
Dynamic Pricing in High-Speed Railways Using

Multi-Agent Reinforcement Learning

Enrique Adrian Villarrubia-Martina, Luis Rodriguez-Beniteza,∗, David
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Abstract

This paper addresses a critical challenge in the high-speed passenger rail-
way industry: designing effective dynamic pricing strategies in the context
of competing and cooperating operators. To address this, a multi-agent re-
inforcement learning (MARL) framework based on a non-zero-sum Markov
game is proposed, incorporating random utility models to capture passen-
ger decision making. Unlike prior studies in areas such as energy, airlines,
and mobile networks, dynamic pricing for railway systems using deep rein-
forcement learning has received limited attention. A key contribution of this
paper is a parametrisable and versatile reinforcement learning simulator de-
signed to model a variety of railway network configurations and demand pat-
terns while enabling realistic, microscopic modelling of user behaviour, called
RailPricing-RL. This environment supports the proposed MARL framework,
which models heterogeneous agents competing to maximise individual prof-
its while fostering cooperative behaviour to synchronise connecting services.
Experimental results validate the framework, demonstrating how user prefer-
ences affect MARL performance and how pricing policies influence passenger
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choices, utility, and overall system dynamics. This study provides a foun-
dation for advancing dynamic pricing strategies in railway systems, aligning
profitability with system-wide efficiency, and supporting future research on
optimising pricing policies.
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1. Introduction

Dynamic pricing is a pivotal strategy for revenue optimisation and de-
mand management across industries. By adjusting prices in real time, based
on supply and demand, companies can enhance profitability and better align
services with consumer needs. However, there are important challenges in-
volved in implementing effective dynamic pricing strategies, particularly in
environments with complex interactions among multiple stakeholders. These
challenges include modelling market dynamics, predicting consumer behaviour,
and optimising pricing decisions, under constraints such as competition, co-
operation, and limited resources. Machine learning (ML) has shown great
promise in addressing these challenges, offering data-driven approaches to
learning and adapting pricing strategies over time.

Reinforcement learning (RL), in particular, has emerged as a powerful
tool for developing dynamic pricing strategies. RL enables agents to learn
optimal policies through interactions with the environment, which means it
is well suited to applications requiring real-time decision making. RL-based
dynamic pricing has been successfully applied in sectors such as electric-
ity markets [1, 2, 3], airlines [4], and mobile networks [5]. These studies
primarily focus on single-agent and multi-agent RL settings, where agents
aim to maximise profits through individual or collaborative actions. Despite
this progress, dynamic pricing for high-speed rail systems remains under-
researched, even though the industry poses unique challenges and opportu-
nities compared to other domains.

High-speed railways are characterised by an intricate interplay of compe-
tition and cooperation between operators. Figure 1 illustrates a simplified
railway network, where stations are nodes and connections are edges repre-
senting services provided by different companies. Operators may cooperate
to offer connecting journeys (e.g., A-C via A-B and B-C) or compete directly
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Figure 1: Illustration of a railway network model, where stations are represented as nodes
and connections as edges. Edges are colour-coded to indicate the companies operating
services between stations. The A-B and B-C markets are operated by separate companies,
but through cooperation, they can offer connecting services in the A-C market, which
otherwise would have a direct service from only one company. Additionally, the blue and
red companies compete directly in the A-D market. Best viewed in colour.

on shared routes (e.g., A-D). These interactions require sophisticated pricing
strategies, as decisions in one market can ripple through others. Moreover,
as networks grow larger and more interconnected, operators must balance
profitability with seamless service integration, further complicating the opti-
misation of pricing strategies.

In order to apply RL effectively in this context, it is crucial to model pas-
senger decision making accurately, as this directly affects the environment in
which agents learn. Discrete Choice Modelling (DCM) is a widely used tool
to model and predict travel choices. These models, grounded in the prin-
ciples of classic Random Utility Models (RUMs), provide a framework for
understanding how travellers make decisions from among a finite set of alter-
natives. DCM assigns utility values to travel options, assuming individuals
choose the option with the highest utility. While DCM has been effectively
applied to urban railway systems [6], these applications typically focus on
short-distance, high-frequency travel. In contrast, intercity railways require
models capable of handling a range of passenger behaviours, multi-operator
networks, and longer travel distances. Despite their utility, existing simula-
tors such as ROBIN [7] are limited in their ability to model dynamic pricing
and connecting services, and they lack compatibility with RL frameworks
like OpenAI Gymnasium [8]. These limitations lead to gaps in the ability
to develop and evaluate advanced RL-based dynamic pricing strategies for
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high-speed railways.
To address these gaps, this paper introduces a multi-agent reinforce-

ment learning (MARL) framework for dynamic pricing in high-speed rail-
way networks. Central to this framework is a novel RL simulator called
RailPricing-RL that extends ROBIN by enabling dynamic pricing, modelling
multi-operator journeys, and supporting MARL algorithms. The simulator
creates a mixed cooperative-competitive environment where heterogeneous
agents dynamically adjust ticket prices in response to demand fluctuations.
This framework allows for the study of pricing strategies to balance com-
petition and cooperation, capturing the unique dynamics of the high-speed
railway domain.

Through extensive experiments, the proposed framework is evaluated by
testing advanced MARL algorithms, such as Multi-Actor Attention Critic
(MAAC) [9] and Multi-Agent Deep Deterministic Policy Gradient (MAD-
DPG) [10], in the context of dynamic pricing for high-speed rail networks.
These experiments explore how agents adapt to mixed cooperative-competitive
dynamics and study the effects of user preferences on agent performance, eq-
uity, and system-wide outcomes under varying demand scenarios. The results
highlight the algorithms’ ability to balance trade-offs between cooperation
and competition, optimise pricing strategies, and align individual profitabil-
ity with broader system efficiency. Furthermore, the findings of the study
reveal the challenges posed by heterogeneous agent interactions and the sig-
nificant role of user preferences in shaping overall system behaviour, offering
key insights for the design of robust MARL-based solutions for real-world
applications.

The remainder of this paper is organised as follows: Section 2 reviews re-
lated work, including dynamic pricing, Deep Reinforcement Learning (DRL)
applications in railways, social dilemmas in MARL, and related RL envi-
ronments. Section 3 formalises the mixed multi-agent task as a stochastic
game. Section 4 details the proposed methodology, and Section 5 presents
experimental results. Finally, Section 6 concludes the paper and discusses
future lines of research.

2. Related work

To contextualise the contributions, this section reviews prior research in
four key areas. First, dynamic pricing strategies (Section 2.1) are explored,
as they provide the foundation for optimising prices in high-speed railway
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systems. Second, the use of DRL in railway systems (Section 2.2) is exam-
ined, highlighting its role in addressing operational challenges. Third, social
dilemmas in multi-agent systems (Section 2.3) are discussed, as they capture
the interplay between cooperative and competitive behaviours, central to the
proposed framework. Finally, a review of related RL environments (Section
2.4) positions the contributions within the broader context of MARL research
and simulation platforms.

2.1. Dynamic pricing

Dynamic pricing involves adjusting prices in real-time based on supply
and demand to maximise profits and align market conditions. This concept,
also known as pricing intelligence, has been widely explored in various fields
through DRL methods.

In electricity markets, DRL has been used to optimise prices in energy
consumption and transportation. For example, [1] developed algorithms en-
abling suppliers and customers to learn dynamic pricing and consumption
scheduling without prior knowledge, reducing system costs. Similarly, for
Electric Vehicle (EV) charging, [2] combined the Deep Deterministic Policy
Gradient (DDPG) [11] algorithm with Prioritised Experience Replay (PER)
[12] to enhance pricing strategies in deregulated systems. For Hydrogen Fuel
Cell Vehicle (HFCEV) refuelling, [3] used DRL to coordinate refuelling sched-
ules and determine prices, improving demand satisfaction and traffic flow in
microgrids.

Dynamic pricing has also been applied in telecommunications. [5] pre-
sented a model for interactions between Mobile Virtual Network Operators
(MVNOs) and users, framing the problem as a Stackelberg game and solving
it using a Multi-Agent Deep Q-Network (MADQN). In smart grids, [13] pro-
posed a distributed multi-agent optimisation approach for resolving supply-
demand imbalances, strengthening privacy, autonomy, and efficiency in dy-
namic pricing. In air transport, dynamic pricing shares similarities with the
rail sector. [4] used DRL to optimise pricing for patient customers, demon-
strating that alternating between high and low prices during a sales period
can improve revenues. These findings are particularly relevant for indus-
tries such as railways, where customer preferences and temporal dynamics
significantly influence pricing strategies.

In contrast to these domains, there are further special challenges in dy-
namic pricing in high-speed railways. Operators must account for network
interdependencies, requiring the synchronisation of multi-operator journeys,
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while navigating overlapping markets where pricing decisions in one market
can ripple through to others due to connecting services. Furthermore, the
competitive-cooperative dynamics in railways requires frameworks that can
handle heterogeneous agents and multi-operator networks. Existing methods,
such as those applied in electricity, telecommunications, and air transport, do
not adequately address these challenges, as they often assume homogeneous
agents, independent markets, or simpler interactions.

2.2. DRL in railway systems

The use of DRL in railway systems has shown significant potential for
optimising operations and improving efficiency. Key applications include
rail traffic optimisation [14], where DRL generates recommended trajecto-
ries for trains in real time, ensuring punctuality and energy efficiency. Train
Timetable Rescheduling (TTR) [15] and the Vehicle Rescheduling Problem
(VRSP) [16] use DRL to restore operations quickly after disruptions by ad-
justing train schedules or reassigning vehicles to routes.

Other applications include predictive maintenance scheduling [17, 18],
energy management, autonomous train control [19, 20], and supply chain
optimisation for goods transportation. Simulation environments such as
Flatland-RL [16] play a crucial role in enabling the safe, efficient develop-
ment and testing of DRL algorithms. For example, Flatland-RL simplifies
complex railway tasks like VRSP, while reducing computational costs, as
demonstrated by the NeurIPS 2020 Benchmark [21]. For train interval con-
trol, [22] applied secure DRL to balance safety and traffic density by us-
ing vehicle-to-vehicle communication and Constrained Markov Decision Pro-
cesses (CMDPs). Their approach improved safety by 30% while increasing
system efficiency.

However, most existing applications of DRL in railways focus on opera-
tional challenges, such as scheduling and maintenance, rather than market-
driven strategies like dynamic pricing. Addressing dynamic pricing requires
additional capabilities, such as modelling passenger behaviour, capturing in-
terdependencies in multi-operator journeys, and balancing competition and
cooperation between operators.

2.3. Social dilemmas in MARL

Social dilemmas in MARL arise when agents’ decisions influence not only
their own rewards but also those of others. These dilemmas are critical in sce-
narios where cooperation and competition coexist, requiring strategies that
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balance individual incentives with system-wide outcomes. In the context of
MARL, addressing social dilemmas involves designing mechanisms and envi-
ronments that encourage cooperation when beneficial while allowing agents
to compete effectively.

[23] introduces sequential social dilemmas, extending the concept of coop-
eration and competition from isolated actions to temporally extended poli-
cies rather than isolated actions, as seen in traditional matrix games like
the prisoner’s dilemma. The study demonstrates how environmental factors,
such as resource abundance, shape agent behaviour and lead to conflicts over
shared resources. Building on this, [24] explores inequity aversion as a mech-
anism for promoting fairness and cooperation, while [25] introduces causal
influence rewards to enhance coordination in MARL settings. These studies
highlight how carefully designed reward structures can incentivise coopera-
tive behaviour even in competitive environments.

More recent research has focused on decentralised decision making and
localised cooperation in MARL. For instance, [26] proposes a hierarchical
framework where agents dynamically share rewards with neighbouring agents,
fostering cooperation at a local level while pursuing broader objectives. Sim-
ilarly, [27] considers mechanisms to sustain stable cooperation by adjusting
agent strategies based on their experiences. These approaches underscore
the importance of dynamic policies that adapt to both cooperative and com-
petitive contexts.

The proposed MARL framework reflects many of these principles in its
design. Social dilemmas emerge naturally in the environment, particularly
in the trade-offs between cooperative behaviours, such as synchronising con-
necting services, and competitive pricing strategies in overlapping markets.
Unlike traditional team-based MARL settings, the agents in this framework
operate without fixed teams, and cooperation provides localised benefits spe-
cific to the participating agents, rather than system-wide rewards. This dy-
namic aligns with real-world scenarios, where agents optimise individual prof-
its while navigating cooperative opportunities and competitive constraints.

The framework builds on the idea of mixed cooperation and competition
as explored in [23]. It extends it, however, to the domain-specific context of
high-speed railways. By enabling agents to dynamically interact based on
localised incentives, the framework offers a unique perspective on how social
dilemmas manifest in real-world multi-agent environments. Through the
integration of random utility models and a flexible simulator, the framework
provides a foundation for studying the interplay between individual incentives
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and collective outcomes in complex MARL settings.

2.4. Related RL environments

In the literature, existing RL environments often model mixed settings
where agents pursue individual goals while cooperating in specific contexts.
For example, in the Clean Up task from the Melting Pot [28] evaluation suite,
agents must balance harvesting berries for individual rewards with cleaning
a river for the common good. Similarly, in the Predator and Prey task from
the Multi Particle Environment [29, 10], predators must cooperate to catch
faster prey, as rewards depend on capturing the prey but not on the number
of participating predators.

Other environments, such as Google Research Football [30], Melting Pot’s
Capture the Flag, and variations of Predator and Prey, focus on team-based
settings where agents cooperate within fixed teams while competing against
others. In contrast, the proposed environment features no fixed teams: agents
can simultaneously compete and collaborate with the same opponents. Co-
operation occurs in specific contexts, such as multi-operator journeys, and
benefits only the participating agents rather than providing a shared system-
wide advantage. This design captures the dynamics of real-world railway
networks, where agents optimise individual objectives while navigating both
cooperative and competitive market interactions.

3. Preliminaries

This study considers a mixed multi-agent task that can be modelled as a
stochastic game G, which satisfies the Markov property. More specifically, G
is a Markov Game [31], a multi-agent extension of Markov Decision Processes
(MDPs). The game is defined by the tuple G = ⟨S, U, P, r, Z,O, n, γ⟩. Here,
S represents the set of possible states, with s ∈ S denoting the current state
of the environment. The n agents, denoted by a ∈ A ≡ {1, . . . , n}, select
actions ua ∈ U at each time step. These actions collectively form a joint
action u ∈ U ≡ Un, which induces a transition to a new state according to
the state transition function P (s′|s,u) : S ×U× S → [0, 1].

Each agent has an individual reward function, defined as ra(s,u) : S ×
U → R, which depends on the global state and the joint action. This is
in contrast to Decentralised Partially Observable Markov Decision Processes
(Dec-POMDPs) [32], typically used in fully cooperative settings where all
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agents share the same reward function. Stochastic games, however, allow for
both competitive and cooperative interactions between agents.

In the partially observable setting considered here, each agent receives
an observation za ∈ Z, which provides partial information about the global
state. The observation is determined by the observation function O(s, a) :
S×A→ Z. Each agent aims to learn a stochastic policy πa(ua|za) : Z×U →
[0, 1], which maps observations to a probability distribution over actions. The
objective of each agent is to maximise its expected discounted return, defined
as:

Ra
t =

∞∑
l=0

γlrat+l,

where γ ∈ [0, 1] is the discount factor that determines the relative impor-
tance of immediate versus long-term rewards.

4. Methods

This section presents the methodology used to simulate and analyse the
dynamic pricing problem in high-speed railway networks. The proposed
framework incorporates a journey-based simulator to model passenger deci-
sion making, operator-defined services, and demand patterns across multiple
markets (Section 4.1). Furthermore, Section 4.2 describes the key compo-
nents of the environment, including the observation space, action space, and
reward function used in the MARL framework.

4.1. Journey-based high-speed railway simulation

The simulation environment is based on the ROBIN simulator, which
generates microscopic interactions between supply and demand for passen-
gers in high-speed railway networks. It comprises three main components: a
supply module, a demand module, and a simulation kernel integrating these
elements (Figure 2).

The supply module defines the set of railway services provided by oper-
ators, including schedules, routes, and ticket prices. The demand module
generates daily passenger demand by simulating user preferences, travel pat-
terns, and market-level variations. The simulation kernel integrates these
components, modelling interactions between passenger decisions and opera-
tor strategies, such as pricing adjustments and use of the services.
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Figure 2: Architecture of the ROBIN simulator, comprising the supply module, demand
module, and simulation kernel. The kernel integrates daily operator-defined services and
probabilistically-generated demand across origin-destination markets to simulate high-
speed railway dynamics.

Unlike the original service-oriented ROBIN simulator, the proposed frame-
work adopts a journey-based model. This enables multi-operator journeys
and dynamic interactions to be modelled, better reflecting real-world travel
dynamics. By structuring the simulation environment in this way, the frame-
work captures the complexities of interconnected railway networks and pro-
vides a flexible platform for evaluating dynamic pricing strategies.

Demand modelling. Service demand for a given day t is represented as:

Dt = ({dω}ω∈W , {pωk}k∈K)p , (1)

where W denotes the set of markets (origin-destination pairs), and K
represents the set of passenger types. The term {dω}ω∈W represents the
potential demand for each market ω, parameterised as random variables ac-
counting for day-to-day variations. The term {pωk}k∈K specifies the probabil-
ity distribution over passenger types k in market ω, indicating the likelihood
of passengers belonging to each type.

The demand module takes daily samples from these distributions to gener-
ate randomised demand inputs, ensuring that variations in market conditions
and passenger behaviour are realistically modelled.

Journey-based model. A journey J represents a passenger’s complete travel
itinerary across origin-destination pairs. It is defined as J = (S,w, τ, t′),
where S = {s1, s2, ..., sn} is an ordered sequence of services where each si ∈ S
for i ∈ {1, 2, ..., n} is an individual service operated by a railway company,
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Table 1: Examples of valid and invalid journeys in the A-C market with δmin = 5 minutes
at day t′. Valid journeys meet all conditions for scheduling and transfer times, while
invalid journeys violate at least one of these constraints. Transfer times of “-” indicate no
transfer is required.

Valid Journeys

Journey Service Market Departure Time Arrival Time Transfer Time

J1 s1 (A, C) 08:00 09:00 -

J2 s2 (A, B) 08:00 08:45 -
J2 s3 (B, C) 09:00 09:30 00:15

Invalid Journeys

Journey Service Market Departure Time Arrival Time Transfer Time

J3 s4 (A, B) 08:00 08:50 -
J3 s5 (B, D) 09:00 09:25 00:10

J4 s6 (A, B) 08:00 08:30 -
J4 s7 (B, D) 08:50 09:15 00:20
J4 s8 (D, C) 09:15 09:45 00:00

w = (wo, wd) specifies the market with wo and wd denoting the stations of
origin and destination, τ = {ts1 , ts2 , ..., tsn} represents the departure times
for the services in S, and t′ is the travel date.

A journey is valid if it satisfies specific conditions. Each consecutive pair
of services (si, si+1) must have a transfer time (tsi+1

− tsi) greater than or
equal to the minimum transfer time (δmin). The journey must also align with
service schedules and connect the desired origin and destination.

Table 1 shows examples of valid and invalid journeys in the A-C market.
Valid journeys meet all the required criteria, including minimum transfer
times and sequential connectivity. Invalid journeys fail to satisfy one or more
of these constraints. Transfer times are recorded as “-” when no transfer is
required.

Metrics for journey evaluation. The structure and efficiency of a journey
are quantified using two key metrics. The first is the number of transfers,
denoted by Ntransfers, which measures the total number of service changes
within the journey. For a journey comprising n services, this is calculated as:

Ntransfers = n− 1.

This metric provides insight into the complexity of the journey. Fewer
transfers indicate a more straightforward and potentially more convenient
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journey for passengers.
The second metric is the total transfer time, denoted as Ttransfer, which

measures the cumulative time passengers spend transferring between services.
It is defined as:

Ttransfer =
n−1∑
i=1

(
tsi+1
− tsi

)
,

where tsi and tsi+1
represent the arrival and departure times of consecu-

tive services, respectively. This metric captures the aggregate waiting time
at transfer stations, which directly impacts passenger experience and sat-
isfaction. A lower Ttransfer indicates a more efficient journey with minimal
delays between connecting services.

Passenger utility modelling. Passenger behaviour is represented using a util-
ity function which captures the factors influencing their journey choices:

Ujcnt′ = ξTSP,k + δck − fk(ATjk)− rk(DTjk)− gk(Pcωt′)

−hk(TTjω)− τk(TRjω)− ℓk(NTjω) + rand(εk), (2)

where Ujcnt′ represents the utility of a specific journey j for passenger n of
type k, given a seat c on day t′. Each term in the equation reflects a specific
aspect of the passenger’s decision making. For instance, ξTSP,k captures the
passenger’s perception of the train service provider, while δck refers to the
perceived utility of the seat and gk(Pcωt′) accounts for sensitivity to ticket
price. Other components, such as fk(ATjk) and rk(DTjk), model preferences
for arrival and departure times, respectively.

The utility function also includes factors such as the total travel time
(hk(TTjω)), transfer time (τk(TRjω)), and the number of transfers (ℓk(NTjω)).
A random error term, rand(εk), accounts for unobserved variability in pas-
senger preferences. In addition, for journeys involving multiple seats and
railway companies, the average utility of the components ξTSP,k + δck is cal-
culated, and if at least one service within the journey has no available tickets,
the utility of a journey is set to −∞.

Passengers select the journey j∗ that maximises their utility, provided
that utility is positive:

j∗ = argmax
j∈J

Ujcnt′ > 0. (3)
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If all available journeys yield a utility of zero or less, the passenger chooses
not to travel. This decision-making process reflects how passengers assess
trade-offs between price, travel time, convenience, and other factors when
selecting a journey.

Simulation transition dynamics. The simulation models the interactions be-
tween passenger decisions and operator strategies, capturing the dynamics of
demand generation, journey selection, and ticket purchasing. At the start of
each simulated day, the supply and demand modules are initialised to define
the available services and generate passenger demand Dt, based on market
conditions and user patterns. Valid journeys J are then filtered to ensure
they meet scheduling constraints and the minimum transfer time δmin.

Passenger decision making is modelled using a utility-based approach. For
each journey, the simulation evaluates service availability and seat quality,
computing utility values at seat level that account for factors such as price,
travel time, and passenger preferences. Passengers select the journey that
maximises their utility, provided it is positive; otherwise, they opt not to
travel. The system iterates this process, dynamically adjusting the state of
the environment as passenger choices and operator strategies evolve. The
detailed transition dynamics are formalised in Appendix A.

Strategic interactions. The proposed framework models a non-zero-sum game
where passengers can opt out if no journey meets their utility threshold. This
feature captures the realistic scenario in which passenger demand is elastic,
influenced by operators’ pricing strategies and service quality. By allowing
for the emergence of new travellers or the loss of potential passengers based
on these strategies, the framework adds complexity to operator interactions.
This dynamic interplay reflects the real-world trade-offs between competitive
pricing and service attractiveness, shaping the overall market dynamics.

4.2. Design of the dynamic pricing environment

This section outlines the implementation of the Markov game introduced
earlier in the context of the MARL framework for dynamic pricing in high-
speed railway networks. The environment is designed to simulate interactions
between agents (operators) and the system, providing a platform to study
their strategies under realistic conditions. The key components of the en-
vironment include the observation space (Section 4.2.1), which defines the
information available to each agent, the action space (Section 4.2.2), which
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specifies the decisions agents can make, and the reward function (Section
4.2.3), which quantifies the outcomes of their strategies.

4.2.1. Observation space

The observation space defines the information accessible to agents in the
MARL framework, capturing the state of the railway system in order to
support dynamic pricing decisions. Each observation Os corresponds to a
specific service s ∈ S, where S denotes the set of all services in the supply
module. Observations include both static and dynamic attributes.

Static attributes represent fixed properties of a service, such as the train
service provider, the corridor (a set of stations within a region), the line (a
sequence of stations in the corridor), the time slot, and the rolling stock.
These are encoded as integer indices for computational efficiency. Dynamic
attributes, on the other hand, capture real-time service information, includ-
ing pricing and ticket sales. Pricing data specifies the departure and arrival
stations and the seat prices for each seat type in an origin-destination pair.
Ticket sales data reflects the number of seats sold for each seat type, provid-
ing a snapshot of service demand.

In the MARL context, agents observe only a subset of the full observation
space, tailored to their role as operators. Public information, such as train
service providers, prices, and time slots, is available to all agents. However,
private data, such as ticket sales, is restricted to services operated by the
corresponding agent. For services not operated by an agent, the tickets sold
attribute is excluded. Formally, the observation space for an agent a is given
by:

Za =

〈{
Os \ {tickets sold}, if TSP (s) ̸= a

Os, otherwise
, ∀s ∈ S

〉
where TSP (s) denotes the train service provider operating service s.
This design ensures that agents receive the information necessary for de-

cision making while maintaining privacy for sensitive data. The initial obser-
vation space is fixed and configurable based on the demand hyperparameters,
allowing flexibility for different simulation scenarios.

4.2.2. Action space

The action space defines the set of decisions available to agents for mod-
ifying ticket prices in their respective services. Each action represents a
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percentage change in the price of available seats for a specific service in the
supply module. Rather than setting prices directly, agents adjust them rel-
ative to their current values, which aligns with real-world pricing practices.

Formally, if the current price for a seat type c in a market w at time step
t is pcwt, and the action specifies a percentage change α, the updated price at
time step t+ 1 is:

pcwt+1 = pcwt ·
(
1 + α · β

100

)
,

where α ∈ [−1, 1] is a normalised value representing a percentage in-
crease (α > 0) or decrease (α < 0), and β is a scaling factor set to 25 by
default. Prices are clipped to ensure they remain within a valid range [0,∞),
preventing negative pricing.

The environment also supports a discrete action space for scenarios where
algorithms require fixed action sets. In this case, each action corresponds
to one of eleven discrete values, representing five levels of price increase,
five levels of price decrease, and an option to leave the price unchanged.
The relative modification of prices, rather than absolute adjustments, offers
several benefits. It reflects common dynamic pricing practices, where prices
are adjusted incrementally based on market conditions [33], and reduces the
risk of destabilising the system with abrupt changes, which can negatively
impact training convergence and performance.

4.2.3. Reward

At each time step t, measured in days, an agent a receives a reward rat
which quantifies the profit generated from the tickets sold for its services.
The reward is calculated as the difference in total profit between the current
time step, denoted by ρst , and the previous time step, ρst−1:

rat =
∑
s∈Sa

ρst − ρst−1,

where Sa is the set of services operated by agent a. This formulation
assumes no associated costs for providing services, simplifying the reward
function and focusing solely on revenue changes.

The reward structure encourages agents to maximise short-term profits
by aligning their strategies to immediate revenue gains. However, this dense

15



reward formulation may incentivise aggressive tactics such as predatory pric-
ing [34], where agents drastically lower ticket prices to attract customers from
competitors, potentially leading to long-term inefficiencies.

Over the course of an episode, the total return for an agent a is the
discounted sum of its rewards:

Ra
t =

T∑
l=0

γlrat+l,

where T is the terminal time step of the episode, and γ ∈ [0, 1] is the discount
factor, controlling the trade-off between immediate and long-term rewards.
This reward mechanism incentivises agents to continuously refine their pric-
ing strategies to optimise profitability throughout the simulation.

5. Experimental settings and results

This section evaluates the proposed MARL framework for dynamic pric-
ing in high-speed railway networks. The scenarios used for the evaluation
are described in Section 5.1, the algorithms considered are outlined in Sec-
tion 5.2, and the details of implementation are given in Section 5.3. The
simulation framework provides a flexible platform to explore a range of re-
search questions, such as:

• How do different MARL algorithms perform in terms of profitability,
equity, and adaptability across varying user demand patterns?

• To what extent do agent pricing policies influence passenger behaviour,
including travel decisions, utility, and the total number of passengers?

• How do cooperative and competitive dynamics shape agent strategies
and system-wide outcomes? Can mechanisms such as attention or
shared rewards enhance performance in mixed-agent environments?

The answers to these research questions are provided in Section 5.4, which
presents the performance comparison and analysis of the algorithms in the
proposed framework, and in Section 5.5, which explores additional insights
from further studies. These experiments highlight the adaptability of the
framework to diverse scenarios, uncovering trade-offs between profitability,
equity, and cooperation. The insights thus gained contribute to broader
MARL challenges, such as learning in non-stationary environments, and man-
aging heterogeneous agent objectives.
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5.1. Scenarios

The experiments use a fixed rail network topology as described in the in-
troduction, where stations are nodes and connections are edges operated by
different companies. The design incorporates both competitive and cooper-
ative dynamics, with agents competing in shared markets and collaborating
to provide connecting services. Two key markets, A-C and A-D, capture di-
rect and connecting journeys. The agents are heterogeneous, as their action
spaces differ and all services use a single seat type to focus the analysis on
dynamic pricing strategies. Specifically, the characteristics of the scenarios
are described as follows.

Business. This scenario models a single user group with inelastic de-
mand. Passengers are relatively insensitive to price changes, simulating a
stable market dominated by business travellers. Each episode spans 5 days,
with an average of 110 passengers across all markets.

Business & Student. This scenario introduces two user groups with dis-
tinct price sensitivities. Business travellers are less price-sensitive and more
likely to book tickets in advance, while students are highly price-sensitive and
tend to buy tickets closer to their travel dates. Episodes last 7 days, with an
average of 220 passengers across all markets, comprising 60% business and
40% student travellers.

These scenarios provide a structured framework for analysing agent be-
haviour, user preference, and system-wide outcomes. By comparing results
across the scenarios, the experiments demonstrate the MARL framework’s
ability to model dynamic pricing challenges in both simple and complex mar-
ket conditions.

5.2. Algorithms for evaluation

To evaluate the performance of the proposed MARL framework and its
applicability to dynamic pricing, a diverse set of algorithms from both single-
agent and multi-agent paradigms is tested. These algorithms are chosen to
reflect a range of strategies and learning dynamics, allowing for a compre-
hensive analysis of agent behaviour, system outcomes, and pricing strategies
in both cooperative and competitive scenarios.

The inclusion of single-agent RL serves as a benchmark to understand
the performance of algorithms in a simplified monopolistic setting, where a
single agent controls all services without interference from competitors. This
allows the impact of competition and cooperation introduced in the multi-
agent setting to be isolated. The selected single-agent RL algorithms are:
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• TD3 [35]: A deterministic actor-critic algorithm designed for contin-
uous action spaces. TD3 is included for its robustness in stabilising
learning through delayed policy updates and target networks, making
it a strong choice for settings with high-dimensional action spaces.

• SAC [36]: A stochastic policy gradient algorithm that balances reward
maximisation with exploration by optimising an entropy-augmented
objective. SAC is included for its ability to handle exploration-exploitation
trade-offs effectively, which is critical in dynamic environments.

In the MARL setting, agents operate in a shared environment, interacting
through both cooperative and competitive dynamics. The following MARL
algorithms are included to explore different approaches to learning in mixed-
agent environments:

• IQL-SAC [37, 36]: A decentralised approach where each agent learns
independently, treating others as part of the environment. Despite the
inherent non-stationarity caused by changing policies of other agents,
IQL-SAC provides a baseline for independent learning in MARL.

• VDN-SAC [38, 36]: A cooperative algorithm that combines individ-
ual value functions into a shared global value. VDN-SAC is included to
evaluate how shared rewards influence agent cooperation, despite their
limited applicability in competitive real-world scenarios.

• MAAC [9]: A multi-agent extension of SAC incorporating attention
mechanisms. MAAC is selected for its ability to focus on relevant
agent interactions, which is particularly useful in mixed cooperative-
competitive settings.

• MADDPG [10]: An extension of DDPG with centralised training
and decentralised execution. MADDPG is included to evaluate its per-
formance in environments with explicit cooperation and competition.

Finally, random policies are included to provide a point of comparison
against non-learning, purely stochastic decision-making strategies.

These algorithms are tested across the Business and Business & Student
scenarios described in Section 5.1, enabling a systematic evaluation of their
strengths and limitations in modelling dynamic pricing strategies and agent
interactions in high-speed railway networks.
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5.3. Implementation details

For a standardised comparison, the default hyperparameters of each al-
gorithm were used, without additional tuning. A complete list of hyperpa-
rameters is provided in Appendix B. All experiments were run on an Intel
i7-13700KF CPU and an NVIDIA GeForce RTX 4080 16GB GPU.

To encourage initial exploration and diversify the state-action space, each
algorithm was first trained with a random policy for 1,000 episodes. A replay
buffer of one million steps was used to store experience for all algorithms, and
each model was trained for 200,000 episodes. For algorithms such as TD3,
SAC, IQL-SAC, and VDN-SAC, delayed policy updates were performed with
a frequency of two for every Q-network update.

To ensure robust results, experiments were conducted with 16 parallel en-
vironments, each initialised with a unique random seed. Additionally, train-
ing and testing were conducted with separate sets of random seeds to avoid
overfitting and ensure generalisability. Each experiment was repeated with
three independent seeds, providing reliable statistical estimates for perfor-
mance metrics.

Reward normalisation was applied during training to stabilise learning
and improve convergence. The normalised reward r̂t at time step t was
computed as:

r̂t =
rt − µt√
σ2
t + ϵ

,

where rt is the raw reward at time t, µt is the running mean of rewards
up to time t, σ2

t is the running variance of rewards up to time t, and ϵ is a
small constant for numerical stability.

5.4. Performance comparisons and analysis

This section analyses the performance of various algorithms under single-
agent and multi-agent settings across both scenarios. Table 2 summarises
the total profits obtained during evaluation.

In the single-agent setting, agents optimise their policies indepen-
dently, without considering the presence of competitors. Both TD3 and SAC
outperform the random policy baseline in the Business and Business & Stu-
dent scenarios, with TD3 achieving the highest performance in both cases.
These results highlight the effectiveness of these algorithms in simpler, mo-
nopolistic environments where agents focus solely on maximising their own
rewards.
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Table 2: Total profits obtained at evaluation for the Business and Business & Student
scenarios by the algorithms. The mean and the standard deviation are calculated by three
independent runs.

Single-Agent

Scenario Random TD3 SAC

Business 5061± 130 11081± 100 9319± 66
Business & Student 8626± 39 13403± 246 10520± 195

Multi-Agent

Scenario Random IQL-SAC VDN-SAC* MAAC MADDPG

Business 5061± 130 6487± 414 8127± 393 5636± 159 6433± 3446
Business & Student 8626± 39 7884± 94 10268± 29 9098± 2918 6517± 2310

The highest scores are indicated in bold. In the Multi-Agent setting, the highest scores for algorithms
that do not use shared rewards are also highlighted in bold.

The multi-agent setting introduces significant complexity as agents
must account for the actions of others, leading to both collaborative and
competitive dynamics. In the Business scenario, all multi-agent algorithms
perform better than the random policy. However, in the more complex Busi-
ness & Student scenario, characterised by diverse user patterns, most algo-
rithms, with the exception of VDN-SAC and MAAC, struggle to outperform
the random policy. VDN-SAC achieves the best performance due to its use
of shared rewards, which encourage cooperation between agents. However,
shared rewards are often impractical in real-world settings due to legal and
regulatory constraints on pricing coordination. On the other hand, MAAC
benefits from its attention mechanism, allowing it to adapt to dynamic inter-
agent interactions, particularly in scenarios with heterogeneous passenger
behaviours.

The training dynamics, shown in Figure 3, provide additional insights
into the performance of these algorithms. In the Business scenario, most
algorithms stabilise after an initial improvement phase, suggesting that the
simpler dynamics of this scenario are easier to learn. In contrast, the train-
ing dynamics for the Business & Student scenario reveal greater variability.
Algorithms such as IQL-SAC, MADDPG, and even MAAC initially perform
poorly and exhibit performance degradation over time. This decline reflects
the increased difficulty of managing the diverse user patterns and inter-agent
interactions in this more complex scenario. However, MAAC shows late-stage
improvement due to its ability to focus on key agent interactions through its
attention mechanism, as discussed in Section 5.5.3.
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Figure 3: Average total profits obtained at training for the Business and Business &
Student scenarios by the algorithms. Best viewed in colour.

These results underscore the novelty and complexity of the dynamic pric-
ing problem. Traditional MARL algorithms often struggle to maintain stable
performance and even perform better than the random policy in environ-
ments with diverse user patterns and complex inter-agent dynamics. This
highlights the need for further advancements in MARL techniques to handle
such challenges effectively.

5.5. Further studies

This section considers various aspects of agent behaviour and its impact
on the environment, offering a deeper analysis of key dynamics within the
proposed framework. The analysis in Section 5.5.1 assesses the equality of
profit distribution between agents, identifying algorithms that achieve more
balanced outcomes. This highlights the trade-offs between individual prof-
itability and overall equity in multi-agent systems. Section 5.5.2 examines
the relationship between agent pricing policies and passenger behaviour, fo-
cusing on their effects on utility and the percentage of passengers who choose
to travel. These findings reveal the tension between maximising agent profits
and ensuring passenger satisfaction.

Section 5.5.3 explores the role of the attention mechanism in the MAAC
algorithm, particularly in complex scenarios with heterogeneous interactions
between agents and passengers. The analysis demonstrates how attention
mechanisms can improve agent performance by prioritising relevant interac-
tions. Finally, Section 5.5.4 studies the interplay between cooperation and
competition between agents, showing how a strategic balance between these
dynamics can improve system-wide outcomes.
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Table 3: Equality at evaluation for the Business and Business & Student scenarios by the
algorithms. The mean and the standard deviation are calculated by three independent
runs.

Single-Agent

Scenario Random TD3 SAC

Business 0.705± 0.00 0.725± 0.00 0.706± 0.01
Business & Student 0.777± 0.00 0.728± 0.00 0.881± 0.02

Multi-Agent

Scenario Random IQL-SAC VDN-SAC* MAAC MADDPG

Business 0.705± 0.00 0.685± 0.01 0.733± 0.00 0.625± 0.02 0.773± 0.09
Business & Student 0.777± 0.00 0.756± 0.01 0.897± 0.01 0.702± 0.14 0.719± 0.09

The highest scores are indicated in bold.

5.5.1. How equally distributed are the profits among the agents?

The equality of profit distribution between agents serves as a key metric
for assessing the fairness of policies learned by different algorithms. This is
particularly relevant in scenarios where agents share access to a common-pool
resource. Equality is quantified using the metric proposed in [39], defined as:

E = 1−
∑N

i=1

∑N
j=1|Ri −Rj|

2N
∑N

i=1 R
i

,

where E represents the equality metric, Ri and Rj are the profits of agents
i and j at the end of the episode, and N is the total number of agents. Higher
values of E indicate a more equitable distribution of profits. Profits are used
instead of returns to ensure a fair comparison with VDN-SAC, which uses
shared rewards across agents.

Table 3 presents the equality metrics for the Business and Business &
Student scenarios. Of all the algorithms, VDN-SAC achieves the highest
equality in both scenarios, due to its shared reward structure that inherently
promotes cooperation between agents. However, this approach is less appli-
cable in real-world settings, where such coordination is typically unfeasible
due to legal constraints. In contrast, other algorithms, including MAAC and
MADDPG, exhibit lower equality, particularly in the more complex Business
& Student scenario, where heterogeneous user patterns make equitable profit
distribution more challenging.

Figure 4 provides additional insights into individual profits during train-
ing. In the Business scenario, MADDPG achieves nearly equal profits across
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Figure 4: Average total profits earned by agents at training for the Business and Business
& Student scenarios by the algorithms. Best viewed in colour.

agents, with Agents 2 and 3 performing particularly well. However, this re-
sult is influenced by the significantly lower performance of Agent 1, which
reduces competitive pressure and allows the other agents to excel. In the
Business & Student scenario, MAAC shows improved performance, primar-
ily driven by Agent 1. While Agents 2 and 3 achieve profits comparable to
those of the random policy, the disparity in performance across agents high-
lights the difficulty of achieving equity in multi-agent settings with a range
of passenger behaviours.

These results underscore the complexity of balancing profitability and
fairness in MARL environments. While shared rewards can improve equal-
ity, they may not be practical in competitive real-world scenarios, necessitat-
ing further research into alternative strategies that promote equity without
undermining competitiveness.

5.5.2. How does the policy of the agents affect passenger utility and travel
decisions?

This section examines how the pricing policies learned by the agents influ-
ence passenger utility, travel decisions, and system inclusivity. Tables 4 and 5
illustrate the relationship between agent profits and passenger outcomes over
the scenarios evaluated.

The results show a clear trade-off between agent profitability and pas-
senger utility. Algorithms that achieve higher profits often result in lower
passenger utility due to increased ticket prices. For instance, in the Business

23



Table 4: Passenger utility at evaluation for the Business and Business & Student scenarios
by the baselines. The mean and the standard deviation are calculated by three independent
runs.

Single-Agent

Scenario Random TD3 SAC

Business 7.94± 0.01 5.24± 0.02 6.08± 0.02
Business & Student 6.24± 0.12 3.15± 0.05 5.30± 0.34

Multi-Agent

Scenario Random IQL-SAC VDN-SAC* MAAC MADDPG

Business 7.94± 0.0 7.31± 0.14 6.51± 0.12 7.68± 0.06 7.00± 1.90
Business & Student 6.24± 0.12 8.41± 0.06 5.27± 0.13 6.33± 3.37 7.89± 3.54

The lowest scores are indicated in bold.

& Student scenario, TD3 maximises profits but reduces passenger utility to
3.15 ± 0.05 (Table 4), as high prices limit affordable options for passengers.
This highlights the inherent tension between economic goals and passenger
satisfaction.

Moreover, TD3 achieves its profitability by targeting business travellers,
who are more willing to pay higher ticket prices. However, this strategy ex-
cludes price-sensitive groups, such as students. Table 5 shows that only
59.99 ± 0.69% of passengers choose to travel in the Business & Student
scenario under TD3, with no student passengers included. Such outcomes
demonstrate the risks of non-inclusive pricing policies, which undermine sus-
tainable transportation objectives by prioritising economic gains over equity.

In contrast, multi-agent algorithms such as MAAC and VDN-SAC achieve
more balanced results in scenarios with heterogeneous user preferences. For
example, MAAC achieves moderate utility and travel rates in the Business
& Student scenario, reflecting its ability to adapt pricing strategies dynam-
ically. However, the variability in outcomes across algorithms underscores
the complexity of balancing profitability, passenger utility, and inclusivity in
multi-agent environments.

These findings emphasise the importance of designing policies that ac-
count for diverse passenger preferences, aligning economic, social, and sus-
tainability objectives in real-world transportation systems.
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Table 5: Percentage of passengers travelling at evaluation for the Business and Business &
Student scenarios by the algorithms. The mean and the standard deviation are calculated
by three independent runs.

Single-Agent

Scenario Random TD3 SAC

Business 100± 0.00 99.62± 0.01 99.99± 0.02
Business & Student 91.10± 0.86 59.99± 0.69 89.47± 6.73

Multi-Agent

Scenario Random IQL-SAC VDN-SAC* MAAC MADDPG

Business 100± 0.00 100± 0.00 100± 0.00 100± 0.00 100± 0.00
Business & Student 91.10± 0.86 99.93± 0.01 89.28± 1.32 79.60± 17.67 86.22± 15.39

The lowest scores are indicated in bold.

5.5.3. Does the attention mechanism used by the MAAC algorithm influence
its performance?

To evaluate the impact of the attention mechanism in MAAC, Figure 5
illustrates the average attention entropy during training for each agent us-
ing four attention heads, computed according to Eq. (4). Attention entropy
quantifies the distribution of attention weights across agents, with lower en-
tropy indicating more focused attention. An entropy of zero signifies com-
plete focus on a single agent, while higher entropy reflects a uniform distri-
bution of attention.

Hi =
1

K

K∑
k=1

(
− 1

T

T∑
t=1

N∑
j=1

αk
i,j,t · log(αk

i,j,t + ϵ)

)
(4)

Here, Hi is the average entropy for agent i, K is the total number of
attention heads per agent, T is the number of time steps, N is the number
of agents attended to, αk

i,j,t is the attention weight for agent i and head k
focusing on agent j at time t, and ϵ is a small constant for numerical stability.

In the Business scenario, the attention mechanism fails to identify mean-
ingful interactions, resulting in uniformly distributed attention weights across
all agents. This lack of focus corresponds to suboptimal performance, as
agents are unable to prioritise relevant interactions effectively.

In contrast, in the more complex Business & Student scenario, MAAC
achieves performance improvements over the random policy due to its ability
to adaptively focus attention. As training progresses, agents dynamically
assign higher attention weights to specific peers. Notably, the performance
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Figure 5: Average attention entropy per agent during training for the Business and Busi-
ness & Student scenarios using the MAAC algorithm. Best viewed in colour.

improvement is primarily driven by Agent 1, as evidenced by the decrease
in its attention entropy, highlighting the importance of focusing on relevant
interactions to manage heterogeneous user patterns effectively.

5.5.4. Is cooperating and competing between agents better than just compet-
ing?

To evaluate the impact of cooperation and competition on total profits,
the policy distributions of the MADDPG algorithm are analysed under two
different seeds. As shown in Table 6, the behaviour and performance of
agents vary significantly depending on whether cooperation emerges along-
side competition.

In the first scenario, agents operate in a purely competitive dynamic with
no cooperation. Here, agents primarily focus on reducing ticket prices across
all markets to attract more passengers, as indicated by the high probabil-
ity of selecting actions that produce maximum price reductions. While this
strategy increases individual passenger volumes, it significantly reduces over-
all ticket prices, resulting in an average total profit of 2, 503. These findings
demonstrate that pure competition undermines the profitability of the system
by driving prices to unsustainable levels.

In the second scenario, a mix of cooperation and competition emerges.
Cooperation is evident in markets such as A-B (Agent 2) and B-C (Agent 3),
where Agent 2 lowers prices while Agent 3 raises them. From the passenger’s
perspective, the total ticket cost over the connecting journey remains bal-
anced. In contrast, markets like A-C and C-D exhibit competitive behaviour,
where agents occasionally increase prices, as reflected in the probabilities of
actions that lead to maximum price increases. This strategic balance be-
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Table 6: Policy distribution at evaluation for the Business and Business & Student sce-
narios by the MADDPG algorithm. The purely competing case corresponds to seed = 0,
while the cooperating and competing case corresponds to seed = 43.

Competing (Total Average Profit: 2503)
Agent 1 Agent 2 Agent 3

Action/Market A - C - A - B C - D B - C C - D

Maximum price reduction 0.2 - 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
Moderate price reduction 0 - 0 0 0 0
No price adjustment 0.8 - 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8
Moderate price increase 0 - 0 0 0 0
Maximum price increase 0 - 0 0 0 0

Cooperating and Competing (Total Average Profit: 7856)
Agent 1 Agent 2 Agent 3

Action/Market A - C - A - B C - D B - C C - D

Maximum price reduction 0.0 - 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Moderate price reduction 0 - 0 0 0 0
No price adjustment 0.8 - 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8
Moderate price increase 0 - 0 0 0 0
Maximum price increase 0.2 - 0 0.2 0.2 0.2

The probabilities that are not equal to zero are indicated in bold.

tween cooperation and competition results in a significantly higher average
total profit of 7, 856, demonstrating the potential benefits of coordinated yet
competitive agent interactions.

These results highlight the importance of fostering strategic cooperation
alongside competition in multi-agent environments. By enabling agents to
balance their pricing strategies across markets, the system can achieve greater
profitability while maintaining competitive dynamics.

6. Conclusions and future work

This study proposes a novel MARL framework for addressing dynamic
pricing in high-speed railway networks, with several key contributions. At
the core of the work is a novel RL simulator called RailPricing-RL that ex-
tends the ROBIN framework by enabling dynamic pricing, modelling multi-
operator journeys, and supporting MARL algorithms. This simulator pro-
vides a flexible platform for evaluating agent behaviour and pricing strategies
in complex railway networks, incorporating both competitive and coopera-
tive dynamics across direct and connecting services. Additionally, the study
introduces scenarios with distinct user demand patterns to analyse the adapt-
ability of MARL algorithms to varying levels of price sensitivity and market
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complexity.
The experimental results demonstrated the challenges and opportuni-

ties associated with applying MARL to dynamic pricing. Shared-reward
approaches, such as VDN-SAC, returned the best equality outcomes, but
remain impractical in real-world settings due to regulatory constraints on
pricing coordination. Attention-based mechanisms, such as those in MAAC,
showed promise in managing mixed-agent interactions by dynamically bal-
ancing competition and cooperation. However, traditional MARL algorithms
often struggled to handle the nuanced dynamics of the system, particularly
in scenarios with diverse user preferences. Aggressive pricing strategies max-
imised profits but reduced passenger utility and inclusivity, highlighting the
need for sustainable pricing policies that align economic and social objectives.

Future research should focus on expanding the capabilities of the RL
simulator and the MARL framework. Incorporating more complex network
topologies with additional markets and services would enable a deeper ex-
ploration of the interplay between competition and cooperation in dynamic
pricing. Furthermore, there is a need to develop MARL algorithms tailored
to this domain, with strategies that explicitly promote fairness and long-term
sustainability while maintaining robust performance. Finally, extending the
reward formulation to include cost functions and operator constraints would
further enhance the simulation’s real-world applicability, offering richer in-
sights into the challenges of dynamic pricing in high-speed railway systems.
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Appendix A. Transition Dynamics of the Simulation Kernel

This section details the transition dynamics of the simulation kernel,
which models the interactions between passenger decisions and operator
strategies. The algorithm operates on a daily basis, initialising supply and de-
mand modules to define available services and generate passenger demand.
Valid journeys are filtered based on scheduling constraints and minimum
transfer times, and utility values are calculated for each seat in the avail-
able journeys. Passengers choose the journey that maximises their utility,
provided it is positive, or opt not to travel. The environment state is dynam-
ically updated as tickets are purchased, reflecting the evolving interplay of
passenger choices and pricing strategies. The detailed procedure of the simu-
lation’s transition dynamics of the environment is formalised in Algorithm 1.

Appendix B. Hyperparameters

This section provides a comprehensive overview of the hyperparameters
used to train the algorithms. For a standardised comparison, the default
hyperparameters of each algorithm were used without additional tuning.
Shared hyperparameters are presented in Table B.7. Algorithm-specific con-
figurations are detailed as follows: TD3 hyperparameters in Table B.8, SAC,
IQL-SAC, and VDN-SAC in Table B.9, MAAC in Table B.10, and MADDPG
in Table B.11.
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Algorithm 1 Transition Dynamics of the Simulation Kernel
Input: Supply module SM with specified hyperparameters, demand module DM

with specified hyperparameters, travel date t, minimum transfer time δmin

Output: Updated environment with passenger decisions
1: Initialise railway services S defined by operators in SM
2: Initialise user patterns K defined in DM
3: Generate passengers according to the daily demand Dt using Eq. (1)
4: for each passenger n of type k ∈ K do
5: Filter valid journeys J for passenger market w and desired travel date t′,

ensuring minimum transfer time δmin

6: for each journey j ∈ J do
7: Initialise journey utility Uj ← −∞
8: for each service s ∈ Sj do
9: Initialise service utility Us ← −∞
10: for each seat c ∈ Cs do
11: if no available tickets for seat c on service s then
12: Set utility Ucs ← −∞
13: else
14: Set utility Ucs ← δck + rand(εk)
15: end if
16: if Ucs > Us then
17: Update best seat c∗ ← c and best utility Us ← Ucs

18: end if
19: end for
20: end for
21: if Us > −∞ then
22: Compute Uj ← Ujc∗nt′ with the best seats c∗ using Eq. (2)
23: end if
24: end for
25: if maxj∈J Uj > 0 then
26: Select journey j∗ using Eq. (3)
27: for each service s ∈ Sj∗ do
28: Buy a ticket for seat c∗ for service s on journey j∗

29: end for
30: else
31: Passenger does not travel
32: end if
33: end for
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Table B.7: Shared hyperparameters between algorithms.

Hyperparameter Value

Number of environments 16
Optimiser Adam [40]
Buffer size 1,000,000
Training episodes 200,000
Random policy episodes 1,000
Evaluation episodes 10,000
Number of hidden layers 2
Hidden units per layer 256
Non-linear activation function ReLU
Batch size 256
Discount factor (γ) 0.99
Target smoothing coefficient (τ) 0.005
Seed 0, 43, 71
Training environment seed {seed + r · 1000 | r ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 15}
Evaluation environment seed {seed + r · 100000 | r ∈ {0, 1, . . . , 15}
Reward normalisation Yes

Table B.8: TD3 hyperparameters.

Hyperparameter Value

Policy learning rate 0.0001
Critic learning rate 0.001
Hidden units per layer [400, 300]
Exploration noise N (0, 0.1)
Policy noise N (0, 0.2)
Policy noise clip 0.5
Frequency delayed policy updates 2

Table B.9: SAC, IQL-SAC, and VDN-SAC hyperparameters.

Hyperparameter Value

Policy learning rate 0.0003
Critic learning rate 0.0003
Entropy regularisation coefficient (α) 0.2
Frequency delayed policy updates 2
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Table B.10: MAAC hyperparameters.

Hyperparameter Value

Policy learning rate 0.001
Critic learning rate 0.001
Non-linear activation function LeakyReLU
Batch size 1024
Number of attention heads 4
Reward scale 100
Steps per update 100
Number of updates per update cycle 4

Table B.11: MADDPG hyperparameters.

Hyperparameter Value

Policy learning rate 0.01
Critic learning rate 0.01
Batch size 1024
Discount factor (γ) 0.95
Target smoothing coefficient (τ) 0.01

Exploration noise
Ornstein-Uhlenbeck [41]

θ = 0.15 σ = 0.2
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