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Abstract
The use of reinforcement learning algorithms in financial trading is becoming increasingly preva-

lent. However, the autonomous nature of these algorithms can lead to unexpected outcomes that
deviate from traditional game-theoretical predictions and may even destabilize markets. In this
study, we examine a scenario in which two autonomous agents, modeled with Double Deep Q-
Learning, learn to liquidate the same asset optimally in the presence of market impact, using the
Almgren-Chriss (2000) framework. Our results show that the strategies learned by the agents de-
viate significantly from the Nash equilibrium of the corresponding market impact game. Notably,
the learned strategies exhibit tacit collusion, closely aligning with the Pareto-optimal solution. We
further explore how different levels of market volatility influence the agents’ performance and the
equilibria they discover, including scenarios where volatility differs between the training and testing
phases.

1 Introduction
The increasing automation of trading over the past three decades has profoundly transformed financial
markets. The availability of large, detailed datasets has facilitated the rise of algorithmic trading—a
sophisticated approach to executing orders that leverages the speed and precision of computers over
human traders. By drawing on diverse data sources, these automated systems have revolutionized
how trades are conducted. In 2019, it was estimated that approximately 92% of trading in the for-
eign exchange (FX) market was driven by algorithms as reported in [1]. The rapid advancements
in Machine Learning (ML) and Artificial Intelligence (AI) have significantly accelerated this trend,
leading to the widespread adoption of autonomous trading algorithms. These systems, particularly
those based on Reinforcement Learning (RL), differ from traditional supervised learning models. In-
stead of being trained on labeled input/output pairs, RL algorithms explore a vast space of potential
strategies, learning from past experiences to identify those that maximize long-term rewards. This
approach allows for the continuous refinement of trading strategies, further enhancing the efficiency
and effectiveness of automated trading.

The flexibility of RL comes with significant potential costs, particularly due to the opaque, black-
box nature of these algorithms. This opacity can lead to unexpected outcomes that may destabilize the
system they control—in this case, financial markets—through the actions they take, such as executing
trades. The complexity and risk increase further when multiple autonomous agents operate simultane-
ously within the same market. The lack of transparency in RL algorithms may result in these agents
inadvertently learning joint strategies that deviate from the theoretical Nash equilibrium, potentially
leading to unintended market manipulation. Among the various risks, the emergence of collusion is
particularly noteworthy. Even without explicit instructions to do so, RL agents may develop coop-
erative strategies that manipulate the market, a phenomenon known as tacit collusion. This type
of emergent behavior is especially concerning because it can arise naturally from the interaction of
multiple agents, posing a significant challenge to market stability and fairness.

In this paper, we investigate the equilibria and the emergence of tacit collusion in a market where
two autonomous agents, driven by deep RL, engage in an optimal execution task. While tacit collusion
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in RL settings has been explored in areas such as market making (as reviewed below), much less is
known about how autonomous agents behave when trained to optimally trade a large position. We
adopt the well-established Almgren-Chriss framework first introduced in [2], for modeling market
impact, focusing on two agents tasked with liquidating large positions of the same asset. The agents
are modeled using Double Deep Q-Learning (DDQL) and engage in repeated trading to learn the
optimal equilibrium of the associated open-loop game.

For this specific setup, the Nash equilibrium of the game has been explicitly derived in [3], providing
a natural benchmark against which we compare our numerically derived equilibria. In addition, we
explicitly derive the Pareto-optimal strategy and numerically characterize the Pareto-efficient set of
solutions. Our primary goal is to determine whether the two agents, without being explicitly trained
to cooperate or compete, can naturally converge to a collusive equilibrium, given the existence and
uniqueness of the Nash equilibrium.

Our findings reveal that the strategies learned by the RL agents deviate significantly from the Nash
equilibrium of the market impact game. Across various levels of market volatility, we observe that
the learned strategies exhibit tacit collusion, closely aligning with the Pareto-optimal strategy. Given
that financial market volatility is time-varying, we also examine the robustness of these strategies
when trained and tested under different volatility regimes. Remarkably, we find that the strategies
learned in one volatility regime remain collusive even when applied to different volatility conditions,
underscoring the robustness of the training process.

Literature review. Optimal execution has been extensively studied in the financial literature.
Starting from the seminal contributions in [4] and in [2], many authors have contributed to extend
the model’s consistency with reality. Notable examples in this area are: [5]–[13]. In its basic setting,
the optimal execution problem considers just one agent unwinding or acquiring a quantity q0 of assets
within a certain time window. However, if many other agents are considered to be either selling or
buying, thus pursuing their own optimal execution schedules in the same market, the model becomes
more complicated since it now requires modelling other agents’ behaviour the same market. Using a
large dataset of real optimal execution, [14] shows that the cost of an execution strongly depends on
the presence of other agents liquidating the same asset. The increased complexity when treating the
problem in this way allows for more consistency with reality and, at the same time, opens the path
for further studies on how the agents interact with each other in such a context.

The optimal execution problem with n-agents operating in the same market has thus been studied
under a game theoretic lens in both its closed-loop (in [15], [16]) and open-loop (in [3], [17]–[20])
formulations. In more recent works, rather than just optimal execution, liquidity competition is also
analysed (as in [21], [22]) along with market making problems (as in [23], [24]).

In recent times, with the advancements of machine learning techniques, the original optimal exe-
cution problem has been extensively studied using RL techniques. Among the many1, some examples
in the literature on RL techniques applied to the optimal execution problem are found in [27]–[29].

Applications of multi-agent RL to financial problems are not incredibly numerous if compared
to those that study the problem in a single agent scenario. Optimal execution in a multi-agent
environment is tackled in [30], where the authors analyse the optimal execution problem form the
standpoint of a many agents environment and an RL agent trading on Limit Order Book. The
authors test and develop a multi-agent Deep Q-learning algorithm able to trade on both simulated
and real order books data. Their experiments converge to agents who adopt only the so-called Time
Weighted Average Price (TWAP) strategies in both cases. On the other hand, still on optimal execution
problem’s applications of multi-agent RL, the authors in [31] analyse the interactions of many agents
on their respective optimal strategies under the standpoint of cooperative competitive behaviours,
adjusting the reward functions in the Deep Deterministic Policy Gradient algorithm used, in order to
allow for either of the two phenomena, but still using the basic model introduced in [2], and modelling
the interactions of the agents via full reciprocal disclosure of their rewards and not considering the
sum of the strategies to be a relevant feature for the permanent impact in the stock price dynamics.

The existence of collusion and the emergence of collusive behaviours are probably the most in-
teresting behaviours based on agents interaction in a market, as these are phenomena that might
naturally arise in markets even if no instruction on how to and whether to collude or not, are given to
the modelled agents. The emerging of tacit collusive behaviours has been analysed in various contexts.

1For a more comprehensive overview of the state of the art on RL methods in finance, please refer to [25] and [26]
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One of the first interesting examples is found in [32], where using Q-learning the authors show how
competing producers in a Cournot oligopoly learn how to increase prices above Nash equilibrium by
reducing production, thus firms learn to collude even if usually do not learn to make the highest possi-
ble joint profit. Hence the firms converge to a ‘collusive’ behaviour rather than to a ‘proper’ collusion
equilibrium. Still in Cournot oligopoly, authors in [33] apply multi-agent Q-learning in electricity mar-
kets, the evidences of a collusive behaviour do still arise and the authors postulate that the collusive
behaviour may arise from imperfect exploration of the agents in such a framework. Similarly, authors
in [34] conclude that the use of deep RL leads to collusive behaviours faster than simulated tabular
Q-learning algorithms. For what concerns financial markets, the problem becomes more involved since
the actors in market do not directly set the price in a ‘one sided’ way as is the case for production
economies that are studied in the previously cited works. Among the many contributions that study
the emergence of collusive behaviours in financial markets, in [35] it is shown how tacit collusion arises
between market makers, modelled using deep RL, in a competitive market. In [36] the authors show
how market making algorithms tacitly collude to extract rents, and this behaviour strictly depends on
tick size and coarseness of price grid. Finally, in [24] the authors use a multi-agent deep RL algorithm
to model market makers competing in the same market, the authors show how competing market
makers learn how to adjust their quotes, giving rise to tacit collusion by setting spread levels strictly
above the competitive equilibrium level.

The paper is organised as follows: Section 2 introduces the market impact game theoretical setting,
Section 3 introduces the DDQL algorithm for the multi-agent optimal execution problem, Section 4
discusses the results for different parameter settings, and finally, Section 5 provides conclusions and
outlines further research directions.

2 Market impact game setting
The Almgren-Chriss model. The setup of our framework is based on the seminal Almgren-Chriss
model first introduced in [2] for optimal execution. In this setting, a single agent wants to liquidate
an initial inventory of q0 shares within a time window [0,T ], which, in the discrete-time setting, is
divided into N equal time increments of length τ = T/N . The main assumption of the model is that
the mid-price (or the efficient price) evolves according to a random walk with a drift depending on the
traded quantity. Moreover, the price obtained by the agent differs from the mid-price by a quantity
which depends on the quantity traded in the interval. More formally, let St and S̃t be the mid-price
and the price received by the agent at time t, and let vt be the number of shares traded by the agent
in the same interval; then the dynamics is given by

St = St−1−g (vt/τ)τ +στ
1
2 ξ

S̃t = St−1−h(vt/τ)
(1)

St evolves because of a diffusion part ξ ∼N (0,1) multiplied by the price volatility σ and a drift part,
termed permanent impact, gt (vt/τ), assumed to be linear and constant: g (vt/τ) = κvt/τ . The price
S̃t received by the agent is equal to the mid-price St but impacted by a temporary impact term also
assumed to be linear and constant in time: h(vt/τ) = αvt/τ .

The aim of the agent is to unwind their initial portfolio maximizing the cash generated by their
trading over the N time steps. This objective can be rewritten in terms of Implementation Shortfall
(IS) that is defined in the single agent case as:

IS(v⃗) = S0q0−
N∑

t=1
S̃tvt (2)

where v⃗ = (v1, ...,vN )′ ∈ RN is the vector containing the traded quantity in each time step. The
optimisation problem of the agent can be written as

min
v⃗

E[IS(v⃗)]−λV[IS(v⃗)] s.t.
N∑

t=1
vt = q0 (3)

where λ is the risk aversion parameter of the agent. Under the linearity assumption of the two impacts,
the problem can be easily solved analytically. In the following, we are going to consider risk neutral
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agents (λ = 0) and in this case the optimal trading schedule is the TWAP, i.e. vt = q0/N , where the
trading velocity is constant.

Almgren-Chriss market impact game. Now we consider two agents selling an initial inventory
q0 shares within the same time window time window [0,T ]. The traded quantities by the two agents
in the time step t are indicated with v

(1)
t and v

(2)
t and Vt = v

(1)
t + v

(2)
t is the total quantity traded in

the same interval. The equations for the dynamics are

St = St−1−g (Vt/τ)τ +στ
1
2 ξ

S̃t
(k) = St−1−h

(
v

(k)
t /τ

)
k = 1,2

(4)

i.e. the mid-price is affected by the total traded volume Vt, while the price received by each agents
depend on the quantity she trades.

Since more than one agent is optimising her trading and the cash received depends on the trading
activity of the other agent, the natural setting to solve this problem is the one of game theory. Since
each agent is not directly aware of the selling activity of the other agent and the two agents interact
through their impact on the price process, the resulting problem is an open-loop game. The existence
and uniqueness of a Nash equilibrium in such a symmetric open-loop game has been studied in [3] in
the case of n different players and linear impact functions. First of all, the defined the Nash equilibrium
as:

Definition 1 (Nash equilibrium ([3])). In an n players game, where n ∈ N, with q
(1)
0 , . . . , q

(n)
0 ∈ R

initial inventory holdings and λ1, . . . ,λn non-negative coefficients of risk aversion. A Nash equilibrium
for mean-variance optimisation as in Eq. (3) is a collection of q∗ = {q⃗∗

1, . . . , q⃗∗
n} inventory holdings

such that for each k ∈ n, q⃗k ∈ Adet the mean variance functional is minimised:

E[IS(q⃗k|q∗
−k)]−λkV[IS(q⃗k|q∗

−k)]

for each agent k.2 Where q∗
−k are the strategies of the other players minus the strategy of the k-agent

that is being considered.

Then they proved that there exists a unique Nash equilibrium for the mean-variance optimisation
problem. The unique Nash equilibrium strategy q

∗(k)
t , the Nash remaining inventory of agent k at

time t, for n players is given as a solution to the second-order system of differential equations:

λ(k)σ2q
(k)
t −2ατ q̈

(k)
t = κ

∑
j ̸=k

q̇
(k)
t +ατ

∑
j ̸=k

q̈
(k)
t (5)

with two-point boundary conditions

q
(k)
0 = q0 and q

(k)
T = 0 , ∀ k = 1, . . . ,n (6)

Focusing on the special case of two players, in [3] it is proved that the selling schedule at the unique
Nash equilibrium is:

q
∗(1)
t = 1

2(Σt +∆t) and q
∗(2)
t = 1

2(Σt−∆t) (7)

where:

Σt = Vte
− κt

6α

sinh
(

(N−t)
√

κ2+12αλσ2

6α

)
sinh

(
N

√
κ2+12αλσ2

6α

) and ∆t = Vte
κt
2α

sinh
(

(N−t)
√

κ2+4αλσ2

2α

)
sinh

(
N

√
κ2+4αλσ2

2α

) (8)

It can be noticed that the Nash inventory holdings, and thus the trading rates, now depend also on the
permanent impact κ, contrary to what happens in the single agent case studied in [2]. The open loop
setting of the game excludes that the agents have knowledge of each others inventory holdings and, as
said above, they interact only through the permanently-impacted price St. The price level does not
enter directly into the optimal inventory formula, but the permanent impact and the volatility of the
asset on the other hand do, proportionally to agents’ risk aversion.

2Where Adet is the set of all admissible deterministic trading strategies, for a more formal definition see [3].
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Beyond the Nash equilibrium. In this setting, a Nash equilibrium exists and is unique. However,
one could wonder if, apart from the Nash equilibrium, there are other solutions that might be non-
Nash and collusive or, generally speaking, either better or sub-optimal, in terms of average costs
obtained by either agent, when compared to the Nash solution. Motivated by this, we aim at studying
how and under which conditions agents interacting in such an environment can adopt manipulative
or collusive behaviours that consistently deviate from the Nash equilibrium. We use RL to train the
agents to trade optimally in the presence of the other agent and we study the resulting equilibria.
The aim is to ascertain whether while trading, sub-optimal or collusive cost profiles for either of the
agents are attainable. In order to do so, we focus on the case where two risk neutral agents want to
liquidate the same initial portfolio made by an amount q0 of the same asset. We let the agents play
multiple episode instances of the optimal execution problem in a multi-agent market. This means
that, defining a trading episode to be the complete unwinding of the initial inventory q0 over time
[0,T ] in N time steps by both agents, the overall game is made by iterated trades at each t = 1, . . . ,N
time-steps and by B iterations of trading, each containing a full inventory liquidation episode. Each
iteration is described by two vectors v⃗

(1)
(i) and v⃗

(2)
(i) containing the trading schedule of the two agents

in episode i. Moreover, each vector is associated with its IS, according to Eq. 2. We now define the
set of admissible strategies and the average IS.

Definition 2. In an iterated game with B independent iterations, the set A of admissible selling
strategies in iteration i is composed by the pair of vectors v⃗

(1,2)
(i) = (v⃗ (1)

(i) , v⃗
(2)
(i) ), such that for k = 1,2:

• ∑N
t=1 v

(k)
(i),t = q0

• v⃗
(k)
(i),t is (Ft)t≥0 - adapted and progressively measurable

• ∑N
t=1(v(k)

(i),t)
2 <∞

For any v⃗
(1,2)
(i) ∈ A the average Implementation Shortfall is defined as:

ĪS(v⃗ (1,2)
(i) ) = 1

N

N∑
t=1

IS(v⃗ (1,2)
(i) , t) = IS(v⃗ (1)

(i) )+ IS(v⃗ (2)
(i) ) (9)

Leveraging on [24] and [23], we define collusive strategies and we show that they are necessarily
Pareto-optimal.

Definition 3 (Collusion). In an iterated game with B independent iterations, a pair of vectors of
selling schedules v⃗

(1,2)
c = (v⃗ (1)

c , v⃗
(2)
c ) ∈A is defined to be a collusion if for each iteration i and ∀ v⃗

(1,2)
(i) ∈

A:
ĪS(v⃗ (1,2)

c )≤ ĪS(v⃗ (1,2)
(i) )

Definition 4 (Pareto Optimum). In an iterated game with B independent iterations, a pair of vectors
of selling schedules v⃗

(1,2)
p = (v⃗ (1)

p , v⃗
(2)
p ) ∈ A is a Pareto optimal strategy if and only if there does not

exist v⃗
(1,2)
(i) ∈ A such that:

∀ i = 1, . . . ,M , ĪS(v⃗ (1,2)
p )≥ ĪS(v⃗ (1,2)

(i) )

∃ j = 1, . . . ,M , ĪS(v⃗ (1,2)
p ) > ĪS(v⃗ (1,2)

(j) )
(10)

Proposition 1 (Collusive Pareto optima). For an optimal execution strategy problem where two agents
minimise costs as in Eq. (3) in a market as in Eq. (4), a collusive selling strategy v⃗

(1,2)
c in the sense

of Definition 3 is necessarily a Pareto optimum as defined in Definition 4. We call this a Collusive
Pareto optimal strategy v⃗

(1,2)
cp .

Proof. By contradiction, suppose that v⃗
(1,2)
c is not Pareto optimal, then there must exist an iteration

i and a strategy u⃗
(1,2)
(i) = (u⃗(1)

(i) , u⃗
(2)
(i) ) such that:

ĪS(u⃗(1,2)
(i) )≤ ĪS(v⃗ (1,2)

c ) (11)

But this contradicts the hypothesis that v⃗
(1,2)
c is collusive and hence v⃗

(1,2)
c must be Pareto-optimal.
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Having shown that a collusive strategy is in fact the Pareto-optimal strategy, we aim at finding
the set of all Pareto-efficient strategies, i.e. those selling strategies that result in IS levels where it is
impossible to improve trading costs for one agent without deteriorating the one of the other agent.
These strategies are defined to be collusions in this game setup. We define the set of Pareto solutions
and, within this set and we find the Pareto-optimum as the minimum within the set of solutions.

Definition 5 (Pareto-efficient set of solutions). For a two-player game, with B independent iterations
and risk neutral players that aim to solve the optimal execution problem in a market model defined as
in Eq. (4), the Pareto-efficient set of strategies is the set of strategies v⃗ (1,2) such that the IS of one
agent cannot be improved without increasing the IS value of the other agent.

We now provide the conditions that allows to find the set of Pareto-efficient solutions.

Theorem 1 (Pareto-efficient set of solutions). The Pareto-efficient set of strategies are the solutions
to the multi-objective optimisation problem:minv⃗ (1,2) f⃗

(
v⃗ (1,2)

)
s.t. {v⃗ (1,2)

(i) ∈ A, g⃗(v⃗ (1,2)) = 0⃗}
(P1)

where:

f⃗(v⃗ (1,2)) =
[
E
(
IS(v⃗ (1)|v⃗ (2))

)
,E
(
IS(v⃗ (2)|v⃗ (1))

)]
g⃗(v⃗ (1,2)) =

[(
N∑

t=1
v

(1)
t − q0

)
,

(
N∑

t=1
v

(2)
t − q0

)]

Proof. Problem (P1) is a convex multi-objective optimisation problem with n = N design variables
(v⃗ (1,2)), k = 2 objective functions, and m = 2 constraint functions. Leveraging on [37], in order to find
the Pareto-efficient set of solutions, Problem (P1) can be restated in terms of Fritz-Johns conditions.
We define the L ∈ R(n+m)×(k+m) matrix as:

L =
[
∇v⃗ (1,2) f⃗(v⃗ (1,2)) ∇v⃗ (1,2) g⃗(v⃗ (1,2))

0⃗ g⃗(v⃗ (1,2))

]
(12)

then, the strategy v⃗
(1,2)
p is a solution to the problem:

L · δ⃗ = 0⃗ (P2)

where δ⃗ = (ω⃗, λ⃗) ∈ Rk+m. Moreover, v⃗
(1,2)
p is a Pareto-efficient solution if δ⃗ exists, it is a non-trivial

solution if δ⃗ exists and δ⃗ ̸= 0⃗.
Leveraging on [37], a solution v⃗ (1,2),∗ to the Problem (P2) is a non-trivial Pareto-efficient solution

if:
det(L(v⃗ (1,2),∗)T L(v⃗ (1,2),∗)) = 0⃗ (13)

Where L(v⃗ (1,2),∗) denotes the matrix L where the argument of F (·) and G(·) functions is a strategy
v⃗ (1,2),∗. Thus we say that a necessary condition for generic strategy (v⃗ (1,2),∗) to be Pareto-efficient is
to satisfy Eq. (13). In general, Eq. (13) gives the analytical formula that describes the Pareto-optimal
set of solutions obtainable from Problem (P2).

The analytical derivation of the Pareto-efficient set of strategies, i.e. of the Pareto-front, for this
kind of problem is quite involved and cumbersome, although obtainable via standard numerical multi-
objective techniques. Later in the paper, we will solve this problem numerically to find the set for
the problem at hand. It is instead possible to derive the absolute minimum of the Pareto-efficient
set of solutions since the problem is a sum of two convex functions and is symmetric. We call these
strategies, one per agent, Pareto-optimal strategies in the spirit of Definition 4.

Theorem 2 (Pareto optimal strategy). For a two-player game with B independent iterations and
risk-neutral players, the Pareto optimal strategy for all iterations i defined as the solution of the
problem: 

argminv⃗ (1),v⃗ (2) F (v⃗ (1,2))
s.t.

(∑N
t=1 v

(1)
t − q0

)
= 0(∑N

t=1 v
(2)
t − q0

)
= 0

(14)
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where:
F (v⃗ (1,2)) = E

(
IS(v⃗ (1)|v⃗ (2))

)
+E

(
IS(v⃗ (2)|v⃗ (1))

)
(15)

is ∀ t = 1, . . . ,N and ∀ i = 1, . . .M :

v
(1)
t,p = q0

N
, v

(2)
t,p = q0

N
(16)

i.e. the TWAP strategy.

Proof. Considering just an iteration i of the two players’ game, we define v⃗ (1) = argminv⃗ (1) IS(v⃗ (1)|v⃗ (2)),
meaning that the strategy for agent 1 is a function of the strategy of agent 2. And thus v⃗ (1) the strat-
egy that minimises the IS of agent 1 given the strategy of agent 2. The same consideration holds for
agent 2, where v⃗ (2) = argminv⃗ (2) IS(v⃗ (2)|v⃗ (1)).

Leveraging on Proposition 1, the Pareto optimal strategies v⃗
(1)
p , v⃗

(2)
p of the agents considered solve:

argmin
v⃗ (1),v⃗ (2)

F (v⃗ (1,2)) (P1)

where:
F (v⃗ (1,2)) = E

(
IS(v⃗ (1)|v⃗ (2))

)
+E

(
IS(v⃗ (2)|v⃗ (1))

)
(17)

we then set up a constrained optimisation problem, where the constraint binds the agents to just sell
their initial inventory q0 over the time window considered:

∇v⃗ (1,2)

[
F
(
v⃗ (1,2)

)
+λ1

(
N∑

t=1
v

(1)
t − q0

)
+λ2

(
N∑

t=1
v

(2)
t − q0

)]
= 0 (18)

this can be decoupled into two distinct problems:

∇v⃗ (1),λ1
L1 =∇v⃗ (1),λ1

[
E
(
IS(v⃗ (1)|v⃗ (2))

)
+λ1

(
N∑

t=1
v

(1)
t − q0

)]
= 0

∇v⃗ (2),λ2
L2 =∇v⃗ (2),λ2

[
E
(
IS(v⃗ (2)|v⃗ (1))

)
+λ2

(
N∑

t=1
v

(2)
t − q0

)]
= 0

(19)

Considering now just the first problem in the previous equation, we notice that:

E
(
IS(v⃗ (1)|v⃗ (2))

)
=−

N∑
t=1

κv
(1)
t

t∑
j=1

(v (1)
j +v

(2)
j )−

N∑
t=1

αv
(1)2

t

and thus, for every t = 1, . . . ,N :
∂L1

∂v
(1)
t

=−κ
(
(2q0− q

(1)
t − q

(2)
t )+v

(1)
t

)
−2αv

(1)
t +λ1 = 0

∂L1
∂λ1

=
(∑N

t=1 v
(1)
t − q0

)
= 0

(20)

where ∑t
j=1 v

(1)
j = (q0− qt) and qt is the level of inventory held at time-step t = 1, . . . ,N , we notice

that:

v
(1)
t =−κ(2q0− q

(1)
t − q

(2)
t )+λ1

κ+2α

thus:

0 =
N∑

t=1
− 1

κ+2α
κ
(
(2q0− q

(1)
t − q

(2)
t )+λ

)
− q0

λ = q0(κ+2α)
N

+κ(2q0− q
(1)
t − q

(2)
t )

v
(1)
t =−κ(2q0− q

(1)
t − q

(2)
t )

κ+2α
+ q0(κ+2α)

N(κ+2α) + κ(2q0− q
(1)
t − q

(2)
t )

κ+2α
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Finally, the first and the last terms cancel out and we obtain that the Pareto-optimal strategy v⃗
(1)
p is:

v
(1)
t,p = q0

N
, ∀ t = 1, . . . ,N (21)

for v
(2)
t,p same considerations hold since the problem is symmetric.

To study whether Collusive Pareto-optima or more generally non-Nash equilibria arise in this
setting, we model the two agents by equally and simultaneously training them with RL based on Double
Deep Q Learning (DDQL) algorithm where two agents interact in an iterative manner. We then analyse
the results under the light of the collusion strategies derived above. The aim is to understand how
and which equilibria will eventually be attained, and whether in attaining an equilibrium they tacitly
collude in order to further drive the costs of their trading down. We will analyse their interactions
in some limiting cases in order to study if and how the equilibrium found changes and adapts to the
market dynamics in a model agnostic setting such as the DDQL algorithm.

3 Double Deep Q Learning for multi-agent impact trading
We model the algorithmic agents by using RL based on Double Deep Q-Learning (DDQL). The
setup is similar to the single agent algorithm as in [27] and in [29], but now we consider two agents
interacting in the same environment. Each agent employs two neural networks, namely the main
Q-net (Qmain) for action selection and the target Q-net (Qtgt) for state evaluation. The four nets are
exactly the same and updated at exactly the same rate. The only difference between the two agents
is the timing at which they act and the time at which their nets are updated. In fact, in a given
time-step, the agent trading as second pays the price impact generated by the first one. To make the
game symmetric, similarly to [20], at each time step a coin toss decides which agent trades first. This
ensures the symmetry and guarantees that, as the game unfolds, no advantage in terms of trading
timing is present for either of the two agents.

We divide the overall numerical experiment into a training and a testing phase. In the training
phase we train both the agents to solve the optimal execution problem. In the testing phase, we
employ what we learned in terms of Qmain weights, letting the trained agents play an iterated trading
game. All the results shown in Section 4 are obtained in the testing phase.

3.1 Setting of the numerical experiments

We consider two risk neutral agents whose goal is to unwind an initial position of q0 = 100 shares
with initial value S0 = 10$ within a time window [0,T ]. The window is divided into N = 10 time-
steps of length T/N = τ . The mid-price St evolves as in Eq. (4), and the agents sell their whole
inventory during the considered time-window. This is called an iteration and in order to train the
DDQL algorithm we consider a number of C iterations. This is called a run. Thus, a run of the game
is defined to be an iterated game over both N time-steps and in C trading iterations.

Over the C iterations, each agent learns how to trade via an exploration-exploitation scheme,
thus using ϵ-greedy policies. This is obtained by changing the weights of their Qmain net in order to
individually choose the best policies in terms of rewards, related to the obtained IS. The scheme of the
algorithm is thus symmetric, and for each agent it is divided into two phases: an exploration and an
exploration phase managed by the parameter ϵ ∈ (0,1], that is common to both the agents, that will
decrease geometrically during training and globally initialised as ϵ = 1. Depending on the phase, the
way in which the quantities to sell vt are chosen changes, and it does so for each agent symmetrically.
When the agents are exploring, they will randomly select quantities to sell vt in order to explore
different states and rewards in the environment, alternatively, when the agents are exploiting, they
will use their Qmain net to select vt.

3.1.1 Action selection and reward function

For each of the N time-steps and C trading iterations, the agents’ knowledge of the state of market
environment is the tuple gi

t = (t,qi
t,St−1) for i = 1,2. Thus, each agent knows the current time-step, her

individual remaining inventory, and the permanently impacted mid-price at the previous time step.
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Clearly, only the first and the last are common knowledge of the two agents, while no information on
inventory qt or past selling actions vt is shared between the agents.

Then, depending on the current value of ϵ, a draw ζ, different for each agent, from a uniform
distribution determines whether the agent performs exploration or exploitation. This means that with
probability ϵ the agent chooses to explore and thus she chooses at time-step t the quantity to sell vt

sampling from a normal distribution with mean µ = qt

N−t and standard deviation δ = | qt

N−t |. In this
way, on average we favour a TWAP execution, allowing for both positive and negative values of vt,
meaning that sell and buy actions can be selected. In the exploration phase we bind the quantity to be
sold to be vi,t ∈ [−q0, q0], i = 1,2. Alternatively, with probability 1− ϵ, the agent chooses the optimal
Q-action as the one that maximises the Q-values from Qmain net, thus exploiting what learnt in the
exploration phase. We bind the agents to sell all their inventory within the considered time window,
still exploring a large number of states, rewards, and actions.

Once every m actions taken during training iterations by both the agents, ϵ is multiplied by a
constant c < 1 such that ϵ→ 0 as m→∞. In this way, for a large number of iterations C, ϵ converges
to zero and the algorithm gradually stops exploring and starts to greedily exploit what the agent has
learned in terms of weights θ of the Qmain net. Notice that the update for ϵ happens at the same
rate for both the agents, thus they explore and exploit contemporaneously, while the draw from the
uniform distribution ζ is different for every agent. For each time step t we decide which of the two
agents trades first with a coin toss. Once that the ordering of the trades is decided, the action decision
rule in the training phase unfolds as:

ϵ ∈ (0,1) , ζ ∼ U(0,1)

vt =
{
∼N (µ = qt

N−t , δ = | qt

N−t |) , if ζ ≤ ϵ

argmaxv′∈[0,qt] QM (gi
t,v

′|θmain) ,else
(22)

After this, each agent calculates the reward as:
rt,i = St−1vt,i−αv2

t,i , i = 1,2 (23)
Notice that the actions of the other agent indirectly impact on the reward of the agent i through the
price St−1, while nothing but the agent’s own actions are known in the reward.

Overall, the rewards for every t ∈ [1,N ] are:
r1,i = S0v1,i−αv2

1,i

r2,i = (S1 +κ(v1,i +v1,i−)+ ξ)v2,i−αv2
2,i

...
rN,i = (SN−1 +κ(vN−1,i +vN−1,i−)+ ξ)vN,i−αv2

N,i

(24)

Where by i− we denote the the other agent, assuming that we are looking at the reward for agent i,
and ξ ∼N (0,σ).

Thus, for each time step t the agent i sees the reward from selling vt,i shares, and stores the state
of the environment, gt,i, where the sell action was chosen along with the reward and the next state
gt+1,i where the environment evolves. At the end of the episode, the reward per episode per agent is
−q0S0 +∑N

t=1 St−1vt,i−αv2
t,i. Written in this form, the aim of the agent is to cumulatively maximise

such reward, such that the liquidation value of the inventory happens as close as possible to the initial
value of the portfolio.

3.1.2 Training scheme

Bearing in mind that the procedure is exactly the same for both agents, we focus now on the training
scheme of one of them, dropping the subscript i. We let the states gt, actions vt, rewards rt and
subsequent future states gt+1 obtained by selling a quantity vt in state gt, to form a transition tuple
that is stored into a memory of maximum length L, we have two different memories, one for each
agent. As soon as the memory contains at least b transitions, the algorithm starts to train the Q-nets.
To this end, the algorithm samples random batches of length b from the memory of the individual
agent, and for each sampled transition j it individually calculates:

yj
t (θtgt) =

{
rj

t if t = N ;
rj

t +γQtgt(gj
t+1,v∗|θtgt) else

(25)
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Table 1: Fixed parameters used in the DDQL algorithm. The parameters not shown in the table
change depending on the experiments and are reported accordingly.

DDQL parameters Model parameters
NN layers 5 C train its. 5,000 N intervals 10
Hidden nodes 30 M test its. 2,500 S0 price 10$
ADAM lr 0.0001 m reset rate 75 acts. q0 inventory 100
Batch size b 64 c decay rate 0.995 α t. impact 0.002
L mem. len. 15,000 γ discount 1 κ p. impact 0.001

In Eq. (25), rj
t is the reward for the time step considered in the transition j, gj

t+1 is the subsequent state
reached in t+1, known since it is stored in the same transition j, while v∗ = argmaxv Qmain(gj

t ,v|θmain).
γ is a discount factor that accounts for risk-aversion3. Each agent individually minimises the mean
squared error loss between the target y(θtgt) and the values obtained via the Qmain net. In formulae:

L(θmain,θtgt) = 1
b

b∑
ℓ=1

([
yℓ

t (θtgt)−Qmain(gℓ
t ,v

ℓ
t |θmain)

])2

θ∗
main = argmin

θmain

L(θmain,θtgt)

We then use back propagation and gradient descent in order to update the weights of the Qmain net.
This procedure is repeated for each agent and for each random batch of transition sampled from the
agent’s memory. Overall, once both agents have individually performed m actions, we decrease ϵ by
a factor c < 1 and we set Qtgt = Qmain

Once both agents have been simultaneously trained to optimally execute a quantity q0 while
interacting only through the midprice, we let the agents interact on another number M < C of trading
iterations. This is the testing phase, and now actions for each agent are selected using just her Qmain
net. As said above, the results analysed below are those obtained in the testing phase.

The features of the Q-nets for each agent are (qi,t, t,St−1,vi,t) and are normalised in the domain
[−1,1] using the procedure suggested in [27], whereas normalised mid-prices S̄t are obtained via min-
max normalisation. In our setup we use fully connected feed-forward neural networks with 5 layers,
each with 30 hidden nodes. The activation functions are leakyReLu, and finally we use ADAM
for optimisation. With the exception of the volatility parameter σ which will be specified later,
the parameters used in the algorithm are reported in Table 1, the training algorithm is reported in
Algorithm 1.

3We set a γ = 1 since we model risk neutral agents

10



Algorithm 1 Training of Double Deep Q-Learning multi-agent impact game
Require:

Set ϵ = 1, b batch size, C train iterations;
Set market dynamics parameters;
For each agent i = 1,2 initialise with random weights Qmain and make a copy Qtgt ;
For each agent i = 1,2 initialise the memory with max length L.

for k in C do
Set Sk

0 = S0;

for t in N do
u∼ Bin(1,0.5); ▷ Decides the order of execution

if u = 0 then i = (1,2) else i = (2,1)
end if ▷ Vector of priority ordering of the agents

for each agent i in the order decided above do
gi,t← (qi,t, t,S

k
t );

vi,t←
{

sample N (µ = qt

N−t , δ = | qt

N−t |) ,with probability ϵ

argmaxv′∈[0,qt] QM (gt,v
′|θmain) ,with probability (1− ϵ)

;

rt← Si
t−1vt−αv2

t ;

Sk
t−1→ Sk

t ; ▷ Generate Sk
t from Sk

t−1

gi,t+1← (qi,t+1, t+1,Sk
t ) ;

Memory for agent i ← (gi,t, ri,t,vi,t,gi,t+1); ▷ Memory storing

if Length of memory ≥ b then
for j in b do

Sample a batch of (gj
i,t, r

j
i,t,v

j
i,t,g

j
i,t+1) from memory;

v∗
i = argmaxv Qi,main(gj

i,t,v
j
i,t|θi,main);

yj
i,t(θi,tgt) =

{
rj

i,t if t = N ;
rj

i,t +γQi,tgt(gj
i,t+1,v∗

i |θi,tgt) else
end for

θ∗
i,main = argminθi,mainL(θi,main,θi,tgt) via gradient descent with loss to minimise:

L(θi,main,θi,tgt) = 1
b

b∑
ℓ=1

([
yℓ

t (θi,tgt)−Qi,main(gℓ
i,t,v

ℓ
i,t|θi,main)

])2

if Length of agent i memory = L then halve the length of agent i memory
end if

end if
After m iterations decay ϵ = ϵ× c;
After m iterations θi,tgt← θi,main;

end for
end for

end for
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Figure 1: Scatter plot of the IS of the two agents for 20 testing runs of 2500 iterations in the zero
noise case (σ = 10−9).

4 Results
In this Section we present the results obtained by using the RL Algorithm 1 in the game setting
outlined in Section 2. The experiments aim at studying the existence and the form of the learnt
equilibria, by analysing the policies chosen by the two interacting trading agents. We then compare
the equilibria with the Nash equilibrium, the Pareto-efficient set of solutions, and the Pareto optimal
strategy. We consider different scenarios, using the market structure as outlined in Eq. (4).

It can be easily noticed how the theoretical Nash equilibrium for this game does not depend on
the volatility level of the asset. In fact, when the risk aversion parameter λ = 0, the Nash equilibrium
of Eq. (7) depends only on the permanent and temporary impact coefficients κ and α, respectively.
However, in the numerical determination of the equilibrium solution, volatility σ and the associated
diffusion play the role of a disturbance term, since an agent cannot determine whether an observed
price change is only due to the impact generated by the trading of the other agent or if it is a random
fluctuation due to volatility. In this sense, volatility plays the role of a noise-to-signal ratio here.
To quantify the effect of volatility on the learnt equilibria, we perform three sets of experiments
for different levels of the volatility parameter σ, leaving unchanged the impact parameters. More
specifically we consider, for both training and testing phase the case where σ = 10−9 (termed zero
noise case), σ = 10−3 (moderate noise) and σ = 10−2 (large noise) case. In all three cases, we use the
same temporary and permanent impacts α = 0.002 and κ = 0.001.

We employ 20 training and testing runs, each run is independent from the others, meaning that
the weights found in one run are not used in the others. In this way we aim at independently (run-
wise) train the agents to sell their inventory. Each testing run has M = 2,500 iterations of N = 10
time-steps.

4.1 The zero noise case

When σ = 10−9 we model the interaction of both agents in a limiting situation when the market is very
illiquid and almost no noise traders enter the price formation process. In this case, the permanent
impact is essentially the only driver of the mid-price dynamics in Eq. (4), thus price changes are
triggered basically only by the selling strategies used by the agents throughout the game iterations.

The results of the experiments are displayed in Figure 1, which shows, as a scatter plot, the IS of
both agents in each iteration of the testing phase. Each colour represents the results of one of the 20
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Figure 2: Optimal execution strategies for 20 testing runs of 2500 iterations, using σ = 10−9.

runs of 2,500 iterations each. The blue circles shows the IS centroids per testing run (the number in
the circle identifies the run). For comparison the plot reports as a red star the point corresponding
to the Nash equilibrium of Eq. (7), which is used to divide the graph into four quadrants, delimited
by the red dashed lines. The top-right quadrant contains point which are sub-optimal with respect
to the Nash equilibrium for both players, while the points in the top-left and bottom-right quadrant
report points where the found equilibrium favours one of the two agents at the expenses of the other.
In particular, in these regions one of the agents achieve an IS smaller than the one of the Nash
equilibrium, while the other agents performs worst. In a sense, one of the agents predates on the other
in terms of reward. The bottom-left quadrant is the most interesting, since here both agents are able
to achieve an IS smaller than the one in the Nash equilibrium and thus contain potential collusive
equilibria. For comparison, the black star indicates the IS of the Pareto-optimal strategy found in
Theorem 2, while the magenta line is the linear combination of the Pareto-optimal IS. Finally, the
green rectangle denotes the area between the Nash and the Pareto-optimal ISs, and we call it the
collusive area. In fact, in that area we find the ISs for both the agents that lie between the proper
collusion defined by the Pareto-optimum and the Nash equilibrium.

Looking at Figure 1 we can notice that the ISs per testing run concentrate in the collusive area
of the graph (green rectangle) between the Nash and the Pareto-optimal IS. This means that when
the noise is minimal, it is easier for the agents to adopt tacit collusive behaviour and obtain costs that
fall near the collusion IS, i.e. the Pareto-optimum. The majority of the remaining ISs per iteration
still lie within the second and fourth quadrant of the graph, meaning that again they are in general
able to find strategies that, at each iteration, do not allow one agent to be better without worsening
the other.

Considering the strategies found by the agents in Figure 2, we notice how the agents keep on trading
at different speed, i.e. their selling policies are consistent with the presence of a slow trader and a fast
trader. It can be seen how the policies followed by the agents in almost all the 20 simulations depend
inversely on the strategy adopted by the competitor. Moreover, in most of the runs in the collusive
region, the average strategy of the agents is very similar to the TWAP strategy. This is possible thanks
to very low noise, and in this case the agents are able to find more easily the Pareto-optimal strategy,
which corresponds to an equilibrium where they both pay the lowest amount possible in terms of IS
by tacitly colluding with their trading.

These evidences underline the quite intuitive fact that, when the noise to signal ratio is low it
is simple for the agents to disentangle their actions from those of other agents. The agents find an
incentive to deviate from the Nash-equilibrium adopting strategies that allow for lower costs. The
majority of these strategies correspond to an average collusive ISs, thus with lower cost than in the
Nash equilibrium, but still slightly greater than the Pareto-optimum in terms of ISs. In general, per
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Figure 3: Scatter plot of the IS of the two agents in 20 testing runs of 2,500 iterations in the moderate
noise case (σ = 10−3).

iteration neither agent can be better off without increasing the other agent cost level. There is thus a
strong evidence of tacit collusion, which in turn substantiates in the way the agents trade at different
speeds. The phenomenon is evident thanks to the very low level of asset’s volatility. Thus, evidences
of tacit collusive behaviour in this first case exist, moreover the collusive behaviour is adopted by the
agents even if they have neither information about the existence nor about the strategy of the other
agent trading in the market.

4.2 The moderate noise case

In this setting, the mid-price dynamics is influenced both by the trading of the agents and by the
volatility. The first thing that can be noticed in Figure 3 is that the IS per iteration distributes
almost only in the second, third and fourth quadrant of the plot. Moreover, the distribution of the
points suggests an inverse relation between the ISs of the two agents, i.e. a lower IS of an agent is
typically associated with a worsening of the IS of the other agent. The centroids distribute accordingly.
In fact, the centroids that lie in the collusive area of the graph are as numerous as those that lie outside
of that area on either the second or fourth quadrant. It can be seen that, outside the green rectangle,
the agents tend to behave in a predatory way, meaning that one agent has consistently lower costs
than the other. This happens tacitly, meaning that no information about the existence or about the
strategy followed by the other agent is part of the information available either in the market or in
each agent’s memory. Notice that predatory strategies are still consistent with the definition of Pareto
efficiency but are not a proper collusion since they do differ from the Pareto-optimal IS, even if they
appear to overlap in Figure 3.
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Figure 4: Optimal execution strategies for 20 testing runs of 2500 iterations, using σ = 10−3.

Looking at the average strategies implemented by the agents in each testing run (Figure 4), it
can be noticed how similarly as in the zero noise case, roughly speaking there is almost always one
agent that trades faster than the other and again as in the previous case, the one agent that trades
slower is the one with an higher IS. The comparison of Figure 4 and Figure 3shows that the agent
that ‘predates’ the other is a fast trader and obtains lower costs of execution. This behaviour is more
pronounced in this case, and we postulate that this is due to the increased level of noise for this
experiment.

We conclude once again that, even if no explicit information about the trading strategies is shared
by the agents, during the repeated game they are able to extrapolate information on the policy pursued
by the competitor through the changes in the mid-price triggered by their own trading and by the other
agent’s trading. Thus, it seems plausible that RL-agents modelled in this way are able to extrapolate
information on the competitor’s policy and tacitly interact through either a collusive behaviour that
leads to lower costs, either for both or for just one of them, resulting in a predatory behaviour or
through a predatory behaviour where the costs of one agent are consistently higher than those of the
other. Generally speaking, the set of solutions achieved is in line with the definition of the Pareto
efficient set of solutions.

4.3 The large noise case

Finally, we study the interactions between the agents when the volatility of the asset is large. This
corresponds to a relatively liquid market, since price changes are severely affected by the volatility
level. Looking at Figure 5, we notice that in this market setup the higher level of volatility significantly
affects the distribution of the IS per iteration. In fact, the points in the scatter plot now distribute
obliquely, even if for the most part they still lie in the second, third, and fourth quadrants. Because
of the higher volatility level, very low IS values for both agents might be attained per iteration and
the structure of the costs per iteration is completely different with respect to to the previous cases.
However, the distribution of the average ISs per testing run, i.e. the positions of the centroids, is still
concentrated for the greatest part in the collusive strategies area in between the Pareto-optimum and
the Nash equilibrium costs.
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Figure 5: Scatter plot of the IS of the two agents for 20 testing runs of 2500 iterations in the large
noise case (σ = 10−2).

Figure 6 shows the trading strategies for the agents. It can still be noticed how in general if one
agent is more aggressive with its trading, the other tends to be not. This tacit behaviour of the agents
resulting in faster and slower traders still takes place, and again the agent that is trading slower pays
more in terms of IS, hence coupling the centroids’ distribution and the selling schedules in Figure 6
and Figure 5 reveals how a slower trading speed worsens the cost profile of one agent to the benefit of
the other. The average trading strategy of the agents per testing run in the collusive cases basically
revolves around a TWAP strategy that is in turn the Pareto-optimum for the considered problem.

4.4 Summary of results and comparison with the Pareto front

We have seen above that especially in the presence of significant volatility, the points corresponding to
the iterations of a run tend to distribute quite widely in the scatter plot. The centroid summarises the
average behaviour in a given run and provides a much more stable indication of the relation between
the IS of the two agents. To have a complete overview of the observed behaviour across the three
volatility regimes, in Figure 7 we show in a scatter plot the position of the centroids of the 20×3 testing
runs. It can be seen that the centroids tend to concentrate in the collusive area, irrespective of the
volatility level for the experiment. We notice how the agents’ costs tend to cluster in this area and to
be close to the Pareto-optimal IS. To have a more detailed comparison of the simulation results with
the theoretical formulation of the game, we numerically compute the Pareto-efficient set of solutions
(or Pareto-front)4 of and represent it on the scatter plot. The Figure shows that, as expected, the
centroids lie on the right of the front. More interestingly, they are mostly found between the front and
the Nash equilibrium for all the levels of volatility and, in line with the definition of the Pareto-front,
for an agent to get better the other has to be worse off. We further notice that the majority of points
for the zero noise case lies very close the Pareto optimum or in the collusive area, thus the lower
the volatility the easier it is to converge to the collusion strategy. In the other two cases we notice
how, even roughly half of the centroids lie in the collusive area, the rest mostly lie not far from the
numerical Pareto front.

4The numerical Pareto front has been obtained using ‘Pymoo’ package in Python introduced in [38].
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Figure 6: Optimal execution strategies for 20 testing runs of 2500 iterations, using σ = 10−2.
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Figure 8 shows that, irrespective of the values considered for the volatility level σ, the average
strategy does not differ much from the Pareto-optimum TWAP strategy. In the zero noise case, the
average strategy of the two agents tends to be slightly more front loaded, but still lies between the Nash
and the Pareto-optimum. As the σ value increases, and thus in the moderate noise and large noise
cases, we can see how both the agents tend to be less aggressive at the beginning of their execution
in order to adopt a larger selling rate towards the end of their execution. This behaviour is stronger
the higher the σ, due to the increased uncertainty brought by the asset volatility in addition to the
price movements triggered by the trading of both the agents.

4.5 Variable volatility and misspecified dynamics

Our simulation results show that volatility plays an important role in determining the IS in an
iteration of the testing phase, although when averaging across the many iterations of a run, the results
are more stable and consistent. In financial market, returns are known to be heteroscedastic, i.e.
volatility varies with time. Thus, also from the practitioner’s point of view, it is interesting to study
how agents, which are trained in an environment with a given level of volatility level, perform in a
testing environment where the level of volatility is different. In particular, it is not a priori clear
whether a collusive relationship between the two agents would still naturally arise when the price
dynamics is different in the testing and in the training phase. Moreover, it is interesting to study how
a change in the environment would impact the overall selling schedule and the corresponding costs.
In the following, we study the agents’ behaviour in extreme cases, in order to better appreciate their
behaviour under time-varying conditions. Specifically, using the same impact parameters as above in
both phases, we learn the the weights of the DDQN algorithm in a training setting with σ = 10−9 and
then we employ them in a testing environment where σ = 10−2. We then repeat the experiment in
the opposite case with the volatility parameters switched, i.e. training with σ = 10−2 and testing with
σ = 10−9.As before, we run 10 testing runs of 2,500 iterations each.

4.5.1 Training with zero noise and testing with large noise

When the agents are trained in an environment where σ = 10−9 and the weights of this training are
used in a testing environment with σ = 10−2, we find that the distribution of the ISs per iteration
is similar to the one that would be obtained in a both testing and training with σ = 10−2 scenario
(see Figure 9). The centroids are still mostly distributed in the second, third and fourth quadrant,
although some iterations and even a centroid, might end up in the first quadrant as in the σ = 10−9

case. In general, it can be seen how the centroids mostly lie in the collusive area of the graph, i.e in
the square between the Pareto-optimal IS and the Nash equilibrium, pointing out at the fact that
collusive behaviours are still attainable even when the training dynamics are misspecified with respect
to the testing ones.

Looking at Figure 10, we notice that the selling schedules are mostly intertwined, i.e. rarely the
agents trade at the same rate. Traders can still be slow or fast depending on the rate adopted by the
other agent. Comparing Figure 10 with Figure 9 we see that, as in the correctly specified case, the
agent that trades faster gets the lower cost, while the slow trader achieves a larger IS.
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Figure 9: IS scatter for 20 testing runs of 2500 iterations, training σ = 10−9 and testing σ = 10−2.
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Figure 10: Optimal execution strategies for 10 testing runs of 2500 iterations, training σ = 10−9 and
testing σ = 10−2.

4.5.2 Training with large noise and testing with zero noise

Figure 11 shows the result of the experiment where agents are trained in an environment where
σ = 10−2 and tested in a market with σ = 10−9. We observe that the ISs are distributed in a way
similar to the case where the agents were both tested and trained in an environment with σ = 10−9.
Still, the centroids lie in all but the first quadrant, and the majority of them lies in the collusive area,
showing how even with misspecified dynamics, a collusive behaviour naturally arises in this game.
The trading schedules adopted show the same kind of fast-slow trading behaviour between the agents,
where still the slower trader has to pay higher costs in terms of IS (see Figure 12).

Finally, irrespective of the encountered levels of volatility, it seems that what is more important is
the market environment experienced during the training phase, thus the selling schedule implemented
in a high volatility scenario with DDQN weights coming from a low volatility scenario are remarkably
similar to the one found with both training and testing with σ = 10−9, and vice versa when σ = 10−2

is used in training and the low volatility is encountered in the test. It might be concluded that once
that the agents learn how to adopt a collusive behaviour in one volatility regime, they are able to still
adopt a collusive behaviour when dealing with another volatility regime.
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Figure 11: IS scatter for 20 testing runs of 2500 iterations, training σ = 10−2 and testing σ = 10−9.
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Figure 12: Optimal execution strategies for 10 testing runs of 2500 iterations, training σ = 10−2 and
testing σ = 10−9.

5 Conclusions
In this paper we have studied how collusive strategies arise in an open loop two players’ optimal
execution game. We first have introduced the concept of collusive Pareto optima, that is, a vector
of selling strategies whose IS is not dominated by the IS of other strategies for each iteration of the
game. We furthermore showed how a Pareto-efficient set of solutions for this game exists and can
be obtained as a solution to a multi-objective minimisation problem. Finally, we have shown how
the Pareto-optimal strategy, that is indeed the collusion strategy in this setup, is the TWAP for
risk-neutral agents.

As our main contribution, we have developed a Double Deep Q-Learning algorithm where two
agents are trained using RL. The agents were trained and tested over several different scenarios where
they learn how to optimally liquidate a position in the presence of the other agent and then, in the
testing phase, they deploy their strategy leveraging on what learnt in the previous phase. The different
scenarios, large, moderate and low volatility, helped us to shed light on how the trading interactions
on the same asset made by two different agents, who are not aware of the other competitor, give rise
to collusive strategies, i.e. strategies with a cost lower than a Nash equilibrium but higher than a
proper collusion. This, in turn, is due to agents who keep trading at a different speed, thus adjusting
the speed of their trading based on what the other agent is doing. Agents do not interact directly
and are not aware of the other agent’s trading activity, thus strategies are learnt from the information
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coming from the impact on the asset price in a model-agnostic fashion.
Finally, we have studied how the agents interact when the volatility parameter in the training part

is misspecified with respect to the one observed by the agents in the testing part. It turns out that the
existence of collusive strategies are still arising, and thus robust with respect to settings when models
parameters are time varying.

There are several possible extensions of our work. One obvious extension is to the setting where
more than two agents are present and/or where more assets are liquidated, leading to a multi-asset and
multi-agent market impact games, leveraging on the work done in [39]. Second, impact parameters
are constant, while the problem becomes more interesting when liquidity is time-varying (see [29] for
RL optimal execution with one agent). Third, we have considered a linear impact model, whereas it is
known that impact coefficients are usually non-linear and might follow non-trivial intraday dynamics.
Finally, the Almgren-Chriss model postulates a permanent and fixed impact, while many empirical
results point toward its transient nature (see [6]). Interestingly, in this setting the Nash equilibrium
of the market impact game shows price instabilities in some regime of parameters (see [20]), which
are similar to market manipulations. It could be interesting to study if different market manipulation
practices might arise when agents are trained, as in this paper, with RL techniques. The answer would
be certainly of great interest also to regulators and supervising authorities.
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