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Abstract

This study explores the design of an efficient rebate policy in auction markets, focusing on a continuous-
time setting with competition among market participants. In this model, a stock exchange collects trans-
action fees from auction investors executing block trades to buy or sell a risky asset, then redistributes
these fees as rebates to competing market makers submitting limit orders. Market makers influence both
the price at which the asset trades and their arrival intensity in the auction. We frame this problem as a
principal-multi-agent problem and provide necessary and sufficient conditions to characterize the Nash equi-
librium among market makers. The exchange’s optimization problem is formulated as a high-dimensional
Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation with Poisson jump processes, which is solved using a verification result.
To numerically compute the optimal rebate and transaction fee policies, we apply the Deep BSDE method
introduced in [Henry-Labordere, 2017, Han and Long, 2020]. Our results show that optimal transaction
fees and rebate structures improve market efficiency by narrowing the spread between the auction clearing
price and the asset’s fundamental value, while ensuring a minimal gain for both market makers indexed

on the price of the asset on a coexisting limit order book.
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1 Introduction

The 2020 Nobel Prize in Economic Sciences awarded Robert Wilson and Paul Milgrom for their work to
improve auction theory and invented new auction formats, benefitting sellers, buyers and taxpayers around
the world. It brought significant attention to auction market design. Auction markets have diverse applica-
tions, ranging from online advertising, stock trading, to electricity markets (see [Milgrom et al., 2019] for an
overview of these applications). Nobel laureates Robert Wilson and Paul Milgrom not only made profound
theoretical contributions to auction theory but also applied their expertise practically (see [Milgrom, 2021]
for further details). For instance, in their earlier works [Wilson, 1977] and [Milgrom, 1979], they studied the
conditions under which an auction market yields a final price that closely approximates the true price of the
asset being auctioned. Later, they advised the U.S. Federal Communications Commission (FCC) and helped
implementing the simultaneous multiple round auction design for spectrum license allocation. Inspired by
these works, this paper delves into auction market design for stock exchanges, aiming to bridge theory and

practice in order to improve the efficiency of stock markets.

When we think of auctions, we often picture people loudly raising their voices to bid for a product. It might
come as a surprise to many that modern stock trading is also conducted through auctions. For example, the
central limit order book operates as a double auction, where participants silently submit their desired share
prices and quantities to the stock exchange. The term “double” refers to the fact that both buyers and sellers
place bids — buyers bidding to purchase shares and sellers bidding to sell them. A match occurs only when
the highest bid price from the buyers meets or exceeds the lowest ask price from the sellers. Alternatively,
batch auction is a trading mechanism where orders are collected over a specific period of time and then
processed or executed at a single, determined point, or “batch”, rather than being matched continuously
in real-time. This process aggregates all buy and sell orders that have been submitted during the batch
period and determines a price at which the maximum number of orders can be executed, based on supply

and demand.

Applying the central limit order book and batch auction mechanisms in real-world exchanges has resulted in
two primary trading systems: the continuous limit order book system and the periodic auction system. The
continuous limit order book functions as a double auction in real time, continuously accepting new orders and
matching them whenever a suitable counterparty is willing to buy or sell at a specific price or better (limit

orders) or at the best available price (market orders). We refer to [Avellaneda and Stoikov, 2008, Gayduk and
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Nadtochiy, 2018, Cont et al., 2010, Guéant et al., 2013, Foucault, 1999, Colliard and Foucault, 2012, Baldacci
et al., 2023a, Barucci et al., 2025] or the monograph [Cartea et al., 2015] for empirical facts, price formation
and stochastic control problems related to limit order book and market making. In contrast, a periodic
auction runs a batch auction periodically: upon the entry of a trader, an auction is initiated and remains
open for a set duration, ranging from a few seconds to a few minutes, as determined by the stock exchange.
During this period, any order can join with a proposed price and quantity. Once the auction closes, the
exchange computes a clearing price that maximizes executed quantities. All buy orders above the clearing
price and all sell orders below the clearing price are executed at the clearing price instead of their initially
proposed prices. A new auction may start once the previous one concludes, hence the name “periodic”
auction. Unlike the continuous system, periodic auctions do not reflect a continuous trading along time and
defer all transactions at the end of each auction duration. Auctions have known a growing interest among
traditional exchanges, as for example CBOE U.S. Equities Periodic Auctions, Turquoise operated by the
London Stock Exchange Group, CME Globex.

1.1 Periodic auction vs continuous limit order book

Although the continuous limit order book is the most commonly used trading mechanism by stock exchanges
around the world, the “continuous” nature of this trading system also presents troubles. The influential work
of [Budish et al., 2015] argues that the design of the continuous trading system inherently creates arbitrage
opportunities in short time intervals. These arbitrage opportunities encourage market participants to compete
for speed, or more specifically to compete for faster reaction to market changes and faster execution of their
orders. The work further argues that such competition for speed is uneconomical as the total arbitrage gains
have not increased while traders increasingly invest resources to enter this speed race. Other influential work
by [Wah and Wellman, 2013] and [Farmer and Skouras, 2012] discover similar problems of the continuous
trading system; for example, [Wah and Wellman, 2013] argues that high-frequency traders, acting as latency
arbitrageurs, widen bid-ask spreads and thus disrupt market price efficiency. Given these defects of the
continuous trading system, it raises the question of whether other trading systems could address the issues.
The influencial study [Budish et al., 2015] argues that financial exchanges should use frequent batch auctions
with uniform price double auctions conducted, for example, every tenth of a second to eliminate inherent
LOB’s flaws. The article [Jusselin et al., 2021] has then determined the optimal duration of auctions based
on financial data from Euronext. It advocates for auction mechanism rather than limit order book in most
of cases. Finally, [Duffie and Zhu, 2017, Derchu et al., 2024] investigate hybrid market with continuous

trading sessions in alternance with batch auctions. All this study advocate for the use of batch auctions to
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raise liquidity, reduce mechanical flaws induced by high frequency trading activities and enhance the market

efficiency.

1.2 Auction, transaction fees and rebates

In this paper, we want to study what further market design should we include in a periodic auction market so
that a realization of such market can be well-operated and beneficial. We adopt the market design proposed
by [Derchu et al., 2024] where a periodic auction market operates alongside a continuous limit order book.

This design allows traders to join in either market based on their preferences.

The previous subsection highlights that a periodic auction market offers the benefits of restricting speed-based
competition and enhancing price discovery by aggregating the views of all market participants during the set
period (see [Jusselin et al., 2021]). However, the existing design of a periodic auction market has its flaws. A
very simple toy two-players auction game has been studied in [Derchu et al., 2023] to generate liquidity. With
imperfect information and without any incentives, this model shows that the auction market is inefficient
and does not lead to any trade between market participants. [Derchu et al., 2023] however proves that the
introduction of transaction fees indexed on each players half spread leads to a transaction and proposes a
quantitative value for the optimal fees that the exchange has to propose in this model to generate liquidity.
Rebates-fees policy are thus fundamental to generate trade in auction markets with imperfect information.
In addition to that, [Mastrolia and Xu, 2024] emphasizes another vulnerability in the design of a periodic
auction: unregulated strategic traders have no incentive to arrive earlier than the last moment of an auction
and such behavior increases the distance between the clearing price and the efficient price of an asset. It thus

requires to design optimal incentives to monitor the behaviors of strategic traders.

“The majority of auctions worldwide require cash bids. Yet in many auctions, bidders do not have cash equal
to the sum they wish to bid. As a result, bidders finance part of their bids. This financing may come from the
financial markets or from the seller.” [Rhodes-Kropf and Viswanathan, 2005]. In a CLOB model, incentive
and make-takes fees policy have been previously investigated in [Euch et al., 2021]. The specificity of our
work is to design efficiently rebates policy in periodic auction markets proposed by the exchange to auction

market maker while transaction fees are paid by buyer /seller investors.
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Contributions and model relevancy. We aim at answering what is an optimal rebates and transaction
fees scheme that the exchange should propose to auction market participants to enhance market efficiency
and improve the exchange’s profit. We emphasize that the exchange’s objective includes not only improving
market efficiency but also ensuring its own profitability by collecting the fees. This dual objective is important
because, as highlighted in [Budish et al., 2024], exchanges have little motivation to shift trading activity from
a continuous trading market to an auction market unless the new mechanism generates sufficient financial
benefits for the exchange itself. The realism of our model is encoded with the following empirical economical

facts.

o Competition between strategic traders (market makers). We consider strategic market makers in com-
petition in a batch auction, setting their quote and volume as limit order along the duration of the

auction and controlling their trading speed. This traders receives rebates from the exchange.

o Cancellation of orders sent by investors. Buyer/seller investors send auction market orders to buy or
sell a certain volume of the asset at the clearing price set by the exchange at the end of the auction,
whatever is this price. Investors are not strategic but rather spontaneous and pay a fixed transaction
fee per share for each order sent in the auction. We incorporate in our model the cancellation of these

orders by investors at random times.

o Heterogeneity of traders’ behavior. Traders are not assumed to be symmetrical. Different volumes sent

by different traders is considered with different trading speed.

o Rebates design. The main improvement of this work compared to the previous study [Mastrolia and Xu,
2024] is to quantitatively derive an optimal incentive structure proposed by the exchange. In contrast to
our earlier work, where we discretize the time span and simplify trader interactions, this paper models

time as a continuous variable and considers a Nash equilibrium game between two strategic traders.

e Deep learning methods. Due to the complexity of our model and the high dimensionality of the problem
with multiple variables and players, we use a deep learning BSDE method to solve the optimization
problem associated with the controlled multi-dimensional SDE with jumps and controlled intensities

considered.

To determine the optimal incentive structure, this paper adopts a principal-agent framework, where the stock
exchange is viewed as the principal and traders as the agents. The stock exchange proposes incentives, and the

agents decide when to submit their orders and at what price, aiming to maximize their gains under the given
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incentives. The principal-agent problem is well-established in literature. The seminal work of [Holmstrom and
Milgrom, 1987] introduces a continuous-time approach to principal-agent problems, while the seminal work
of [Sannikov, 2008] presents a continuous-time model that allows the principal to offer continuous incentives
to agents in an infinite time horizon and retire agents if necessary. Building on this, [Cvitanié¢ et al., 2018]
provides a general framework to solve principal-agent problems, which we utilize in this paper to derive the
optimal incentive structure. The principal-agent model has also been extended in several directions. Some
works explore volatility control and general stochastic control models [Cvitani¢ et al., 2018, Chiusolo and
Hubert, 2024], multi-principal settings (see for example [Mastrolia and Ren, 2018, Hu et al., 2023] or [Euch
et al., 2021]) and some investigate multi-agent setups (see for example [Keun Koo et al., 2008] and [Espinosa
and Touzi, 2015]). Applications in finance have been investigated for optimal portfolio allocation and asset
pricing, see for example [Ou-Yang, 2003, Cvitani¢ and Xing, 2018]. In this paper, we focus on a multi-agent
setup for optimal market making drawing on the work of [Elie and Possamai, 2019, Hernandez-Santibanez,
2024, Baldacci and Bergault, 2024], which addresses multi-agent principal-agent problems by linking the
existence of an optimal incentive solution to a Nash equilibrium between competing agents. Formulating
an optimal financial policy for market making regulation has been previously investigated in [Euch et al.,
2021, Baldacci et al., 2021, Baldacci et al., 2023b, Larsson et al., 2023] to design optimal make-take fees that
attract traders to exchanges in continuous limit order book or dark pool. Our work extend the study to

auctions market and optimal rebate design.

However, a drawback of applying the principal-agent framework to real-world problems is that the opti-
mal incentive is embedded within a complex partial differential equation, making it difficult to visualize in
practical terms. To better understand what the incentive might look like in reality, we employ a numerical
approach—namely, the Deep BSDE method—to solve for and visualize the optimal incentive structure. This
method (see [Henry-Labordere, 2017],[Han and Long, 2020],[Ji et al., 2020],[Ji et al., 2022]) uses a neural
network to solve optimization problems that involves backward stochastic differential equations. Recent ad-
vances in machine learning along with the surge in open-source tools have made it simple to implement a
neural network. Notice that the Deep BSDE method can also be used to numerically solve a partial differen-
tial equation; see [Weinan et al., 2021], [Beck et al., 2020],[Raissi, 2024], [Han et al., 2017]. Additionally, see
[Voskamp, 2023], [Lu et al., 2024], [Georgoulis et al., 2024] for related studies on applying machine learning

to solve stochastic control problems with jumps.

The structure of this paper is as follows: Section 2 introduces the mathematical model, outlining the charac-

teristics of market participants and the auction’s clearing price rule. Section 3 presents the principal-agent
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framework, with Section 3.1 detailing the agent’s problem, Section 3.1.2 discussing the competition among
agents, and Section 4 focusing on the exchange’s problem to design optimal optimal rebates and transaction

fees policies. Section 5 applies the Deep BSDE method to solve and visualize the optimal solution.

2 The auction market model

2.1 The auction market

In this section we define informally the auction market we are considering. The mathematical definition
is presented in the next section. We consider a financial asset with efficient price P* traded in a batch
auction with a fixed duration 7" > 0. In this auction, we consider two types of traders: strategic market
makers, choosing their bidding prices and controlling their intensity of arrivals along the auction duration

and investors sending market order to buy or sell the asset with a fix volume.

Efficient price The market trades a risky asset with efficient price P* defined as:
dP} = odW,;, te€]0,T],

where W is a Brownian motion and ¢ a fixed constant. We denote Pff to be the clearing price of the auction
determined by the stock exchange. This notion of efficient price can be seen has the price induced by the

Efficient Market Hypothesis (no-arbitrage price), or more realistically the mid price in a limit order book.

2.1.1 Strategic trader: auction market makers

We consider two strategic traders in this auction: Market Maker p and Market Maker ¢ sending orders
according to right-continuous and adapted counting processes NP and N? with intensity process AP and A4
respectively. Note that N} and N, denote the total number of orders the traders submit in the auction.
For example, if NY has a jump at time ¢, i.e. N — N/ =1, then the market maker p submits an order
at time ¢. In addition, we assume that a strategic traders do not want the intensity process to deviate too
much from some target intensity A fixed. This reference can bee seen as a benchmark trading strategy a la
Almgren and Chriss, that the trader wants to follow. We also assume that these strategic traders chooses
continuously their bidding prices, denoted respectively by PP or P at time ¢t. These prices deviates from the

efficient price P* given the signal received by the market makers. We denote by P*P and P*? two copies of
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P*. We define dP} = ptdt + dPt*’i for ¢ = p, q and we assume that each trader quotes a spread to the efficient

price to favor their positions.

The strategic traders are called "strategic” because they control both their arriving intensity A and the spread

1. We call them market makers since they drive the price of the auction through their bidding prices PP, P9.

Let Pff be the clearing price of the auction at the clearing time 7. The quantity a market maker’s order
would be settled depends on the clearing price chwl and is assumed to follow a linear demand/supply function.
In other words, the volume sent by each market maker is given by Q(P#) where Q(x) = K(P} — x) for
1= p,q If P{J < P}, we have Q > 0 which implies that the order is a buy limit order in the auction
since its price is above the clearing price. If P:%l > P}, we have < 0 which implies that the order
is a sell limit order. At the end of an auction, the total quantity the trader i would be settled with is

Jy K{(Pf — PYAN} = Yo yer K(P} — P§)(N} — Ni).

To differentiate the two strategic traders, we denote their parameters to be (o, NP, PP/ P*P WP) and

(a4, N9, P1, P*1 W1), where of = (NP, uP) and a? = (A%, u9) are the controls of the two traders.

2.1.2 Spontaneous buyer/seller auctions’ investors

We assume that non-strategic buyers and sellers also take part in this auction. We assume they arrive
according to right-continuous and adapted counting processes and submit only market orders with a fixed
volume to buy or sell the asset at the end of the auction. We denote N{* to be the number of buyers arrived
up to t seconds and Ntb to be the number of sellers arrived up to t seconds, where ’a’ refers to ’ask’ and 'b’
refers to ’bid’. We assume Nf and N? are independent counting processes with intensity processes A% and A°
respectively. To encompass the main empirical facts and realism of auction market, we enforce the following

assumptions:

e Orders cancellation. We assume these market participants might cancel their orders before the auction
closes. Let 6 : Rt — R™ be a non-increasing function with 6(0) > 1 and let (A;);, (B;); be independent
and identically distributed uniform random variables in [0,1]. The i — th buyer submits an order of
size v{'l 4,<g(7—~,) and the ¢ — th seller submits an order of size v,f»’ 1B,<g(r—r;), where the characteristic
function represents the cancellation options of these participants and v{’ and vf are bounded by some

positvie constant v® and v® respectively.
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e Market impact and order flow. We assume that the trading behavior of the auction market makers
influences the order flow of investors in the auction as follow: the higher the price proposed by the
strategic traders, the more sellers and less buyers come to the market; the lower the price proposed by

the strategic traders, the more buyers and less sellers come to the market.
e Transaction fees. Non-strategic traders, on the other hand, incur a fixed transaction fee d per order at

the end of the auction, for some d > 0.

To characterize the market impact of the strategic traders and the impact of the fixed incentive d on non-

strategic traders, we assume

= N(pt, d) = Noi® (ut s pf)e(d) and Af = X (e, d) := Noi® (f s (D),

for some constant \g, some monotonically non-increasing function i, non-decreasing function i and non-
increasing function ¢ with i%(0,0) = i°(0,0) = ¢(0) = 1. For example, setting A\ = Age~1#1~¢2Hi e~ and A0 =

p 4,9 . . .
NoeC3te e e e=d  for some non-negative constants ci, ca, c3, and ¢4, would satisfy the requirement.

To initiate a periodic auction, we assume that there is always a block trade to be executed in the market at
time t = 0. This block trades is submitted at a price P§ and will be settled with a quantity Ko(Pg — P&)
at the close of the auction. This setup is to ensure there is always liquidity in an auction market. This
assumption models efficiently the mechanism of a ‘closing auction’ at the end of the day, considering all the

limit order not executed in the limit order book.

2.1.3 Clearing Price Rule

At the end of the auction T' > 0, the exchange has to determine the price z of the asset to maximize the

volume traded. Given z > 0, the volume of limit orders received is
LMp(x / KP(P? — x)dN? + / Ki(PI —z)dNZ,

while the number of auction market orders by buyer/seller investor is

N NE.
MOT—ZU 1a,<om—7) — Z“ 1p,<o(r—1))-
=1 j=1

The clearing price is set by the stock exchange to maximize the total number of traded volume for an auction.
Denote P to be the clearing price of an auction if it ends at time 7. Given the traded volume of each strategic

trader is a linear function of the clearing price, P is the equilibrium point of the supply-demand curve of the
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auction order flow at the clearig time 7. Similarly to [Du and Zhu, 2017] and [Jusselin et al., 2021, Section
2.3], it is given by LM7(P%) 4+ MOz = 0 or equivalently

N& N T T
> v Lacor—m) — 2V ls <or—m) + /0 KP(P? — P*)dN? + /0 K9(P¢ - Pf)AN? + K°(P§ — P%) = 0.
i=1 j=1

Therefore, and due to the linearity of the supply demand considered, we get

a

N, NP
it 0 La <oer—r) — X5 ) lg <orrmy + Jo KPPPANY + [ KIPZAN{ + KOF3

Pcl _
KPNP + KaNJ + KO

(2.1)

2.1.4 Rebates policy

The stock exchange reallocates the transaction fees d paid by the investors, buyers and sellers, to auction’s
market makers offers. These incentives, taking the form of rebates &P, £? offered to the market makers are
received at the end of the auction based on the auction market activity. Note that if £ < 0, it represents
a fee paid to the exchange, while £ > 0 indicates a compensation received from the exchange, indexed on
the market characteristics. These rebates are announced at time 0 and paid at time 7" > 0 indexed on the

market characteristics.

2.2 Mathematical framework

We define Q = § x S x C([0,T],R) x § x C([0,T],R) x S x C([0,T],R) where S is the set of left limit
and right continuous non-decreasing function from [0,7] into N and C([0,7T],R) is the set of continuous
function from [0,7] into R. Let F be the Borel algebra of Q. The canonical process on (£, F) is denoted
by C; = (C},C?,C3,CHCP,C8,CF) = (N2, NP, Wy, NP, WP N W), We define the set of o—algebra
F = (F): to be the natural filtration of (Ct);. We introduce PV to be the measure under which Wy, W7,
and W} are independent standard Brownian motion and under which N2, NP, N} and N{ are independent

Poisson processes with some fixed non-random intensity Ag > O.

Definition 2.1 (Auction market). The space (2, F,P%) is called an auction market where:

o N® N modeled the arriving of buy and sell orders in the auction with intensity \g under the market

probability P,

o oW is the randomness resulting from the efficient price of the traded asset in the auction, for some

constant o > 0,
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e NP N1 denotes the respective order flow sent by Market Maker p and Market Maker q in the auctions, at

a rate \g under PO while s WP, oW represent their respective limit order bidding prices in the auction.

In order to build a controlled market probability and auction market model, we introduce the following

technical result, adapted from [Bjork, 2021, Theorem 5.3 and Theorem 5.4].

Theorem 1 (Change of probability measure and Girsanov’s Theorem). Fiz (Q, F,P,F) a filtered probability
space. We define N, ..., N* a sequence of mutually independent optional counting processes with intensities
A, ..., Xf which are non-negative optional processes on this space. Let W, ..., W* be standard mutually
independent Brownian motions and ¢', ..., ¢F be predictable processes with ¢t > —1, foranyi=1,... kP —

a.s.. Let 8, ...,0° be F—adapted processes. We assume that

Tt kT . : .
E|exp (;/ Z|5§|2dt+2/ (1+6]) In(1 + ¢]) + ¢])dt) ] < oo. (2.2)
0 =1 j=1"0
Then

i. There exists a unique solution L to
dLy =Ly Y 01dW) + Li- Y ¢l (dN] — Xdt), Lo =1,
i=1 j=1
with P(Ly > 0) =1, for every t € [0,T] and such that L is a P-martingale and there exists a probability

measure Q on Fr defined by %h} = L7, and %b:t = Ly;

ii. Under the probability measure Q, N1, ..., N* are counting processes with compensators AD(1 + ),

fori=1,....k;

iii. The processes W', ..., W defined by by thi = dW} — oidt, for i = 1,...,4, are standard Brownian

motions under Q.

iv. Under the probability measure measure Q, N*, ..., N*¥ do not have common jumps, i.e. Q(ANfANg =

0) =1 for every t and every i # j € {1,...,k}.
Proof. Proof of i. This is a direct consequence of [Bjork, 2021, Proposition 2.10] or [Oksendal and Sulem,
2019, Theorem 1.36].

Proof of ii. By Definition 4.1 in [Bjork, 2021], it is sufficient to show that for every non-negative predictable
process h and every i € {1,...,k}, EQ f(;f R Ni(1 + ¢i)ds = EQ f(;f hydNj}.
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We have
T . T )
EQ / htdN} = EF[Lrp / htdN{].
0 0
Define Z; := L;Y;, where Y; := fg hsdN{. By Ito’s formula,

t
Zi=Zo+ [ Yadlit Y (LY.~ Lo Yy)
0

0<s<t

t t . ko . .
= [YedLot [ LohadNie S (Lo Y GAAND(RANY),
0 0 0<s<t j=1

where dL¢ refers to the continuous part of Ly (i.e., non-jump part of Lg), ALs = Ly—L,—, and AY; = Y,—Y,—.

By part i, we have EF [ f(;[ Y- dLs} = 0. By mutually independence of N!, ..., N* we have EF [ o<sct ANIANY] =
0, for ¢ # j.

Then
T . - T .
EC / hedN} = EP[Ly / hedN|
0 - 0
= B[]

T T A ko . .
— P / Y. dL.+ / LohadNi+ Y (L " ¢IANT) (h ANY)|
-J0 0

0<s<t j=1

_ T . . . .
_ BP0+ / Ly hadNi 4+ Y (Lo 6LAND) (AN
) 0 0<s<t

T

= EP / Ly hedNj + Ly ¢ihydN]
OT

_ EP[/O Ly-ha(1+ 60)Nids].

Thus, we have E? [" h,\i(1 + ¢)ds = EQ [ hydN;.

Proof of iii. Note that [W? W?] = [W? W’ = 0. Then by Theorem 4.6.4 (Levy) in [Shreve et al., 2004], it

is sufficient to show that W is a Q-martingale.

Fix 0 < s <t < T, by Lemma 5.2.2 in [Shreve et al., 2004], EQ[W}|F,] = L%EP[WtiLt]fs]. To show that
EQ[W}|F,] = W/, it is sufficient to show that WL is a P-martingale.
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By Ito’s formula,

WiL =W!L, +/ WldLCqL/ L dWH—/ AWidLG + > W AL,

s<v<t

k
=WIL, +/ Wi(L, Zdeﬂ Lv—Zq&z))\{}dv)—i—/ Ly,dW?
=1 §
koo t koo
/dWZ (L, Zdeﬂ Lv_ZQ%)\{,dt)—l—/ W;,Lv_ZQs;ng

=WiL, +/ v+ WiL, Z#v )dW] +/ W L, ZW (dN] — N dv).
s j=1 =1
As BF[[; Wi_ L~ Y5, ¢J(dN] — Ndt)|F] = 0 and E¥[[! (L, + W, Ly, X1 1))dWJ| Fs] = 0, we can conclude
EF[WiLy|Fs) = WiL
Proof of iv.Fix t and i # j € 1, ..., k, we claim Q(AN/AN] = 0) = 1.

By independence of N? and N7 under measure P, we have P(LAN/AN] = 0) = 1 by Prop 3.1 in [Bjérk, 2021].
Then P(AN/AN/ > 0) = 0. As Q << P, Q(AN/AN/ > 0) = 0. O

In our auction model, we are considering two market makers, Market Maker p and Market Maker ¢ controlling
their bidding prices through the deviation from the efficient price with control u?, u? and controlled trading
intensities AP, A7 respectively. The following corollary motivates the study. We refer to [Euch et al., 2021,
Section 2.2] for a similar definition in a limit order book market model. We denotes by A the set of control
a = (aP,ad) where of = (u*, \V), i € {p,q}, u* is a B— valued F—predicable process and A’ is an A— valued
F—predicable process with B a bounded subset of R and A is a bounded subset of R;. Consequently, note

that (uP, \P; ud, \9) satisfy (2.2) with §* = %Z and ¢! = A0 for i — p,q. We denote by A’ the set of o' as

the ith component of a control a € A with ¢ = p,q. Note that L® is thus the solution to

i X=X,
dry =1y Y %dWZ +Le Y tAO O(ANi — Nodt), Lg =1,
i=p,q i=p,q,a,b

with an explicit solution, see [Shreve et al., 2004, Theorem 11.6.10],

LY =exp Z/ “SdWZ (“5 B / 1n dNZ + (o= N)ds|), teo,7].

1=p,q 1=a,b,p,q

Moreover and due to the bounded property of A, u, L® admits moment of any orders.

Corollary 2.2 (Controlled auction market). Let (2, F,P%) be an auction market. Let o € A. There exists
a control market probability P* and a tuple (N®, N®, P*, NP, PP, N9, P9) such that

dP} = odWy;, dP? = pbdt + odW}F, and dP{ = pldt + cdW/,
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where W, WP, W4 are independent standard Brownian motions under the measure P*; and N, Ntb, N? and
N{ are counting process with respective intensities A}, )\57 N2, A\ respectively, under P*. In addition, N, Nf,
NP and N do not jump together P* — a.s.. The tuple (N“,Nb,P*,Np,Pp,Nq,Pq) defined by the previous
corollary and controlled by o is called a controlled auction market model while P* s the controlled market

probability.

Remark 2.3. Integrable spread and bounded trading intensity. Assuming that u and X are bounded is stronger
that a Novikov condition type to well-define L but required to ensure that LY has moment of any orders for
the technical details in the proof below. It is first realistically reasonable to assume X bounded since traders

are limited in their speed of execution due to technological constraints.

Note now that spreads may not be bounded and defined as signal received by the strategic traders, see for
example [Derchu et al., 2023]. In this case, we should assume for example a BMO property of L* to ensure

that LY has moment of any order, see [Kazamaki, 2006, Chapter 3].

We denote E° to be the expectation with regard to measure P and denote E* to be the expectation with

regard to measure P°.

3 Rebates design: a contracting Principal-multi Agents problem

We are considering an exchange (the principal) and a few stock traders divided in two main categories:
investors (buyers or sellers) and strategic traders (the agents, also the market makers). The stock exchange
proposes an incentive (rebates) to each strategic traders (market maker in this work) and proposes a uniform
transaction fee to investors. The exchange aims at designing the optimal rebates scheme and the optimal
transaction fee that should be offered to these traders.

We first introduce the auction’s market characteristics as a tuple X; = (X}, X2, X3, X}, X7, X9, X7) where
X} = Zf-vztal vi'l 4, <g(T—7,) and X? = Z;V:tbl v?l B;<6(T—r;)» denotes the volumes sent by buyers and sellers
investors respectively in the auction at time t; X} := Pf, X} := fot PPANP and X? := fot PIdNZ are the
respective cumulative bidings sent by Market Maker p and Market Maker ¢ while X} := N} and X := N/ is
the number of orders sent by Market Maker p and Market Maker q. We set P = (PP, P?) the price processes

sent by both market makers.

A rebates & = (£P,£7) is a pair of Fp—measurable random variable offered to Trader p and Trader q. We
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define the set of admissible incentives by
clRo = {§ : Fr— measurable, sup E*[|€P|] < co,and sup E*[|¢?]] < oo, Voi(gi,d, ozj;ai) > R i #j€{p,q}},
acA acA

where V§(¢%,d, a7; o) denotes the value function, as the expected profit and loss of Market Maker i = p, q,
defined rigorously below and Ry := (R}, R{) is the vector of reservation utilities of Market Makers p and q.

We denotes C’iR0 the set of rebates £ as the ith component of a rebate £ € CF0 for i = p, q.

3.1 Market makers’ Nash equilibrium

Strategic traders aim to maximize simultaneously and without communication their gains by controlling

arrival intensity and proposed price. A strategic trader’s gain is composed of:

o a payoff g*(Xr) for i = p,q, resulting from the trades in the auctions,
o the incentive (rebates) from the exchange;

e and a penalty term relating to their arriving intensity, recalling that each strategic trader has a target

intensity Ag which they shouldn’t deviate too much from.

For each order P} submitted, the payoff of Market Maker i is K (P — P})(P% — Py), since if P¢ < P}, the
trader i sells at P° and buys at Py to close the position. Thus, the trader gains (P — P7) per order and gains
K (P — P})(P — P3) in total. Conversely, if P > P}, the trader becomes a buyer in the auction market.
The trader buys at the clearing price and sells at the efficient price at time 7', so gains (Pj — P per order
and gains K (P} — P%) (P — P%) in total. In both situations, the payoff functions are K (P — P})(P — P}).

Thus, ¢*(Xr) would be the trader i’s total payoff from trade at the end of an auction and given by
) T ) )
g (Xr): = / K'(P? — P (P — P;)dN!
0

. . T o
— K'(P — PPN}~ [ Plan),
0

where
’ _ op Xt~ XP A+ KPX] 4+ KOXG + KO 5 o5 Xp — X3+ KPX7 + KIXp + K°Fy 4
g (XT) K ( 5 = XT)(XT 5 7 T)7
KPX2 + KiXT + KO KrX2 + KiXT + KO°
and
Xt — X2 4+ KPX3 + K1X8 + KVpPr Xh - X2+ KPX% + K1X6 + KOpr
g"(Xr) = KT S ST = b iy (xS S S O xf),

KrX3 + KX + K© KrX3 + KiXT + K°
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Assume that Market Maker i = p, ¢ chooses the control o/ = (\?, u*) while their opponent Market Maker j # i
is choosing o/ = (M, p/) and assume that the stock exchange proposes rebates & = (£P,£9) and transaction
fees scheme d. The value function of Market Maker ¢ is then given by

o o , ) T (\i _ 2
Vi€, d,o’;al) = E” ng(XT) s _/0 st] .

Remark 3.1. Note that d affects the processes N, N® and so the components X', X? and the clearing price.

Therefore, it affects the value functions of the Market Makers while they do not pay d directly unlike the

investors.

Given fix rebates £ = (£P,&7) and transaction fees scheme d, the Market Makers’ problem is to find simulta-

neously a control a* = (aP*, a?*) such that

Vp(ép’ d’ aq7*;ap7*) : = Supa a=(a¥,x »* Vp(£p7 d? aq,*;ap)
NE(E d){ " e as(anan) 70

V(gD d, aP*;a8%) = SUPae A, am(ap.a0) V(&9 d, aP*; a9).
Such a* satisfying NE(,d) defines a Nash Equilibrium composed with spread p?, u? and trading intensities

AP, A\ under rebates and transaction fees scheme.

3.1.1 Best response of a representative Market Maker

To give a characterization of the Nash equilibrium N E(¢, d) under an agreement composed with rebates and
transaction fees scheme, we start to study the behavior of one strategic trader, Market Maker p for example
when ¥ is fixed and known, that is to find o™ such that

T (X8 = Xp)?

V(. d,a%0P") = swp V(& d,atial) = sup  E° !

aP e AP aP s.t.(aP,al)eA

g”(XT)+£”—/O ds]. (3.1)

We consider the following set of incentive compatible contracts for Market Maker p when a? is fixed by the

other Market Maker.

YP,ZP.d

=P = {Y} 7P € ZP ) YY > Rb},

zZP,

YF d .
where the process Y0’ is defined by:

YP,zp.d

t t t t
Y =Yy + / ZIP(AN® — \ods) + / Z2P(AN? — Nods) + / Z3PdW, + / ZIP(ANP — \ods)
0 0 0 0

t t t t
+/ Z?’deg’—k/ Zf’p(ng—)\ods)—i—/ Z}pdwg—/ FP(Xs, Zs,7s, P, 0, d; 4P)ds,
0 0 0 0
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— [ha b
where rg := [U(N;‘_+1)1A(Na_+1)§9(T_5)’U(Nf_-i—l)lB SG(T—S)]?
S &

(Nb_+1)
FP(x,z,r, P,ud, N d; uP, \P)

= (g(= + [r*,0,0,0,0,0,0]) — g(x))\*(11,d) + (g(z +[0,7%,0,0,0,0,0]) — g(2)) A\ (u, d)
+ (g(z +0,0,0, PP, 1,0,0]) — g())A? + (g(z + [0,0,0,0,0, P7,1]) — g(x))\?

AP — A\ P q
~ At - A d)) — 22 (g — X)) — 4PN — ) — 282(hg — A1) — B s m

B
2 5 5 o o

with &2 := aP(Xs, ZP,rg, Ps,d, ad), defined as the maximizer

&p(xv z,r, P, d, aq) € arg sup ;LPEA,XUEAFP(CE’ z,1, P, aqv d; .LLP’ )‘p)v
and where ZP denotes the space of random F—predictable processes Z? with values in R” such that

P20 d R 0
sup sup sup E*Y;°"" 7| < oo and / |1Z2||*ds < oo, P¥ — a.s.
deRy aPEAP ¢t[0,T) 0

Y, 29,d

Remark 3.2. Similarly, 29 denotes the set of contracts Y;’ indexed by Z1 € Z1 with generator F'1

when of is fivred. We define more generally for i # j = p,q
Fi(x,z,r, P\ N ds i, XY)
= (gz(x + [T17 0, 0’ 07 07 07 0]) - g((L‘))Xl(u, d) + (gl(w + [0’ 7“2, 07 07 07 07 O]) - gi(x)))‘b(U7 d)
+(¢g'(z +10,0,0, P',1,0,0]) = g'())A" + (¢' (= + [0,0,0,0,0, 7, 1]) = g' () ¥

i 2 . . . . . ‘ P qa
- 2A0) — 2400 = X, ) — 227 (Ao — A(p1, ) — 219 (Ao — NT) = 20 (Ao — W) — L gBd BT
g g

Lemma 3.3. We fixr a? € A?, and d € R,.

1. Cp 0 _ =P in other words, for any &P € Cp 0 there exists a unique ZP € ZP such that &P = Yp’Y il
2. Conversely, for every &P = Y7137Zp’d the strategic trader p’s optimal controls is given by:
Qi (1, p?)

/l(a:,z,r, Mq7d7 aq) = root Of{ - % + )\Oe_d(zl + g(.%' + [7'1,0,0,070,0,0]) - g(ﬂ?)) 8”

ib
gla)) P

Mz, z,p%,a®) =0V {Xo + 24 + gz +[0,0,0,p,1,0,0]) — g(2)} A Ao

+ Moe % (22 + g(z +[0,72,0,0,0,0,0]) — } V (= too) A foo;

Proof. The proof is divided in four main parts. In the first part (a), we show that gP(X;) is P®-integrable.

We define L'(P?) the set of integrable random variable under P®. Then we derive in Part (b) the Ito’s
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decomposition of the dynamic value function associated with the Market Maker p’s optimization given in 1,
P ~
by C;I,% 0 = =P. Part (c) focuses on the charcaterization of the optimal control o = (fi, A\) and proves 2. Part

(d) finally proves the uniqueness of the representation of a rebate in ZP.

Part (a): Let &P € Cfg, (af,a4) € A, and d > 0. We define the dynamic utility of Market Maker p by
T AP — )\ 2
Vi(€P, d,a% a?) = E*[gP(Xr) —gp(Xt)+§p—/ (G ) 5 0) ds|Fy].
t

Notice that Vp (&P, a4, aP,d) = &P and Vp(€P, a4, aP,d) = E¢ [gp(XT) + &P — fOT Mds} since g(Xo) = 0.

We want to show that V; is well-defined. As ¢ € L(P%) and NP is bounded by Ay, the proof is reduced to
show that g?(X;) € L*(P?®), for every ¢ € [0, T].

Let WP = — J! ’fj ds + W}. Define W7

max

= maxepo ) WY and WP = minycor WF. Note that WY is a

Brownian motion under P%. Since Wy = 0, W2__ >0 and W’ . < 0. Using the reflexivity of the Brownian

maxr min

motion, WP, has the same distribution as |W%| and W2 has the same distribution as —WP2, .. In addition,
| Jo KPPPANT| < KPNP (1P| + tioe + oWhee — oWhs,).

We define similarly W21

max

and W for the other strategic trader.
For every t € [0, T], by Holder’s inequality,
e [l (X0 =2 [[K7(P = PPN — [ Prany)|
<E*[KP|PYPNY] + B[P P /0 PPANT|] + B2 [|K7 P PANY| + B[R Py /O " pranT|
<E*[KP|PU2NP| + B[ K?|P|N B,| + E*[| KPP} PY'N7|| + E*[KP|PY| N} B
<B* [K7|PPNE) + fRe (Ko PN fRe [(B2] + B2 (7))
b2 [(FeoNp ] [Py P2

where P; := (|P}| + tpioo + oWPE . — cWE.

min

)} For every t € [0,T], we know

A< M0 (= oo, —p1oo)e(d), AL < Mot (e, 100 )1(d),
and A} and A\{ are bounded by A\s. Consequently, E®[N#]4+E*[NP]+E*[NF]+E*[N{] are uniformly bounded
in ¢. Note that

B {(Néz)Q} < p(thoele1eooe=d) [(t)\oe(cﬁcz)uooefd)<t/\oe(c1+c2)uooefd + 1)] < 00.

Similarly, IEO‘[ ], E“[ } and E® [(N q)z} are bounded. Moreover, E* [Wp

has] = E°[[WH] = o/
kww][wﬂw%mwkwwmww
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Moreover,
E*|(Ff'NP)’]
1 N"‘ Nb
SEQ{( Z’U Ligcor—ry — 30V <or-n) +/ KpdeNp+/ K9PYdN? + KOF;)?]
7=1

1 . .
< E“ [K2 (V*NE)? + (WPND)? 4 200 NENY + 2K (v N + v* NP)NP P, + 2K(v* N + o* NY)NLP,

+ (KPNP?|P? + (KONP)? | Bof? + 2KP KON NP (| By | + thioo + 0Wiaw — oW ) Py

min

+ KOP§ (20 N{' + 20PN} + 2KPNP By + 2KINI P | < oc.

We thus conclude that E¢ [|gp(Xt)|} < 0.

Part (b): By Ito’s formula, we note that

02 T 82

(X)—/Tag(X)adW+
I\AT) = o O 2 Jo 5:53

T
i e (Xds + [ a(Xe + [hieLayg <or—s).0.0.0.0,0,0)) = g(X, a2
T
+ A [g(Xs— + [07 U]bvngNb SG(T—s)a 07 07 07 07 0]) - g(Xs— )]ng

T T
+/ [g(Xs* + [070707 PS? 17070]) - g(XS*)]stp +/ [g(Xs* + [0707070707]35[17 1]) - g(Xs*)]stq
0

:/TK(X4 X5X ~ X2+ KX 4+ KIX5+ KOP;
KX?+ KiXT+ KO

YodW

T
+/ [g(XS* + [U?V“]-ANa<9(Tfs)’O>Oa 0,0,0, 0]) - g(XS’)]dNL?
[ 1000+ 10,8y or,0,0,0,0,00) — (X, JaN?

T
[T lo0t +10,0,0,P2,1,0,0) — (X, JaN? + [ g0, +[0,0,0,0,0, P2, 1) ~ (X, N
0

Define

PR = No)?

5 ds. (3.2)

M€, o, 07, d) s=VA(€, o, o7, d) + g7 (X0) — |
0

Then M, (€7, a9, a?,d) = E*[gP(X1) + & — [ Mds\}}} is a P*-martingale.

By Martingale Representation Theorem ([FEuch et al., 2021, Lemma A.1.]), there exists a predictable process



3 REBATES DESIGN: A CONTRACTING PRINCIPAL-MULTI AGENTS PROBLEM 20
Z(€P a8, aP d) = (Z',22,7Z3,2%, 75,75, Z7) (P, a%,aP, d) such that
M (&P, a?, 0P, d)
t t
= Mo(&", a4, a”,d) +/ Z; (€7, %, aP, d)(dNy — Ads) +/ Z3(,a% P d)(dN? — Nyds)
+/ Z3(£P, %, aP  d)dW, +/ Z4(€P a4, P, d)(dNP — NPds) +/ Z5(€P, 0%, aP, d)(dWP — e ~ds)

+ [ 28, at, o0 ay(ang - Xeds) + [ 21,08, 08, ) awd ~ P2as),
0 0 g

Since Mt = gP(X1) + &P — fo Mds and from (3.2), we get

T (A% = Xo)?

T
5 —ds - / ZLH(EP o, P d)(AN® — \%ds)
t

V(e o, a7, d) =g"(Xr) — g"(X0) + €7~ |
t
T . T . T .
- [ 2t ar, NG~ Nods) ~ [ ZUE 0t 0r, )W, ~ [ ZHE 0t 0, d)(dNT ~ Nids)
t t t
T P T _
_/ Z?(é.pvaq7ap7d)<dwf - ids) _/ ZS(&*p}aq’aIJ’d)(ng - /\gds)
t o t

T _ Mq
- [ Zieat v ayaws - Eas
t

2 4 6 0
_ [KP(X4 X5X — X2 4 KPXY 4+ K1XS + KOP?
KrX? 4+ KiX7 + K©

Jo — Zaw, ~ [ " pawr - / " e
/ P(X4 +[r1,0,0,0,0,0,0]) — g(X,-) — ZH(AN® — Nods)

/ (X, +10,72,0,0,0,0,0]) — g(X. ) — Z2(AN? — Aods)

/ P(X, +0,0,0, PP, 1,0,0]) — g(X, ) — Z(dN? — Xods)

/ P(X, +10,0,0,0,0, P, 1]) — ¢”(X,_ ) — Z8)(dN? — Aods) + &7

/ [ AO F 2 00— A%) + Z2(h — A) + Z4(0h — AB)ds + Z5(ho — A9) + “;ng’ + ’“‘;27 ds
/ P(X, +[r},0,0,0,0,0,0]) — (X, )] Aods

/ (X, +1]0,72,0,0,0,0,0]) — (X, ) Aods

/ P(X, +[0,0,0,P?1,0,0]) — ¢"(X. )Aods

/ (X, +10,0,0,0,0, P7,1]) — (X, )| Aods.
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Define Z(¢7,a%,o?,d) = (2", 22,23, 2%, 2°, 25, 27)(¢7, a%, a?, d) by

Zy (€ at,ab,d) : = =g (Xy- + [r,0,0,0,0,0,0]) + g (X,-) + Z (€, 0, 0P, d),

Z2(E,a% b d) s = —gP (X~ +10,72,0,0,0,0,0]) + ¢"(X,-) + Z2(£7, 04, 0", d),

28t o dy s = — kP (- XK X;iJX?iX;?JX?iX;iJ K0 ) 4 2@ a0 d),
22, 0P, d) : = —g"(X, +[0,0,0, P2, 1,0,0]) + ¢°(X,-) + ZA(€7, %, a?, d), (3:3)
Z3(&,a% o d) : = Z2(€0, 0", 0P, d),

Z3(, % aP,d) : = —gP (X, +10,0,0,0,0, P4, 1]) + ¢(X,- ) + Z3 (67, a%, aP, d),

ZI(EP, a9, aP d) : = Z1(€P, %, P, d).

Notice that Zt, Z%, Z*, Z6 are predictable and Z3,25, Z7 are adapted.

Then
T T T T T

&P =Vp(€P, 04, 0P, d) — / Z3dW, — / Z2dW?P — / ZIdwd — / ZHAN® — N\ods) — / Z2(dN? — \ods)
0 0 0 0 0

T T T
— /0 ZHdNP — \ods) — /0 Z58(dN9 — \ods) — /O FP(X,, Zg,7s, Py, 04, d; oP)ds. (3.4)
Part (¢). We now fix &P € ZP, a? € A%, and d > 0. Define the stochastic processes ji? and AP by ff =
(X, Zg, s, 14, d) and N2 = N(X,—, Zs, PP) for s € [0, T] given by 2. Notice that /i’ and AP are predictable

and bounded and thus admissible in AP. By setting Y; = V;(&P, a4, &P, d), there exists (Yp, Z) € R x Z such
that &P = Y, where

t t t t
Y, =Y + / ZHdN2® — Nods) + / Z2(dN® — \ods) + / Z3dW, + / ZY(dNP — \ods)
0 0 0 0
t t t t
+/ Z§dW§+/ ZS(ng—Aods)+/ ngwg—/ F(Xs, Zs, s, Ps,al,d)ds,
0 0 0 0
where

F(Xy, Zsyro, Palyd) = sup  {(g(X,+[r},0,0,0,0,0,0]) — g(X,)) A2

+ (9(Xs +[0,72,0,0,0,0,0]) — g(Xs)) A} + (9(Xs +[0,0,0, PP, 1,0,0]) — g(X)) A2

AP — \g)?
+ (X4 [0,0,0,0,0.P2,1)) — g(x s — K20

p q
— ZH Mo~ A8) = 28N — M) - B2 28 - o gl
g g

— ZX o — AY) — Z2 (Mo — A)

We prove that P and M are the strategic trader p’s optimized controls for (3.1).
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By using a similar approach as in Part (a) above, since g(X;) and (X} — XPP)? are PC-integrable for
every t € [0,T] we deduce from [Bjork, 2021, Proposition 2.10] and [Shreve et al., 2004, Theorem 4.3.1] that
Jo Z3(ANS = Xods), J§ Z2(ANE = Nods), [y Z2dWs, [g ZH(ANP = Nods), [o Z3dWP, [§ ZS(dNE — Aods), and
f(f ZTdW4 are P'-martingales. From (3.4), we deduce that &” = (2P, \) is the trader p’s optimal control.

Part (d): We show the representation (Yp, Z) of &P is unique.

Suppose there exists two representations (Yp, Z) and (Yy, Z) of €P. Take any t € [0, T, define V;>P(£P, a4, d) :=
SUPgrey, Vi(§P,a?,aP,d), where V; is the restriction of the collection of controls V to time [t,7]. Then
VP8P, 09, d) = sup ey, E°(VA(€P, o, aP, d)|Fi] = supaoey, BEUIEP+ [ f(Xs, Zs, s, 8, ad, PP, P2, d)ds| F] <
Vi(€P, 09,67, d). Then Y; =Y}, for every t € [0,T]. We thus have (Yp, Z) = (Yo, Z).

3.1.2 Nash Equilibrium between Strategic Traders

We define the subset U C R7*? as the set of z such that for any z,r, P,d € R” x R? x R, there exists
a(x,z,r, P,d) = (aP(x, z,r, P,d);a%(x, z,r, P,d)) := (ﬂp,:\p;ﬂq,;\q) € (A x A)? defined as the fixed point to

the following system

(FP) aP(x,z,r, P,d) € arg sup ypea ywer P (z, 2,7, P, (z, 2,7, P, d), d; P, AP),
FP ’

al(w, 2,7, P,d) € arg sup ,aca naepF4(, 2,7, P,aP (v, 2,7, P, d), d; p9, \7).

We define the subset Upqz C U to be the set of z such that for any x,7, P,d € R7T x R? x R, there exists
a(x, 2,1, P,d) = (aP(x, 2,7, P,d); a%(z, 2,7, P,d)) i= (fP, NP; 19, M) € (A x A)? with i, 49 & {10, — oo }-

Remark 3.4. We provide in this remark examples and conditions ensuring that U (or Upqz) s not empty

1. Rebates indexed on investors’ activity only and fived point. Take 2% = 0 for any k € {3,...,7} and

1 2

i = p,q. It means that only z'P, 259 and 2*P, 29 are actively considered in the contract, that is the

b

indexation with respect to the volume v® v’ sent by buyer/seller investors redistributed to the Market

Makers. Then, (FP) is equivalent to

LIVIN

(D" (z) + 2'7) G5 (i, d) + (DgP2(x) + 227) G5 (i, d) = 0, O fiF = jio, OF fiF = —pice
W = (Ao + gP(x +[0,0,0, P, 1,0,0]) — g(=))

a, . b, . N N
(Dg?! () + 29) 7 (1, d) + (Dg»? () + 229) Gz (1, d) = 0, or A9 = fice, 0T % = —fice

A7 = (Ao + ¢%(x + [0,0,0,0,0, P9,1]) — g(z)),
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where
Dg"!(z) = g'(x + [r',0,0,0,0,0,0]) — g’(z), Dg"*(z) = g'(x +[0,7%,0,0,0,0,0]) — ¢*(x).

The solution in X\ is explicit. It thus remains to choose zVP, zL4 z2P 224 X\ N\ ensuring that this

system admits a solution. For example, if we choose
—cuP—cu? — Piepd —
A = Nge H W emd gnd \b = NgeH T e,

we get

2ciP4+2¢09 _ DgPl(z)+z"P _ Dg®l(z)+21 AD 7
T = Dpa(eyta2p = Dgi(a)torar OF AP AT € {Hoo, —poo}

AP = (Ao + g”(x +[0,0,0, P?,1,0,0]) — g(=))
3 = (Mo + ¢%(z +[0,0,0,0,0, P7, 1]) — g(x)).
The set Upae hence contains all the z € RT such that 2** =0 for k € {3,...,7}, i = p,q and

Dgp,l(x)_;,_zl,p _ Dg91 (m)+z1,q

DgpaQ(x)+z2ap - Dg‘laQ(z)J,»ZQ"I > 0

DgPl(z) + 24P < 0

Dg%t(z) + 21 < 0.

2. Symmetric Market Makers. Assume that A = [0, \o] for some positive constant Aoy, RY = R, KP = K1
and for any a = (PP, AP 9, N7) € A x A x A x A we have

)‘a(:upv :uq7 )\p’ )\q) = )\a(‘uq7 :U’pv )\q, )‘p)v )\b(up’ /‘qu )‘p7 )\q) = )\b('uq’ /‘Lp> )‘qv )\p)
Then, note that DgP' = Dg%' =: Dg' and DgP? = Dg%? =: Dg? so that (FP) is equivalent to

5, a N b N A A
—27 4+ (Dgt(x) + 2'P) G5 (i, d) + (Dg*(2) + 22P) G5 (i, d) = 0, o fP = jioo, OT [P = —fing

b A

7, a , . N N
—22 4 (Dg () + M) P25 (0, d) + (Dg?(2) + 229) §5 (1, d) = 0, 0F 9 = pioo, 0T 9 = —pice

AP = (Ao + gl +[0,0,0, PP,1,0,0]) — g(x) + =**)

M = (Ao + gz +[0,0,0,0,0, P, 1]) — g(=) + 2649).

In particular, if

2= Nge WP e=d gng \b = \ecrPHut)g—d
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we get

— 22— (Dg!(x) + 2'P)e= B 4 o(DgP(x) + 22P)e B HAN = 0, or (P = fiso, OF [P = — i

[

27a

g

P = (Ao + g(z +[0,0,0, PP, 1,0,0]) — g(z) + *7)

e(Dg (&) + 21 0)e ) 4 o(Dg(a) + 229)e 4 = 0, or 4T = jrog, OF 1 = —pice

A = (Mo +g(z +1[0,0,0,0,0, P7, 1)) — g() + 259).

If 28 = 218 = 21 220 = 20 = ;2 5P = ;74 = % and there exists v such that

1
—o =Dy (@) + )+ e(Dg(e) + )y =0, (3.5)
Dgt(z) + 2 <0, Dg*(z)+2* <0, (3.6)
(FP) admits a solution in Upqy. In this case, we get

i na — In(Y)
P 4t = =

AP = (Ao + g(z + [0,0,0, PP, 1,0,0]) — g(z) + 2*7)
A = (Ao + g(z +[0,0,0,0,0, P9, 1]) — g(x) + 259).

Therefore, the set U contains the set of z such that 2P = 2149, 22P = 224 5P = 2149 gnd such that (3.5)

and (3.6) admits a solution.

Our goal is to characterize a set of rebates (£,d) such that NE(&,d) admits a solution. Extending the

deifnition of =P, we now consider the following set of contracts
== {2 € 2.V 2 R, i=p.q},
where the process Y; %4 .= (Y44 y5%4) ig defined by:
A /O t ZY(AN® = N\ods) + /0 t ZE(AN? — Nods) + /O t Z3 AW, + /0 t ZY(ANP — \ods)
+ /Ot Z5H WP + /Ot Z51(dNT — N\ods) + /Ot ZDdwa — /Ot FYXs, Zs,rs, Py, &1, d; 61)ds,

e b AL . Al
where rg 1= [U?fo 1) 1A(va 1y <O(T—s)> Vb +1)1B(Nb +1)§9(T,s)}, We denotes &', := a'(Xs, Z, s, Ps,d) and
S S s

where Z denotes the space of random F—predictable processes Z = (ZP, Z9) € ZP x Z1.
We recall that a pair of controls a = (&”,49) € A is said to be a Nash equilibrium for the two strategic

traders if it solves

NE(£7 d) ‘/Op(‘gpa d, ad; dp) I = SUDged, a=(ar,a9) V'Op(é-p’ d, as; Oép)
Vil(&a,d, ap;at) . = SUPae A, a=(ar,a9) V(€9 d, 6P; ).
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Lemma 3.3 shows that the optimal control for each strategic trader in solving NE(&,d) depends on not only
the exchange’s incentive, the transaction fee, but also the action of the other trader. Therefore, we aim to
identify the set of incentives and fees that could lead to a Nash equilibrium between the two strategic traders.
Note that without the right incentive and fee, the strategic traders may otherwise engage in an endless search
for a better trading strategy, that is why we need to characterize the set of (£, d) such that NE(&,d) # 0.
We denotes by U the subset of Z such that 7 is U—valued.

Theorem 2. For a given £ € T and d € Ry, the following are equivalent:

(i) there exists a Nash equilibrium o = (aP,a?), that is NE(&,d) # 0;

(ii) there exists unique Yo = (Y7, Yy) € R x R and unique Z = (ZP,Z9) € U x U such that & = (P, %) =

(Yﬁ’zp’d,Yﬁ’Zq’d), where for i € {p,q},
R . t . t . t . t .
VAR (T / ZM(AN® — N\ods) + / Z2(dNP — Nods) + / Z3 AW, + / ZEU(ANP — N\ods)
0 0 0 0
t ) t . t . t . ;
+ / Z51dWP + / Z51 (AN — Nods) + / ZIdwa — / FYXs, Zs,7s, Py, &2, d; &%) ds,
0 0 0 0

where & = (X, Zs,rs, Ps,d) solves (FP).
In addition, if one of the above is satisfied, then o from (i) equals & in (ii).

Proof. Assume that there exists a Nash equilibrium a = (a?,a?). Then, (ii) is a direct consequence of
Lemma 3.3 for both Market Maker p and ¢ simultaneously under the assumption that there exists a solution
to (FP). Conversely, assume that (ii) is satisfied with the fixed point & Then, &' is the best response of
Market Maker i regarding the control &/ played by the other market maker regarding 2. in Lemma 3.3.

. P . q
Hence, & € NE(&,d) where £ = (YZ7"Y0 ! yZYody ¢ g O

Corollary 3.5 (Symmetric Market Makers and Nash equilibrium). Let oo = (uP, \P; u9, A7) € A X A x A x A
and assume that

A, d) = Aoe WD e and Xo(u, d) = AgecW THD e~
RE = R, KP = K9. Then, there exists a Nash equilibrium, i.e. NFE(¢,d) # 0 if € = Y}/O’Z’d, where

ZW = Z14 72p = 724 75P = 774 and there exists v satisfying (3.5). In this case, we get

~ ~ 1
B+ i = )

Cc

/A\f = (/\0 +9(Xt + [070707 Ptpv 17070]) _g(Xt> + Zt4’p)

j‘g = ()‘0 +g(Xt + [07070707 0> Ptqvl}) - g(Xt) + Zf’q)’
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4 Stock Exchange’s Problem: optimal rebates and transaction fees

The principal, the stock exchange, aims to minimize the market inefficiency (defined as the distance between

the clearing price and the efficient price), minimize total incentives provided to the strategic traders, and

maximize total transaction fees collected from non-strategic traders. Define p(¢,d, o) = E¢ “P%l —Pr2+€-
Ng Nt .

Iy —d(3, 2 vl g<or—7) + 250 v?lngg(T,n))}, where I = [1;1]. The exchange aims to find the best £

and d that minimizes p(¢, d, a).

Define NEI({,d) ={a € NE(,,d) : p(§,d, ) < p(&,d, 3), for any g € NE(§,d)}.

Remark 4.1. The reason we introduce NEI(§,d) is because certain pairs (§,d) € NE(§,d) might result in
more than one pairs of Nash equilibrium actions of the strategic traders; we thus assume that the traders
always pick the Nash equilibrium action that benefits the exchange the most. The exchange proposes thus
recommended price and intensity of arrival to the Market Makers, as explained in [Elie and Possamai,
2019]. Unlike [Hernandez-Santibanez, 202/, Assumption 3.1] we are not assuming the uniqueness of Nash
equilibrium and we defer the choice to the exchange as formulated in the seminal paper of Holmstrom and

Milgrom [Holmstrom and Milgrom, 1987] as recommended actions.

For any d € R, Define Z(d) to be the set of incentives £ such that £ € Z and NE(&,d) # (0. Let a(¢,d) €
NFEI(,d) given by Theorem 2. We formulate the problem of the exchange as

p= min p(g,d,@(g,d))

d>0,£€7(d)
Ny Ny
= in EX&D N pd_pr2ye.I,—d a4 _ P15 . 4.1
s {| T — Prl”+&- I (l; Vil g, <0(T—7) +jz:;v] nge(T_n))} (4.1)
subject to VI'(¢P,d, &) > RY, Vi (£%,d,&) > R (4.2)

where Ry = (R, R{) € R? is the vector of reservation constraint utility of the market makers p and gq. RE
and RJ can be for example chosen as the PnL of each market maker if they were trading on a coexisting

limit order book at the fair price P* along the duration 7.

Due to the simplicity of the transaction fees structure for investors given by the d constant, we rely on

numerical method to find the optimal d. Fixing d > 0, the exchange optimizes the rebate by solving

Ni Ny
p(d) = grenzl(r[li) Ea(f,d) “Pjﬁl _ Pj"f,|2 +&- 1 — d(z UglAiSG(T—Ti) + Z U?]‘BjSQ(T—Ti))} (43)
i=1 =1

to find the optimal rebate policy £(d).



4 STOCK EXCHANGE’S PROBLEM: OPTIMAL REBATES AND TRANSACTION FEES 27

4.1 Saturated utility reservations

Recalling Theorem 2, it is equivalent to find optimal controls (YZ, Yy, Z7, Z%) such that £” € ZP and £7 € 2.
Therefore,
d) = f ]Ed(Z,d) Pcl . P* 2 YYO,Z I —d Xl X2
p( ) YP>RP YQ>1£(1 (Zp,Zq)EZ |:| T T| + T 2 ( T + T):|

— f EXZD P — PA? + Yy - I + (VP07 —Yp) - Io — d(XH 4 X2
YP>RPY">}I%1‘1 (2r,Z29)eZ “ "+ Yo I+ 0) - I (X7 + T)}

— : . : a(Z,d) cl  px|2 0,7 _ 1 2
YOPZR%I’IquZRg[% I2] + (Zp,lgf)EZ]E |:|PT PT| + YT IZ d(XT + XT):|

= R{+Ri+ it EAZD| | P — PR+ Y27 - I - d(XF + XF)).

The optimization problem of the exchange is reduced to the optimization on the Z process controlling X, Y:

it ESED P — Pr2 4+ Y27 - Iy — (X} + X3)]. (4.4)

4.2 Optimal incentives and rebate policy

We turn to the solution of (4.4) by using a verification argument. We first define C'([0,7]) as the set of
function ¢ defined from t € [0,#] x (z,y,7,p;2,d) € S = R” x R? x R? x R? x R™*2 x R, into R, which are
continuously differentiable in time ¢, twice continuously differentiable with respect to the variables 3, p,y
and continuous in the other variables. We then define the Dynkin operator A associated with the processes
X,Y for any ¢ € C'([0,77],S) by

0 . ) . . . N N P 4
A¢(t)xay7rap; 2, d) = Z aj(taxa Y, Tap){AO(Zl’Z + 2'2’1 + 2’4’Z + 256’1) — Fl(w‘, zZ, T, P, a-;’d; aé) — 2577'% _ 27#%}
i=p,q =7

1 9% 9 1 ¢ 34 35 | 5.5 4 AT
+§m(t,x,y,r,p)o +§ ‘j_pqayiay.(t,x,y,r,p){z D N e e Ly }
0%¢ 0%
_'Z m(fzy,rp)az’i+ Z iy tmy,rp),u + = Z Opid: ——(t,z,y,7,p)o>
i=p.a i=p,q i=p,q
9% : 9%¢ -
— : (t,x,y,r,p)oz>" — Z ——(t,z,y,m,p)oz""
i=p.q ayzapp i—p.g 8%8 q
+ [¢(t, x + [r1,0,0,0,0,0,0],y + [—2"?, =219, 7, p) — 6(t, 2y, 7, p)|A?
+ [p(t, x +1[0,72,0,0,0,0,0], y + [-2*P, =29, r,p) — (L, 2,y, 7, p)] A}
+[8(t, 2 +[0,0,0,p,1,0,0], y + [-2"P, =2, r,p) — ¢(t, 2, y,7, p)| N}
+ [¢(t, 2 +0,0,0,0,0,p%, 1],y + [—257, —2%9] v, p) — p(t, 2,y 7, p)] ],
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where A%, A0, & = (aP;a4%) = (P, ;o 5\1’), are functions of (z, z, p,d) from Theorem 2.

Theorem 3 (Verification and optimal rebates). Let d > 0 be fized. Assume that
o there exists a function ¢ € C'([0,T],S) satisfying

¢ .
e + Zell%fw Ap(t, z,y,r,p;z,d) =0, t <T,

1 — 29 + KPxy + K26 + KOP{{
T id) =
¢)( 7.’1:'7y,r,p; ) ( pr5+qu7+KO

2
_ JI3> + y- IQ - d(ml +‘T2)7 (%yﬂ“ap) € S’
(4.5)

o there exists ny,na,n3 € N and C € R s.t. |¢(t,z,y,7,p,d)| < C(1+ |z|> + |y| + |r|™ + |p|"2) for every

(taxaya Tvp) € [O7T] X S;

o forevery (t,x,y,r,p) € [0, T|xS, there exists 2(d) = 2(t, z,y,r,p;d) € R™2 such that Ap(t, z,y,r,p; 2(d),d) =
inf, € R™2A¢(t,x,y,7,p; 2(d),d) and such that Zt(d) = Z(t,Xt,}Q,rt,Pt;d) € Z.

Then p(d) = RE + R+ ¢(0, Xo, Yo, 70,p0) and Z(d) is the optimal control of the exchange’s problem (4.1).

Consequently, the optimal rebate policy is

é‘p — Yﬁ’Zp(d)vd’ é'p — Y;,Zq(d),d

Y

where iniz’d is defined by Theorem 2.

Proof. The proof is based on a classical verification theorem based on a localisation procedure and by applying
Ito’s formula. Define a local time 6, = T'Ainf{t > 0 : || X¢|| > n, ||Yi|| > n, |re| > n, |P| > n}. By applying

Ito’s formula between 0 and 6, we get for any control Z € Z

¢(9n7 X9n7 }/Qi’d7 TGna Pen)

On
=¢(0, Xo, Yo, 70, Py) + / [?(s,XS,Y;Z’d,rs,PS)+A¢<s,X571@Z’d7rs,Ps;Zs,d)]ds
0 S
On ~
+ / [3(5, Xs— + [1,0,0,0,0,0,0), Y2 4 [Z12, Z19) rg_, Po_) — (s, Xoo, YO 75—, Py )]dNE
0
(4.6)

’»1 8

On ~
+/ [3(5, Xs— +[0,72,0,0,0,0,0], Y + [22P, 229, 75, Py_) — (5, Xo—, Ve, 75—, Ps_)|dN?

CI

0
On
+ / [3(5, Xs— +[0,0,0, PP, 1,0,0], Y + (220, Z29) vy Py_) — ¢(s, Xo—, You 75—, Ps_)]dN?
0
On Z.d Z.d =
+ /0 [¢(s, Xs— +0,0,0,0,0, PL, 1], Y20 + [Z3P, 209 vy Po_) — (s, Xo—, YO s, Ps_)]dNY,

where N} := N} — fg Aids for any i = a,b and th = th — fg X{dt for j = p, ¢ are P®—martingales.
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By the continuity of ¢ and its derivative and by the boundedness of all the state variables X, Y, r, P on [0, 6,],

we deduce that

E%[$(0n, Xo,, Yy " 76, Po,)]

@ bn (0 Zd Zd
= B[00, X0 Yo,ro, Po) + [ {500 Xea Y, Po)ds + Ad(s, X, Y41, Pos Z0) el
0 s

> (b(O’XOa Yb?ﬁ]: P0)7 for any Z € Z:
where equality is attained at Z = Z by the definition of ¢ solving (4.5).
Note that

|6(0n, Xo,., Yy " 76,, Po, )| < C(1+|Xo, |*+[Yp, | +]re, " +|Po, ["2) < sup CALH X[V +[re] ™ +] P |™).
t

)

For ¢ = p, ¢, we have

sup [P;[" < co (Thoo)™ + sup |oWi[™),
t€[0,T)] te[0,T]

for some constant c,,, > 0 independent of n. Recall now from the proof of Lemma 3.3 that E® Supyefo,1) | Xt ? <
0. As Z € Z, we also have E% SUPye(0,7] |Y:| < co. We then deduce from the dominated convergence theorem
that
EY| P — Py|? + Yr - I — d(X} + X3)] = E*¢(T, X7, Yr, 77, Pr; d)
= 11_)111 ]Edd)(en? X9n7 }/19”7 7o, P9n7 d) Z ¢(07 X07 }/07 7o, P07 d)7
n e.9]

d).d

for any Z € Z with equality for Z = z(d) Then p(d) = ¢(0, Xy, Yo, 70, Po;d) and § = Y:FZ( is the optimal

rebate scheme. O

4.3 Interpretations and key financial insights

We now turn to the financial interpretation of our results with a focus on the rebates shape and optimal

controls of the market makers.

Optimal rebates policy. We recall that the optimal rebates structure is given by
. . T, . T, . T . T, .
£ =Ry + / ZY(ANE — Nods) + / Z2H(dN? — Nods) + / Z3AW, + / ZEU(ANP — Nods)
0 0 0 0
T . T . T . T . .
+/ ZgﬂdWser/ ZS”(stq—)\ods)+/ ZZﬂdqu—/ FY(Xs, Zs,rs, Ps,d)ds, i € {p,q},
0 0 0 0

where for the sake of simplicity we set Z=1 (d). Each strategic trader gets incentive indexed on the canonical
process X penalized by the function F? representing the certain equivalent of their own utility. For each

market maker ¢ = p, g:
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o Z%i and Z2' are the incentives to trade in the auction in view of the number of non-strategic buyers

or sellers investors arrived in the auction respectively;
e« 737 denotes the incentive to trade given the fundamental price P*;

o Z% and Z% are the incentive to trade indexed on the arriving of the market maker p or q respectively

in the auction;

o 7% and Z7 are the incentives indexed on the anchor prices of each strategic trader p,q through the

Brownian motions WP and W{ respectively;

« and lastly the time component F? is the inner gain of market maker i resulting from the optimization

(certain utility equivalent) that the exchange redistributes to the other agents.

The F* component is elegantly designed as it is responsive to each strategic trader’s gains and losses through-
out the auction. Recall that a strategic trader’s payoff from the market is ¢*(X;) at time . When a new order
enters to the market at time ¢, the net gain for the strategic trader i is ¢*(X;) — g*(X,~ ) at this new order. We
say that the trader incurs a loss due to a new order if the net gain is negative and profits at the new order if
the net gain is positive. Observing the structure of F?, we see that the incentive ¢ has a positive increment at
time t when a strategic trader experiences a loss from a coming order at time ¢ and has a negative increment
if a strategic trader profits at a new order at time ¢. In short, the incentive & compensates each strategic
trader when a market change harms the trader and the incentive charges a trader when a market change
benefits the trader. Additionally, the F* component depends on the incentive d provided by the exchange to
non-strategic traders. This reveals an interesting dynamic: the competitive nature of the strategic traders
make them not only influenced by incentives directed at them, but also by incentives offered to other market

participants.

Given this rebate policy, we now turn to the interpretation of the strategic traders’ controls & = (42, AP ;0 S\q).

Optimal trading speed in the auctions The optimal arriving intensity for the strategic trader p is
AN Xy, Zg, PP) = 0V {\g + Z2% + gP(X, + [0,0,0, P?,1,0,0]) — g*(X,)} A Ao and for the strategic trader
qis M Xy, Zg, P1) = 0V {Ao + 2859 + g9(X, + [0,0,0,0,0, P4, 1]) — g9(Xs)} A Aeo. This implies that the
strategic traders anchor at Ag and adjust their intensities as time goes on. The traders intend to arrive

more often if they gain from their arrivals, i.e. when ¢?(X, + [0,0,0,P?,1,0,0]) — ¢*(Xs) > 0 and ¢?(X, +
[0,0,0,0,0, P4, 1]) — g9(Xs) > 0. Additionally, when the exchange awards the traders’ arrivals (i.e., when
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Z4P and Z5%4 are positive), trader p and trader ¢ will increase the arriving intensity and conversely when the
exchange penalizes a trader’s arrival, the traders will slow down their trading activities. This demonstrates
the effectiveness of the rebates and fees scheme as the exchange can monitor and regulate trader activity in

such a way.

Optimal spread. In terms of the optimal spread, we illustrate the results with the example i%(u?, u4) =
e W) and i (uP, p?) = e 1Y) for some constant ¢ with the symmetric market maker case investigated
in 2. Remark 3.4. Let 20P = 214 = 21 22P = 220 = 22 5P = ;74 = 3. Assume that there exists v such
that

—g — ¢(Dgt(z) + Zl)i +¢(Dg?*(z) +2°)y =0, Dg'(z)+2' <0, Dg*(x)+ 2> <0, (4.7)
then

it =

AP = (Ao + g(z +[0,0,0, PP, 1,0,0]) — g(z) + z*P)

A = (Ao + g(x +[0,0,0,0,0, P, 1)) — g(x) + 2049).
If there exists such v, we conclude that if #* and i® take the form proposed, any ¢ = Yr}/ 07 that has non-empty
NEI(£Y0Z d) need to satisfy this relation for {z1P, 22, 25P 214 224,74} Note that NEI(¢,d) will contain
uncountable many pairs of (P, u?) with p? + p? = In(v)/c, for all possible . This observation is interesting

as it shows that it is the combined price impact of the two strategic traders that matters to the market and

to the exchange instead of the individual proposed price of each strategic trader.

5 Numerical methods: deep neural network in high dimension for HJB

equations with jumps

Although Section 3 implicitly identifies the optimal incentive structure £ for the strategic traders, it does
not provide unfortunately explicit solutions of the PDE considered in Theorem 3. It remains to find how a
stock exchange can in practice implement this incentive and how a stock exchange can determine the optimal
fee d for the non-strategic traders. To address this, we present a numerical method designed to explicitly
find the optimal incentive structure and optimal fee d, using the Deep BSDE method, see [Henry-Labordere,
2017, Han and Long, 2020, Ji et al., 2020, Ji et al., 2022].

The optimal fee d can be found by a simple iteration method, whereas the main challenge is to identify f (d).

In the following, we explain how é (d) is solved with the Deep BSDE method, assuming d is fixed.
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Recall from Theorem 2 that finding the optimal incentive structure £ is equivalent to finding an optimal
pair (Yo, Z). With the constraint (4.2) and Section 4.1, this simplifies to finding an optimal pair (0, Z).
Theorem 3 shows that the optimal Z can be viewed as a function of {¢, X;,Y;, r, P;;d}. Consequently, we
use a neural network to approximate the function Z(t, x,y, r, p; d), defining the network’s loss function as the
stock exchange’s objective in (4.3) and (4.2). The reason a neural network can be used to learn a function is
supported by the Universal Approximation Theorem [Hornik et al., 1989], which states that a neural network

with sufficient layers and appropriate activation functions can approximate any C* functions effectively.

5.1 Algorithm and Parameter Calibration
For a given time interval [0, 7], we partition it into n sub-intervals: 0 = to,t1,...,t, =T with At = %

Let the neural network model’s input be (r,x,y,p) and the output be (¢, x,y,p). Denote the sample size
(batch size) to be M. Recall the problem of the exchange in (4.1), (4.2), and (4.3), we define the network’s
objective as: mindz{p(YTO’Z’d, d, &(YTO’Z’d, d)) + emax(Ry — VO(YYQ’Z’d, d,&),0) - 12}, for some constant € > 0.
Using the definition of Vj in (3.1), we can further format this objective as

A . N . i T )\i Y 2
min{B® || Pf = P; P~ d( X3+ X3)+Y P |+ 3 emax(R)—E ng(XT) + Y02 / (so)ds} J0)}.
d,Z 0 2

1=p,q

The algorithm 1 for computing the loss function is provided below:

Algorithm 1 Loss Function of the Neural Network
1: Initialize Xg, Yy, Py

2: fort=0ton—1do

3:  Compute Z; = 20 * p(t, X, Yy, Pr)

4:  Find a Nash equilibrium &

5. Compute Xii1, Yiy1, Py from Xy, Yy, P

6: end for

7. Compute P¥, P, ¢gP(Xr), and g4(Xr) from Xr,Yr, Pr

8 Loss = [4; 241, (!Pff = P2+ YR 4 VAT~ d(XE 4 X3)) | 4 D g emax(RY — [ DL, (0°(Xn) +
yiZd _ gt (-ho)? ,\0) At)} 0)

9: return Loss

Remark 5.1. Note that we multiply 20 at Zy = 20 * ¢(t, Xy, Yi, P;) to ensure that equation (3.6) is satisfied,

thus a Nash Equilibrium control (a?,a?) can be found.
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As for the parameters, we set T' = 10. This value was chosen randomly but can be interpreted as the auction
remaining open for 10 seconds or 10 minutes. Recall that non-strategic auction participants cancel their

orders based on the values of 14,<g(r—_,) and 1p,<g(7—-,); We take 0(T — 7;) = Ml“i—n +0.5.

We set K = Ky = KP = K% =1 assuming a $1 spread between the clearing price and the order price would
prompt traders to demand an additional share. We set v* = v® = 1, A\g = 100 assuming a non-strategic
trader submits an order for one share and the anchor arrival intensity is 100 orders/traders per unit of time.
We set ¢ = 0.1, considering the shape of e“* and selecting a value that reasonably reflects how sensitive the
arrival intensity of non-strategic traders is to the spread offered by strategic traders. For the reservation
parameter, we set Ry = [100 — 35000, 100 — 35000]. The $100 says each strategic trader gains at least $100
from the auction whereas 35000 accounts for the distance between the strategic trader’s A and Ag, thereby

providing greater flexibility for the strategic trader.

We calibrate Py and o by using the trading data of ”Apple” and ”Alphabet” extracted from YahooFinance
on period Oct-2-2023 to Dec-29-2023. The calibration method is illustrated in [Mastrolia and Xu, 2024,
Section 2.4]. We test two sets of parameters: we set Pj = 184.39, o = 1.76 for Apple, and P} = 134.24,
o = 2.11 for Alphabet. We set Ao, = 200 and po, = 60; both are large enough such that the program would

not touch the bound when searching for the optimal controls. We vary € € [0.5, 3].

As discussed in Section 4.3, NE({,d) may contain multiple pairs of optimal actions a@ = (o, a?). More
specifically, if there exists a positive v that satisfies equation (4.7), then for any (P, u?) such that p? + u? =
Y “we have (i, pud) € NE(£,d). To select a unique pair (pP,pu9) for our algorithm, we fix (1P, pud) =

c ?

(0.5 % m%’0.5 * hl%) Based on our initial tests which selected the pair that minimizes the loss of the

exchange, recalling the definition of NEI(€,d), from ™7 % (—1,2), 27 (~0.5, 1.5), Y % (0, 1), 2% %(0.5,0.5),
and hﬂ * (1,0), we found that the pair (0.5 % lnv ,0.5 % 11177) is consistently selected. Thus in consideration of

the computation cost we fix (uP, u9) = (0.5 * hw ,0.5 % ln(;’).

Based on the choice of (u?, u9) discussed above and the discussion of symmetric market makers in Remark 3.4,
we further simplify the numerical method to assume that the exchange sends identical incentive contract to
strategic trader p and strategic trader ¢, i.e. ZVP = ZL4 72P = 724 73p = 734 z4p = 764 750 = 774,
7Z0p = z44 77 = 754,

For the numerical method, we set n = 50, M = 256 to balance precision and computation cost. The
model uses 2 hidden layers, with 8 neurons in the first hidden layer and 7 neurons in the second hidden

layer. Note that the number of neurons in the second hidden layer corresponds to the output dimension.
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Activation function is set to be the sigmoid function for all layers (including the output layer) except the
input layer. We tested other activation functions, such as the identity function, ReLU, and tanh. How-
ever, the sigmoid function proved to be the most stable, as it supports the existence of Nash equilibrium
controls. We employ Adam optimization with automatic differentiation, using a learning rate chosen from

{0.001, 0.0005, 0.0001, 0.00005, 0.00001 }.

5.2 Illustration and Policy Recommendations

In terms of the optimal d which minimizes p(d), we find d = 3.0 for Apple and d = 2.0 for Alphabet. Figure
1 shows that as the transaction fee d initially increases, p(d) decreases, likely due to increased fee revenues.
However, beyond the optimal point, further increases in d transaction fee cease to be beneficial probably
because higher fees discourage non-strategic traders from participating in the auction, ultimately reducing

the exchange’s overall gains.

—42600 +

—43000 +
—42800 4

—43000

—43500 -

—43200 4

pld)
o)

—44000 4
—43400 4

—44500 4 436007

—43800 1

—45000 -

—44000

10 15 2.0 2.5 3.0 35 4.0 45 5.0 1.0 15 2.0 2.5 3.0 35 4.0 4.5 5.0
Transaction fee d Transaction fee d

(a) Apple (b) Alphabet

Figure 1. Transaction fee d v.s. A(d)

We then want to illustrate & (CZ) = YTR %7 Due to similarity between Apple and Alphabet’s result, we only

present Apple’s result here.

Figure 2 (e) displays the average optimal — fg FY(Xs, Zs,7s, Py, 41, d; &% )ds, where the blue solid line repre-
sents the continuous incentive for trader ¢ = p, and the orange dashed line represents the incentive for trader
i = q. Figure 2 (f) displays the average optimal F*(Xy, Z,rs, Ps, &2, d; &%). Figure 2 (g) displays the total
rebate YtO’Z’UZ, with &(d) = YtO’Z’d. Figure 2 (a) shows Z!, Z2,..., Z7. Figures 2 (b) and (c) show the strategic
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traders’ responses to these incentives, while Figure 2 (d) shows the arriving intensities of the non-strategic
buyers and sellers. It is important to note that the difference between AP and A9, and between the continuous
incentive F*(Xy, Zs,7s, Ps, &4, d; &%), shown in Figure 2 (b), (e), (f) and (g), are numerical artifact. Theo-
retically, these values should be identical; however due to the imperfection in generating Brownian motions

using a computer program, discrepancies arise.

We now discuss the results. From our test (figure 2(a)), Z}, Z7 remains relatively stable over time t, so
the exchange can treat these two variables as a constant vector across ¢ for simplicity. Our primary focus
is on Z} and Z, which influence the traders’ arrival intensities over time. A specific feature of an auction
market in contrast to a continuous trading session is that orders are not executed immediately. This delay
allows traders to select their arrival time or intensity during the auction to optimize their gains. For instance,
traders may choose to arrive late to gain more market information to profit from the early-arriving orders.
Early arriving traders can also benefit from the market by placing misleading orders or setting a tone at the
beginning of the market. Consequently, the component related to arrival intensity of the incentive becomes
important as it can help mitigate the timing advantages present in an auction market. In our previous work
[Mastrolia and Xu, 2024], we also focused on exploring the optimal shape of this component in a discrete-time
setting. Now, we discuss the shapes of Z} and ZP. From figure 2(a), we see that they increase over a brief
period and then gradually decrease over time. This indicates that the exchange does not want the traders
to arrive too early but also seeks to avoid overly late arrivals. Due to this incentive structure, we see that
the strategic traders reduce their arrival intensity over time, sending fewer orders as the auction progresses.
This aligns with our findings and proposals in the preliminary work [Mastrolia and Xu, 2024], which indicate
that the exchange prefers traders to arrive earlier in the auction rather than later. From this result, we
recommend the exchange to formulate the intensity related incentive in this way. Based on these results, we

recommend that exchanges design the arrival intensity related incentive with a generally decreasing shape.

Additionally, we see that the fee is effective in regulating other behaviors of strategic and non-strategic traders
throughout the auction. The strategic traders’ spreads, u? and u?, decrease to zero as time advances. This
indicates that the strategic traders are submitting orders that align more closely with the efficient price,
rather than introducing misleading or disruptive pricing signals. Furthermore, the imbalance between the
arriving intensity of non-strategic buyers and non-strategic sellers diminishes due to the closing gap between
the strategic traders’ price and the efficient price. With regard to the incentive structure, we observe from
figure 2 (e) and (f) that the time-dependent component of the incentives and its derivatives increase over

time. Figure 2 (g) indicates that the total incentive also increases over time. This pattern may be attributed
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Figure 2. Result for Apple. The sample size is 256, and the values presented here are the means across the

sample.

to strategic traders becoming less inclined to participate and earning less as the auction progresses, so the
exchange compensates them by enhancing the incentives. The insight we gain here can be a potential strategy
for the exchange to design incentives. Specifically, an effective incentive could be formulated as an inverse
function relative to the traders’ gains or the traders’ willingness to participate. By shaping the incentive

structure in this way, the exchange can effectively regulate the auction.

Lastly, we demonstrate the effectiveness of the fee and incentive in improving both market efficiency and the
exchange’s outcomes by comparing two scenarios: one with no fees or incentives and one with the optimal
fee and incentive (J, é(cf)) When (d = 0, = 0), the exchange’s value is p = 454 for Apple and p = 487 for
Alphabet, whereas with (d, £(d)), it improves significantly to p(d) = —45119 for Apple and p(d) = —44003 for
Alphabet. This demonstrates that the fee and incentive substantially enhance the exchange’s outcomes. In
terms of market efficiency, when (d = 0,& = 0), the expected market spread is E*(%:0) [|Pff - PT|2] = 454 for
Apple and 487 for Alphabet, compared to Ex(d) [|Pr_%l — PT|2] = 144 for Apple and 127 for Alphabet under

the optimal fee and incentive structure. Therefore, we recommend implementing the fee and the incentive to

promote both the welfare of the exchange and the overall efficiency of the market.
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