the Cholesky decomposition of the correlation matrix Σ of both rates, and W

is a two-dimensional standard Brownian motion. In the dynamics (25), the matrix Π drives the
deterministic part of the joint dynamics of the CEX and DEX rates, i.e., the speed at which both
rates are aligned and at which they converge to their long-term mean P .

The inventory of the LT follows the dynamics in (8), her cash follows the dynamics in (13),
and her performance criterion is in (14). Here, we derive an approximation strategy that can be
implemented in real time by the LT. More precisely, we assume constant convexity costs (15)
and the alternative performance criterion (17). Following similar arguments as those in Section 3
which we detail in Appendix G, we obtain the closed-form approximation strategy

ν̂⋆(t, y,P ) = −y
κ

ηX P 3/2
A(t,P ) +

1

2 ηX P 3/2
B(t,P )

(
P − P

)
, (26)

when rates form in both the CEX and the DEX, whereA(t,P ) =
√

ϕ ηX P 3/2

κ
tanh

(√
ϕκ

ηX P 3/2 (T − t) + arctanh

(
−α
√

κ
ϕ ηX P 3/2

))
,

B(t,P ) = −
∫ T

t
e
∫ s
t

κ

ηX P 3/2
A(u,P ) duX Π⊺ e−Π⊺(s−t) ds .

Similar to strategy (21), when rates form in the CEX, strategy (26) relies on two components.
The first term on the right-hand side of (26) is linear in the inventory of the LT. When the convexity
costs decrease, i.e., when the depth of liquidity in the pool increases, this component liquidates
the inventory more aggressively. The second term on the right-hand side of (26) is a speculative
component that trades according to the difference between the joint CEX/DEX rates P and their
long-term unconditional mean P .

6. Performance of strategies

Here, we use Uniswap v3 data for the liquid pool ETH/USDC and the illiquid pool ETH/DAI.
At present, rates form mainly in the CEX Binance as detailed in Appendix A. Thus, we study
the performance of the closed-form approximation strategy in (21) and (22), which corresponds to
when rate formation is exclusive to CEXs. We consider two setups. One focuses on liquidating a
large position in one asset and the other uses the lead-follow relationship between the oracle and
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AMM rates to execute a statistical arbitrage. In this section, we account for AMM and gas fees
and assume that the orders sent by the LT do not impact the dynamics of the pools.

We use in-sample data to estimate model parameters and use out-of-sample data to execute the
strategies. For in-sample data, we use a rolling window of 24 hours prior to the start of the trading
programme for both pools. For out-of-sample data, we use rolling windows of 2 and 12 hours
when the LT trades in the liquid and illiquid pools, respectively. To measure performance, we use
rolling time windows between 1 July 2021 and 31 December 2023 for estimation and execution.
Specifically, after every execution programme, we shift both windows by 2 and 12 hours for the
liquid and illiquid pools, respectively, and repeat the same procedure, i.e., estimate parameters
with in-sample data and trade with out-of-sample data. We remark that we do not simulate rates,
we use those of the AMM and Binance, and the execution costs are those the trades would have
received. In total, we run 8,579 and 1,747 execution programmes for ETH/USDC and ETH/DAI,
respectively.

We proceed as follows. Subsection 6.1 describes how parameter estimates are obtained and
showcases the performance of the liquidation strategy. Subsection 6.2 showcases the performance
of the statistical arbitrage strategy.

6.1. Liquidation strategy

We describe how to estimate the in-sample model parameters for every run of the strategy. For
rate dynamics, the LT performs OLS regressions on the discretised versions

∆ logSt =− σ2

2
∆t+ σ

√
∆t υt ,

∆ logZt =− γ2

2
∆t+ β

(
St − Zt

Zt

)
∆t+ γ

√
∆t ϵt , (27)

of (9) and (10), where {ϵt , υt} are error terms. Here, the size of the time-step ∆t is the frequency
of the liquidity taking orders (from all LTs) that arrive in the pool during the estimation period.

For the liquidation strategy, we target a participation rate of 50% of the observed hourly volume
to set the initial inventory, which is liquidated by the LT over the trading window at the same
frequency as the observed average trading frequency over the in-sample estimation period. The
trading frequency determines the value of the parameter η in (7), which scales the convexity costs.

The value of the other model parameters are as follows. The value of parameter κ is the last
observed depth of the pool before the start of the execution. The value of the running inventory
parameter ϕ is kept constant for all runs. The value of the terminal penalty parameter α is arbitrar-
ily large to enforce full liquidation of outstanding inventory by the end of the trading horizon. For
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all strategy runs, T = 2 hours and α = 10USDC · ETH−2 for ETH/USDC, and T = 12 hours and
α = 10DAI · ETH−2 for ETH/DAI. Finally, as a more detailed example, Appendix D describes
parameter estimation and performance for a specific run of the liquidation strategy.

We benchmark the performance of the liquidation strategy with two strategies: TWAP, which
consists in trading at a constant rate; and a single order execution strategy, which consists in
executing the entire order at the beginning of the execution window. The market rates at the time
of trading are used to compute the convexity costs for all strategies. Gas fees are 5 USD per
transaction, regardless of transaction size. On the other hand, AMM fees depend on transaction
size, and here we impute a 0.05% fee for ETH/USDC and a 0.3% fee for ETH/DAI to the value of
every transaction. Tables 1 and 2 show the average and standard deviation of the gross PnLs which
is given by xT + yT ZT − y0 Z0, the number of transactions, the gas fees, and the AMM fees.17

Gross avg. Std. Avg. Avg.
PnL dev. #trades fees

Single order −827,692 2,614,863 1 10,575

TWAP 919 206,538 483 10,575

Liquidation
(ϕ = 0.01) 11,337 232,492 483 16,832
Liquidation
(ϕ = 0.005) 15,988 291,716 483 17,996
Liquidation
(ϕ = 0.001) 23,525 404,636 483 21,165
Speculative
(y0 = 0) 23,818 389,603 483 15,096

(ϕ = 0.001)

Table 1: Performance and fees for ETH/USDC. The
Average PnL does not include fees. The performance
is based on 8,579 runs.

Gross avg. Std. Avg. Avg.
PnL dev. #trades fees

Single order −148,352 613,652 1 8,527

TWAP −2,233 92,468 84 9,917

Liquidation
(ϕ = 0.01) 849 48,627 84 9,895
Liquidation
(ϕ = 0.005) 1,449 58,177 84 9,923
Liquidation
(ϕ = 0.001) 2,164 79,448 84 10,403
Speculative
(y0 = 0) 2,671 14,180 84 2,381

(ϕ = 0.001)

Table 2: Performance and fees for ETH/DAI. The
Average PnL does not include fees. The performance
is based on 1,747 runs.

Tables 1 and 2 show that liquidating all the inventory in one trade is sub-optimal compared with
the other strategies due to the high execution costs of the large order. In both cases, our model
outperforms TWAP in terms of the ratio between performance, net of fees, and risk measured by
the standard deviation. Key to the outperformance is that the liquidation strategy uses the rates in
Binance as a trading signal. Finally, as the value of the penalty ϕ for holding inventory decreases,
the speculative component becomes prominent, so the LT executes more CEX/DEX arbitrages,
resulting in an increased PnL but also in increased risk and execution fees.

6.2. Speculative strategy

We consider the same setup as before, i.e., the in-sample estimation and out-of-sample execu-
tion. Here, the LT arbitrages the AMM. To this end, the LT starts with zero inventory in Y and

17Gross PnL, as opposed to net PnL, is computed without the AMM fees and gas fees paid by the LT.
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sets the values of the urgency parameter ϕ to 0.001 USDC · ETH−2 and 0.001 DAI · ETH−2 for
the liquid and illiquid pools, respectively. The strategy profits from the oracle rate as a predictive
signal. The last rows in Tables 1 and 2 show the average and standard deviation of the gross PnLs,
the number of transactions, and the estimated AMM and gas fees.

7. Conclusions

In this work, we used Uniswap v3 data to analyse rate, liquidity, and execution costs of CPMs.
We proposed a model for execution costs and for optimal trading in CPMs where we assumed
that rates are formed in an alternative CEX and the liquidity provided in the CPM is constant
for relevant periods of time. Also, we proposed models when rates are efficient in the DEX, or
when rates form in both the DEX and in the CEX. Finally, we used in-sample estimation of model
parameters and out-of-sample market data to test the performance of a closed-form approximation
of the optimal strategy, so our results do not rely on simulations. We showed that our strategy
considerably outperforms TWAP and a strategy that consists in sending a single large order. We
also showed that there are significant arbitrage opportunities between Binance and AMM rates.

Our models consider CPMs with CL and assume zero impact on the strategic behaviour of
LPs. Future work should explore strategic liquidity provision; see Fan et al. (2021), Neuder et al.
(2021), Fan et al. (2022), Fukasawa et al. (2023), Lı et al. (2023), Lommers et al. (2023), Goyal
et al. (2023), and Capponi et al. (2023b) who study different aspects of liquidity provision in
AMMs. Finally, there is a growing literature on the design of AMMs. For instance, Evans et al.
(2021) study optimal fees in geometric markets, Cartea et al. (2023c) generalise CFMs and propose
dynamic fees where LPs express their risk preferences, and Goyal et al. (2023) study AMMs with
dynamic trading functions; see also Bergault et al. (2022a); Sabate-Vidales and Šiška (2022);
Cohen et al. (2023); Curry et al. (2024); Wood et al. (2024); Alexander and Fritz (2024). The
applicability of our models in these AMMs requires a careful analysis of execution costs.
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Appendix A. Uniswap v3: pool depth and oracle rates

Transaction information from decentralised exchanges is public. Here, we analyse transaction
data of the most liquid pools of Uniswap v3 for the two pairs of assets ETH/USDC and ETH/DAI.
The ETH/USDC pool is the Uniswap v3 pool with the address 0x88e6a0c2ddd26feeb64f03
9a2c41296fcb3f5640 which charges a 0.05% proportional fee, and the ETH/DAI pool is the
Uniswap v3 pool with the address 0xc2e9f25be6257c210d7adf0d4cd6e3e881ba25f8
which charges a 0.3% proportional fee. These pools are considered an alternative to LOB-based
trading venues such as Binance, which is the most liquid and active venue for both pairs. The ticker
ETH represents the cryptocurrency Ether, which is the native cryptocurrency of the Ethereum
blockchain. The ticker USDC represents USD coin, a cryptocurrency fully backed by U.S. Dollars
(USD); and DAI represents the cryptocurrency Dai, which tracks parity with the U.S. Dollar.

ETH/USDC 0.05% ETH/DAI 0.3%
(6.76×106 LT transactions (218,045 LT transactions)
200,490 LP transactions 21,261 LP transactions

17.53×106 Binance transactions) 5.92 ×106 Binance transactions)
mean median std. dev. mean median std. dev.

LT transaction size
(USD) 69,615 4,95 235,780 65,035 29,259 125,550
LT trading frequency
(seconds) 14.32 12 23.08 440 90 1282
LT gas fee
(USD) 67.52 19.39 346.95 131.19 36.79 611.54
LT unitary execution costs (5)
(USD) 0.25 0.014 1.137 1.54 0.87 4.34
LP transaction size
(USD) 7,560,310 137,890 12,457,171 575,246 1,355 3,255,062
LP trading frequency
(seconds) 486 126 14,713 4,588 1,082 9,496
LP gas fee
(USD) 45.53 19.90 124.6 58.55 20.21 246.29
pool size
(USD 106) 2,655 1,618 456,090 294 139 580
Binance transaction size
(USD) 1184 382 1668 921 411 718
Binance trading frequency
(USD) 3.69 0.24 11 13 0.77 59

Table A.3: Descriptive statistics for LT and LP trading activity in the ETH/USDC and ETH/DAI pools between 5 May
2021 and 31 December 2023.

Table A.3 shows that LT trading activity, LP trading activity, and the depth of liquidity in the
pool ETH/USDC 0.05% are significantly larger than those in the pool ETH/DAI 0.3%. As a conse-
quence, execution costs are lower and LT and LP transaction sizes are smaller in the ETH/USDC
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pool. Table A.3 also shows that the trading activity in Binance is considerably higher that that in
Uniswap v3. In particular, trading is at a significantly higher frequency and transaction sizes are
smaller.

Next, we study the suitability of our assumption of constant pool depth κ in the optimal trading
model of Section 3. Recall that, compared with most CPMs, Uniswap v3 operates with the CL
feature. LPs in Uniswap v3 specify the range of rates where they supply liquidity. Therefore, with
CL, the pool is characterised by the distribution of liquidity across ranges of rates. First, Table A.3
shows that LP trading activity is significantly lower than LT trading activity in both pools; LTs
trade at a higher frequency and the cumulative size of their trading is higher.18 Thus, at present,
the distribution of liquidity in CL pools may be assumed constant for the trading horizons that
we consider. Second, due to the CL feature of Uniswap v3, the depth κ of the pool may change
when the marginal rate crosses the boundary of a tick. In particular, when the volume of an LT
transaction is large enough to make the marginal rate cross a tick where the level of liquidity
changes, the AMM treats it as multiple trades, each with a different value of κ. In our data, most
of the liquidity is concentrated around the marginal rate and the depth is the same over a large
range around the rate; see Drissi (2023) for more details. Thus, one may assume a constant pool
depth κ because of the low LP trading activity and the shape of the distribution of liquidity around
the marginal rate in Uniswap v3.

Appendix B. Proof of Proposition 1

First, use integration by parts to write

x̃T + yT Z̃T − α yT
2

=x0 +

∫ T

0

νt Z̃t dt−
∫ T

0

η ζ ν2
t dt+ yT Z̃T − α y2T

=x0 +

∫ T

0

yt dZ̃t + y0 Z0 − yT Z̃T −
∫ T

0

η ζ ν2
t dt+ yT Z̃T − α y2T

=x0 + y0 Z0 +

∫ T

0

yt dZt +
c

2

(
y2T − y20

)
−
∫ T

0

η ζ ν2
t dt− α y2T .

Next, use the dynamics (18) to write

xT + yT ZT = x0+

∫ T

0

νt Ztdt−
∫ T

0

η ζ ν2
t dt+ yT ZT = x0+ y0 Z0+

∫ T

0

ytdZt−
∫ T

0

η ζ ν2
t dt ,

18For instance, LPs executed a transaction every 8 minutes in the ETH/USDC pool, the most active pool in Uniswap
v3, and every 76 minutes in the ETH/DAI pool.
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so
x̃T + yT Z̃T − α y2T = xT + yT ZT − c

2
y20 −

(
α− c

2

)
ỹ2T ,

which proves the result. □

Appendix C. Proof of Theorem 1

Recall that for each fixed values of N and j

ν⋆,j,N (t, y, Z, S) = − 1

η ζjN
Aj,N(t) y +

1

2 η ζjN
Bj,N(t)(S − Z) ,

where
ζjN :=

1

κ

(
ZN

j

)3/2
,

and

Aj,N(t) := AζNj
(t) =

√
ϕ η ζjN tanh

 √
ϕ√

η ζjN

t+ arctanh

− α√
ϕ η ζjN

 ,

Bj,N(t) := BζNj
(t) = −

∫ T

t

β exp

(
−
∫ s

t

(
β − 1

η ζjN
Aj,N(u)

)
du

)
ds .

Moreover, recall that

A(t, Z) =

√
ϕ η Z3/2

κ
tanh

( √
ϕκ√

η Z3/2
t+ arctanh

(
− α

√
κ√

ϕ η Z3/2

))
,

B(t, Z) =

∫ T

t

β exp

(
−
∫ s

t

(
β − κ

η Z3/2
A(u, Z)

)
du

)
ds .
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To prove (20) , take (t, y, S) and write∣∣ν⋆,j,N
(
t, y, ZN

j+1, S
)
− ν⋆,j+1,N

(
t, y, ZN

j+1, S
)∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣− 1

η ζjN
Aj,N(t) y +

1

η ζj+1
N

Aj+1,N(t) y + (S − ZN
j+1)

(
1

2 η ζjN
Bj,N(t)−

1

2 η ζj+1
N

Bj+1,N(t)

)∣∣∣∣
≤ |y|

η

∣∣∣∣− 1

ζjN
Aj,N(t) +

1

ζj+1
N

Aj+1,N(t)

∣∣∣∣+ |S|+ Z

η

∣∣∣∣ 1

2 ζjN
Bj,N(t)−

1

2 ζj+1
N

Bj+1,N(t)

∣∣∣∣
=

|y|
η

∣∣∣∣∣− κ(
ZN

j

)3/2A (t, ZN
j

)
+

κ(
ZN

j+1

)3/2A (t, ZN
j+1

)∣∣∣∣∣
+

|S|+ Z

2 η

∣∣∣∣∣ κ(
ZN

j

)3/2B (t, ZN
j

)
− κ(

ZN
j+1

)3/2B (t, ZN
j+1

)∣∣∣∣∣ .

Observe that for a fixed t ∈ [0, T ] the functions

Z 7→ κ

Z3/2
A (t, Z) and Z 7→ κ

Z3/2
B (t, Z)

are uniformly continuous on
[
Z,Z

]
because they are both compositions of continuous functions

defined over a closed interval. By definition of the partition in (19),
∣∣ZN

j − ZN
j+1

∣∣ = 1/N so for
each ε > 0 there exists N ∈ N such that

max
j=1,...,N

∣∣ν⋆,j,N
(
t, y, ZN

j+1, S
)
− ν⋆,j+1,N

(
t, y, ZN

j+1, S
)∣∣ ≤ ε .

To prove that {ν̂⋆,N} converges uniformly to ν̂⋆ in [0, T ]×R×
[
Z,Z

]
×R , take (t, y, Z, S) ∈

[0, T ] × R2 ×
[
Z,Z

]
× R , and N ∈ N , and observe that there exists j ∈ {1, . . . , N} such that

Z ∈
[
ZN

j
, ZN

j+1

)
and thus

∣∣ν̂∗
N

(
t, y, Z, S

)
− ν̂∗(t, y, Z, S)∣∣

=
∣∣ν̂∗

j,N

(
t, y, Z, S

)
− ν̂∗(t, y, Z, S)∣∣

=

∣∣∣∣∣− 1

η ζjN
Aj,N(t) y +

κ

η Z3/2
A(t, Z) y + (S − Z)

(
1

2 η ζjN
Bj,N(t)−

κ

2 η Z3/2
B(t, Z)

)∣∣∣∣∣
≤ |y|κ

η Z3/2

∣∣∣−A
(
t, ZN

j

)
+ A (t, Z)

∣∣∣+ |S|+ Z

2 η Z3/2
κ
∣∣∣B (t, ZN

j

)
−B (t, Z)

∣∣∣ .
The uniform convergence of {ν̂∗

N} to ν̂∗ follows from the uniform continuity of A(t, Z) and
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B(t, Z) on [0, T ]×
[
Z,Z

]
.

Appendix D. Example for the liquidation strategy

In this appendix, we describe the parameters and strategy performance for a specific run of the
liquidation strategy. Assume the LT will start trading at noon on 16 March 2022, so she uses the
data between noon 15 March 2022 and noon 16 March to estimate model parameters.

For the 24 hours before noon 16 March 202, there are, on average, one liquidity taking order
every 13 seconds in the liquid pool and one every 360 seconds in the illiquid pool; i.e., the time
steps in the regressions (27) are ∆t = 13 for ETH/USDC and ∆t = 360 for ETH/DAI. Table D.4
shows parameter estimates.

ETH/USDC ETH/DAI

σ̂ 0.045 day−1/2 0.053 day−1/2

γ̂ 0.034 day−1/2 0.027 day−1/2

β̂ 657.9 day−1 14.78 day−1

Table D.4: Parameter estimates for dynamics of Z and S with data between noon 15 March 2022 and noon 16 March
2022.

The parameter η of the execution costs in (7) is also set to 13 seconds = 17.3 × 10−5 days
and 360 seconds = 41 × 10−4 days for the liquid and illiquid pool, respectively. The number
of transactions in the in-sample data is approximately 238,039 ETH and 4,031 ETH in the liquid
and illiquid pool, respectively. Thus the LTs’ target is to liquidate 14,877 and 1,007 units of ETH
within 2 and 12 hours in the ETH/USDC and ETH/DAI pools, respectively. Table D.5 summarises
all the parameters used to run our strategy.

ETH/USDC ETH/DAI
κ0 22,561,783 1,666,175
y0 14,877 ETH 1,007 ETH
S0 2,689.2 USDC 2,686.09 DAI
Z0 2,690.77 USDC 2,694.04 DAI
η 17.3× 10−5 days 41× 10−4 days

Table D.5: Values of model parameters.

Figure D.6 shows the marginal and oracle rates and the inventories of the strategies during
the execution, for both ETH/USDC and ETH/DAI. Figure D.6 clearly showcases the difference

29



between the strategies. In particular, the liquidation strategy is speculative and trades on the dif-
ference between the two rates S and Z during the liquidation programme. Figure D.7 shows how
the difference St −Zt drives the trading speed νt. The oracle rate is used as a predictive signal for
future moves of the marginal rate.
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Figure D.6: Liquidation strategies starting at noon on 16 March 2022.
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Figure D.7: Trading speed.

Appendix E. Model of Section 3

For the three models in Sections 3, 4, 5, we fix a filtered probability space (Ω,F ,P;F = (Ft)t≥0)

satisfying the usual conditions, where F is the natural filtration generated by the collection of ob-
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servable (progressively measurable) stochastic processes that we define for each model below.

Appendix E.1. A semilinear PDE

The set of admissible strategies is

At =

{
(νs)s∈[t,T ], R-valued, F-adapted, and

∫ T

t

|νs|2 ds < +∞, P-a.s.
}

. (E.1)

Write A := A0 and let ν ∈ A. The LT’s value function is

u(t, x̃, y, Z̃, S̃) = sup
ν∈A

uν
(
t, x̃, y, Z̃, S̃

)
,

and it solves the Hamilton–Jacobi–Bellman (HJB) equation

0 = ∂tw − ϕ y2 + β
(
S̃ − Z̃

)
∂Z̃w +

1

2
γ2 Z̃2 ∂Z̃Z̃w +

1

2
σ2 S̃2 ∂S̃S̃w

+ sup
ν∈R

((
ν Z̃ − η

κ
Z̃3/2 ν2

)
∂x̃w − ν ∂yw − c ν ∂Z̃w − c ν ∂S̃w

)
,

(E.2)

with terminal condition
w(T, x̃, y, Z̃, S̃) = x̃+ ỹ Z̃ − α ỹ2 . (E.3)

The form of the terminal condition (E.3) suggests the ansatz

w(t, x̃, y, Z̃, S̃) = x̃+ y Z̃ + θ(t, y, Z̃, S̃) , (E.4)

which we substitute into (E.2) to obtain

0 = ∂tθ − ϕ y2 + β
(
S̃ − Z̃

)
(y + ∂Z̃θ) +

1

2
γ2 Z̃2 ∂Z̃Z̃θ +

1

2
σ2 S̃2 ∂S̃S̃θ

+ sup
ν∈R

(
−η

κ
Z̃3/2 ν2 − ν (∂yθ + c (y + ∂Z̃ + ∂S̃θ))

)
,

(E.5)

with terminal condition θ(T, y, Z̃, S̃) = −α̃ y2 .

The first two terms on the right-hand side of (E.4) are the marked-to-market value of the LT’s
holdings and the last term is the additional value that the LTs obtains by following the optimal
strategy. Next, solve the first order condition in (E.5) to obtain the optimal trading speed in feed-
back form

ν∗ = − κ

2 η
Z̃−3/2 (∂yθ + c (y + ∂Z̃θ + ∂S̃θ)) , (E.6)

31



and substitute (E.6) into (E.5) to write

0 = ∂tθ − ϕ y2 + β
(
S̃ − Z̃

)
(y + ∂Z̃θ) +

1

2
γ2 Z̃2 ∂Z̃Z̃θ +

1

2
σ2 S̃2 ∂S̃S̃θ (E.7)

+
κ

4 η
Z̃−3/2 (∂yθ + c (y + ∂Z̃θ + ∂S̃θ))

2 .

The functional form of the convexity costs leads to the semilinear PDE (E.7) which we cannot
solve in closed form. The optimal trading speed in feedback form is a function of the solution to
the semilinear PDE, see (E.6). In practice, one can use a numerical scheme to compute the optimal
trading speed, which, in our case, is too computationally expensive for it to be deployed in real
time by market participants.

Appendix E.2. Optimal strategy with constant convexity costs

Let ζ ≥ 0 denote the constant convexity costs. Here, the value function of the LT is given by

uζ(t, x, y, Z, S) = sup
νζ∈Aζ

uζ(t, x, y, Z, S) .

The optimal trading strategy is

νζ,⋆ (t, y, Z, S) = − 1

η ζ
Aζ(t) y +

1

2 η ζ
Bζ(t) (S − Z) , (E.8)

and the value function is

uζ(t, x, y, Z, S) =x+ y Z + Aζ(t) y
2 +Bζ(t)Z y + Cζ(t) y S +Dζ(t) y + Eζ(t)Z

2

+ Fζ(t)S
2 +Gζ(t)Z S ,

where 

Aζ(t) =
√
ϕ η ζ tanh

( √
ϕ√
η ζ

(T − t) + arctanh
(
− α√

ϕ η ζ

))
,

Bζ(t) = −
∫ T

t
β exp

(
−
∫ s

t

(
β − 1

η ζ
Aζ(u)

)
du
)
ds ,

Cζ(t) = −Bζ(t) ,

Eζ(t) =
∫ T

t
exp (−(γ2 − 2 β)(t− s)) 1

4 η ζ
Bζ(s)

2 ds ,

Fζ(t) =
∫ T

t
exp (−σ2(t− s))

(
β Gζ(s) +

1
4 η ζ

Cζ(s)
2
)
ds ,

Gζ(t) =
∫ T

t
exp (β (t− s))

(
2 β Eζ(s)− 1

2 η ζ
Bζ(s)

2
)
ds .

The first term on the right-hand side of (E.8) is the optimal liquidation rate in the continuous
Almgren–Chriss model. The second term is an arbitrage component; it accounts for the spread
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between the marginal rate Z and the oracle rate S.

Appendix F. Model of Section 4

Appendix F.1. A semilinear PDE

For each (t, x, y, Z, κ) ∈ [0, T ]×R×R×R++×R++, and for each admissible control ν ∈ A
the performance criterion of the LT is given by

uν(t, x, y, Z, κ) = Et,x,y,Z,κ

[
xν
T + yνT ZT − α (yνT )

2 − ϕ

∫ T

t

(yνs )
2 ds

]
,

and the value function is

u(t, x, y, Z, κ) = sup
ν∈A

uν(t, x, y, Z, κ) . (F.1)

The value function (F.1) is the unique classical solution to the HJB equation

0 = ∂tw − ϕ y2 +
1

2
γ2 Z2 ∂ZZw +

1

2
ς2 κ2 ∂κκw

+ sup
ν∈R

((
ν Z − η

Z3/2

κ
ν2

)
∂xw − ν ∂yw

)
,

(F.2)

with terminal condition
w(T, x, y, Z, κ) = x+ y Z − α y2 . (F.3)

The terminal condition (F.3) suggests the ansatz

w(t, x, y, Z, κ) = x+ y Z + θ(t, y, Z, κ) ,

which we justify by the following proposition, for which a proof is straightforward.

Proposition 2 Assume there exists a function θ ∈ C1,1,2,2([0, T ]×R×R++ ×R++) that solves

0 = ∂tθ − ϕ y2 +
1

2
γ2 Z2 ∂ZZθ +

1

2
ς2 κ2 ∂κκθ + sup

ν∈R

(
−η

Z3/2

κ
ν2 − ν ∂yθ

)
, (F.4)

with terminal condition

θ(T, y, Z, κ) = −α y2 . (F.5)

33



Then, the function

w(t, x, y, Z, κ) = x+ y Z + θ(t, y, Z, κ)

is a solution to (F.2) with terminal condition (F.3) .

Next, solve the first order condition in (F.4) to obtain the LT’s trading speed in feedback form

ν⋆ = − κ

2 η
∂yθ Z

−3/2 . (F.6)

Substitute (F.6) into (F.4) to write

0 = ∂tθ − ϕ y2 +
1

2
γ2 Z2 ∂ZZθ +

1

2
ς2 κ2 ∂κκθ +

κ

4 η
(∂yθ)

2 Z−3/2 . (F.7)

Finally, simplify (F.7) with the ansatz

θ(t, y, Z, κ) = θ0(t, Z, κ) + θ1(t, Z, κ) y + θ2(t, Z, κ) y
2 ,

which is justified by the following proposition, for which a proof is straightforward.

Proposition 3 Assume there exist functions θ0 ∈ C1,2,2([0, T ]×R++×R++), θ1 ∈ C1,2,2([0, T ]×
R++ ×R++), and θ2 ∈ C1,2,2([0, T ]×R++ ×R++) which solve the system of PDEs

0 = ∂tθ2 − ϕ+
1

2
γ2 Z2 ∂ZZθ2 +

1

2
ς2 κ2 ∂κκθ2 +

κ

η
θ22 Z

−3/2 ,

0 = ∂tθ1 +
1

2
γ2 Z2 ∂ZZθ1 +

1

2
ς2 κ2 ∂κκθ1 +

κ

η
θ1 θ2 Z

−3/2 ,

0 = ∂tθ0 +
1

2
γ2 Z2 ∂ZZθ0 +

1

2
ς2 κ2 ∂κκθ0 +

κ

4 η
θ21 Z

−3/2 ,

(F.8)

on [0, T )×R++ ×R++ with terminal conditions

θ2(T, Z, κ) = −α , θ1(T, Z, κ) = 0 , and θ0(T, Z, κ) = 0 .

Then, the function

θ(t, y, Z, κ) = θ0(t, Z, κ) + θ1(t, Z, κ) y + θ2(t, Z, κ) y
2 ,

solves (F.7) with terminal condition (G.3) .
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The optimal strategy in feedback form (F.6) is given by

ν⋆ = − κ

2 η
(2 θ2 y + θ1) Z

−3/2 . (F.9)

The system of PDEs in (F.8) can be solved sequentially as follows. Solve the first PDE in
the system to obtain θ2. Substitute θ2 is the second and third equations of the system so that the
PDEs in θ1 and θ0 become linear. We cannot solve the semilinear PDE in θ2 in closed form, and
providing an existence result is out of the scope of this work.

Appendix F.2. Closed-form approximation strategy

Here, we show how to obtain the closed-from approximation strategy (24) which can be im-
plemented by the LT in real time and which accounts for the stochastic convexity costs in the pool.
First, similar to Section 3, we derive a strategy with constant convexity costs.

Let ζ > 0 denote the constant convexity costs and let νζ ∈ Aζ . Here, for each ζ , the set Aζ
t of

admissible strategies is similar to the admissible set (E.1). Follow similar steps as those in Section
3.3 to obtain the new value function

wζ(t, x, y, κ, Z) = x+ y Z + Aζ(t) y
2 +Bζ(t) y + Cζ(t) ,

where the system of PDEs in (F.8) simplifies to the ODE system
0 = A′

ζ(t)− ϕ+ 1
η ζ
Aζ(t)

2 ,

0 = B′
ζ(t) +

1
η ζ
Aζ(t)Bζ(t) ,

0 = C ′
ζ(t) +

1
4 η ζ

Bζ(t)
2 ,

=⇒


Aζ(t) =

√
ϕ η ζ tanh

(√
ϕ
η ζ

(T − t) + arctanh
(
− α√

ϕ η ζ

))
,

Bζ(t) = 0 ,

Cζ(t) = 0 ,

and the optimal strategy (F.9) becomes

νζ,⋆ = −y

√
ϕ

η ζ
tanh

(√
ϕ

η ζ
(T − t) + arctanh

(
− α√

ϕ η ζ

))
.

Take hyperrectangles as in Section 3.3 to obtain the closed-from approximation strategy (24)
when rates form in the DEX.

Appendix G. Model of Section 5

This section obtains the trading strategy (26) when rates form simultaneously in both the DEX
and the CEX. Let ζ denote the constant convexity costs in the AMM. The performance criterion
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of the LT is

uζ
ν(t, x, y,P ) = Et,x,y,P

[
xζ
T + yζT X Pt − α

(
yζT

)2
− ϕ

∫ T

t

(
yζs
)2

ds

]
,

and the value function is

uζ(t, x, y,P ) = sup
νζ∈Aζ

uζ
ν(t, x, y,P ) . (G.1)

The value function (G.1) is the unique classical solution to the HJB equation

0 = ∂tw
ζ − ϕ y2 +

(
P − P

)⊺
Π ∂Pw

ζ +
1

2
Tr
(
Σ ∂PPw

ζ
)

+ sup
ν∈R

((
X P ν − η ζ ν2

)
∂xw

ζ − ν ∂yw
ζ
)
,

with terminal condition
wζ(T, x, y,P ) = x+ yX P − α y2 . (G.2)

The terminal condition (G.2) suggests the ansatz

wζ(t, x, y,P ) = x+ yX P + θζ(t, y,P ) ,

which leads to the HJB

0 = ∂tθ
ζ − ϕ y2 +

(
P − P

)⊺
Π
(
yX ⊺ + ∂P θ

ζ
)
+

1

2
Tr
(
Σ ∂PP θ

ζ
)
+

(
∂yθ

ζ
)2

4 η ζ
,

with terminal condition
θζ(T, y,P ) = −α y2 , (G.3)

where the optimal strategy in feedback form is

νζ,⋆ = − 1

2 η ζ
∂yθ

ζ . (G.4)

Following similar steps to those in Sections Appendix E and Appendix F, we use the ansatz

θζ(t, y,P ) = Aζ(t) y
2 + y Bζ(t)P + Cζ(t) y + P ⊺Dζ(t)P + Eζ(t)P + Fζ(t) ,
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to obtain the system of ODEs:

0 = A′
ζ(t)− ϕ+ 1

η ζ
A2

ζ(t) ,

0 = B′
ζ(t)−X Π⊺ −Bζ(t)Π

⊺ + 1
η ζ

Aζ(t)Bζ(t) ,

0 = C ′
ζ(t) + P

⊺
βX ⊺ + P

⊺
ΠBζ(t)

⊺ + 1
η ζ

Aζ(t)Cζ(t) ,

0 = D′
ζ(t) +

1
4 η ζ

Bζ(t)
⊺Bζ(t) ,

0 = E ′
ζ(t)− Eζ(t)

⊺Π⊺ + 1
2 η ζ

Cζ(t)
⊺Bζ(t) ,

0 = F ′
ζ(t) + P

⊺
ΠEζ(t) + Tr (ΣDζ(t)) +

1
4 η ζ

Cζ(t)
⊺ Cζ(t) ,

(G.5)

with terminal conditions Aζ(T ) = −α and Bζ(t) = Cζ(t) = Dζ(t) = Eζ(t) = Fζ(t) = 0 .

The system of ODEs (G.5) admits the solution

Aζ(t) =
√
ϕ η ζ tanh

(√
ϕ
η ζ

(T − t) + arctanh
(
− α√

ϕ η ζ

))
,

Bζ(t) = −
∫ T

t
e
∫ s
t

1
η ζ

Aζ(u) duX Π⊺ e−Π⊺(s−t)ds ,

Cζ(t) = −P Bζ(t) ,

Dζ(t) = Eζ(t) = Fζ(t) = 0 ,

so the optimal strategy in (G.4) becomes

νζ,⋆ = − 1

η ζ
Aζ(t) y +

1

2 η ζ
Bζ(t)

(
P − P

)
.

Finally, take hyperrectangles as in Section 3.3 to obtain the closed-form approximation strategy
(26) when rates form in both the CEX and DEX.
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