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Abstract
Deciding bank interest rates has been a long-standing challenge
in finance. It is crucial to ensure that the selected rates balance
market share and profitability. However, traditional approaches
typically focus on the interest rate changes of individual banks,
often neglecting the interactions with other banks in the market.
This work proposes a novel framework that models the interest rate
problem as a major-minor mean field game within the context of an
interbank game. To incorporate the complex interactions between
banks, we utilize mean-field theory and employ impulsive control
to model the overhead in rate adjustments. Ultimately, we solve
this optimal control problem using a new deep Q-network method,
which iterates the parameterized action value functions for major
and minor players and updates the networks in a Fictitious Play
way. Our proposed algorithm converges, offering a solution that
enables the analysis of strategies for major and minor players in
the market under the Nash Equilibrium.

Keywords
Bank Interest Rate on Deposits, Competition in Proportion, Major-
Minor Players Mean-Field Games, Impulsive Control, Fictitious
Play Algorithm, Reinforcement Learning.

1 Introduction
Effective competition among banks is an important safeguard for
maintaining stability in the banking and financial sector [7]. Since
the establishment of Bertrand competition model, bank can deter-
mine their share in the market by setting the number and price of
financial products. Therefore, attracting more customers to bring in
more revenue without sacrificing profitability by rationalising the
interest rates on savings accounts has become the focus of atten-
tion in the inter-bank game [40], which leads to an optimal control
problem

"Find the optimal interest rate given the fact that there
are other players in the market."

Most of the existing interest rate models focus only on the process
of interest rate change of a single bank or institution. For example,
the Vasicek model [31] is a short-rate model that describes the evo-
lution of interest rates driven by only market risk. The Hull-White

model [27] is a more general formulation that parameterise the
evolution of interest rate with respect to time. However, although
being frequently referred to by practitioners, none of the previous
literature has addressed the problem from a multi-agent aspect,
where multiple competitor banks aim to optimize the interest rate
they offer and maximize profits over their market share.

In this work, we propose a novel framework that captures the
interactions in the interbank game. This is the first framework that
incorporates major-minor play theories to close the gap between
well-known big banks and ordinary financial institutions (or the
digital banks in the post-millennium era).We then further exploit
the mean field wheel to summarise the complex relationship of
competition among banks. An impulsive control was also added
to better incorporate the process of interest rate change into the
proposed framework. Based on the above framework, we specify the
definition of the Nash equilibrium that guides the control strategies
for the interbank game.

Ultimately, we solve the major-minor mean field game problem
using the deepQ-networkmethod. This novel approach numerically
addresses major-minor mean field games, which are typically more
complex due to the presence of common noise from the major
player and the stochastic mean field measure flow. Moreover, our
method applies to cases of continuous state space. To the best of
our knowledge, there are no existing algorithms for this type of
problem. The most relevant one is the algorithm proposed by Cui
[16], which is designed for finite state spaces. In contrast, our neural
network-based approach can handle the general case and provide
robust solutions.

1.1 Contribution
The contributions of this work are summarised below.

• This is the first work to model the bank interest-rate prob-
lem as an interbank game. We establish a major-minor mean
field game framework, mimicking the market role hetero-
geneity and incorporating impulsive controls to account for
the adjustment costs in interest rate changes.
• We design a deep Q-network algorithm to solve the major-
minor mean field game, allowing for continuous or large
state and action spaces and overcoming the challenges of
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averaging neural networks inherent in Fictitious Play-based
methods.
• The algorithm converges, providing robust solutions that
present the strategies for major and minor players under
Nash Equilibrium, supported by experimental results in Sec-
tion 5.

2 Related Work
2.1 Mean-Field Games
The theory of Mean-Field Game (MFG) theory, introduced and
developed by Lasry and Lions [28] and Huang et al. [26], incorpo-
rated the mean-field methodology widely used in fields of physics
and chemistry into controlled games. In the regime of mean-field
games, all atomic players are supposed to be homogeneous and
symmetric and interact with each other. The number of players is
assumed to be infinity, hence the interaction with other players can
be characterized by the interaction with the distribution of players
[11]. Recently, it has become a promising approach for modelling
games with a large scale of interacting players [39]. In finance
and economics, extensive literature can be found for modelling
market dynamics and systemic risks [9] , the construction of new
price-impact models [12] , the growth model in macro-economics
[1] , and the energy production and management [19]. The piv-
otal objective of most research is the Nash Equilibrium, which is
when each player in the game approaches its optimality against
other players. For example, the existence analysis can be shown
based on the contraction in fixed-point iterations [11]. We refer the
reader to [29] for a more comprehensive review of applications and
theoretical analysis for mean-field games in different settings.

2.2 Major and Minor Players in MFG
Themajor playerwas first introduced into a linear-quadratic infinite-
horizon model by Huang [24]. Distinguished with the assumption
in classical MFG that each individual is symmetric and asymptoti-
cally negligible, there exist players who have a strong influence on
the system. The major-minor MFG is surely an important case in
practice. Pointed out as an example in [15], in the price decision-
making process, the decisions of innumerable minor companies
are always affected by some major companies. Similar ideas are ex-
plored in analyzing interactions between large and small financial
institutions by Bensoussan et al.[6] and Carmona et al.[13], and
more applications can be found in [10, 18].

The major-minor MFG is considered a generalization of the com-
mon noise problem (see [11] for a basic framework). Since the
common noise from the major player influences all minor play-
ers, the mean-field flow becomes stochastic, complicating both
theoretical analysis and empirical implementation. The theory of
major-minor MFG was further developed in the Linear-Quadratic-
Gaussian (LQG) model [20]. Other works proposed general frame-
works under different settings, including formulating the Nash cer-
tainty equivalence principle [25] , the stochastic Hamilton Jacobian
Bellman [6] , and master equations [8]. Another line of research
focuses on the Stackelberg Equilibrium [22] , in contrast with the
Nash Equilibrium of all players. It is different from our settings, as
in the Stackelberg Equilibrium, the major players (leaders) decide
first and minor players (followers) respond to these decisions.

2.3 Algorithmic Approaches
In this paper, we will focus on the computation of the Nash Equi-
librium. Our approach is based on Reinforcement Learning (RL), a
prevailing way with numerous applications (see survey [42]). For
classical MFG, the basic methodology is alternating the estimation
of population distribution and policy updates. A simple approach is
to update the policy by the best response against other players [21].
There are several methods to stabilize the convergence process:
the fictitious Play averages the past distributions or policies [37]
; the online mirror descent and its variants accumulate the past
Q-function [36] ; and other methods based on regularization ensure
convergence, albeit with a bias [17].

When the state and action spaces are continuous, a tabular
method will be infeasible and we should resort to the help of neural
networks. However, the network parameterization of the policy or
the Q-function faces the difficulty of taking averages, as empha-
sized in [30]. It is notable that in [30], the authors proposed the
Munchausen Online Mirror Descent to overcome such difficulty,
following the idea of Munchausen reparameterization [41]. In con-
trast, our proposed approach adopts a novel average technique by
recognizing shallow neural networks as a function of measures
as studied in [14], and our approach does not smooth the policy
during iteration.

As for the Major-Minor player MFG, the most relevant paper to
ours, Cui et al. designed a learning framework in discrete-time [16].
Fictitious play and projected mean-field algorithm were explored
in [16]. Our Deep Q-Network (DQN) algorithm (follow the name
in [32]) is inspired by the thought of projection, nevertheless it is
distinguished essentially from the one proposed in [16]: the average
is upon the Q-function; it includes the learning procedure; the
average of network outputs utilizes a measure perspective.

2.4 Impulse Control
Impulse controls are mathematically formulated to characterize the
impulsive behaviours that widely exist in biology, medicine and
economics. In impulse control problems, the agent can determine a
sequence of controlled jumps to optimize its return. The impulse
control problem has sparked considerable interest in applications,
especially in resource economics [3], portfolio optimization with
transaction costs [33], inventory control and dividend control [5],
and the modelling of exchange and interest rates [34]. Theoreti-
cally, the impulse control problems are naturally connected to the
viscosity solution of Quasi-Variational Inequalities [38]. Games of
impulse control type are studied in [2, 4] under various settings.
We refer the readers to [35] for a comprehensive discussion and
formulation of the impulse control problem.

3 Framework
3.1 𝑁 -player Game
Denote the time space as T and consider the continuous-time
setting T = R+. In the market, there are𝑀 major banks, with each
bank holding a proportion (𝑝 (𝑖 )𝑡 )𝑀𝑖=1 of the entire market at time
𝑡 ∈ T . Additionally, there are 𝑁 minor banks holding proportions
(𝑝 (𝑖 )𝑡 )𝑀+𝑁𝑖=𝑀+1. These proportions satisfy the condition

∑𝑀+𝑁
𝑖=1 𝑝

(𝑖 )
𝑡 =

1. In the context of the mean-field game setting, the number of
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minor banks 𝑁 tends to infinity, and we assume that all minor
banks are homogeneous while the major banks are not. Each bank
will control its deposit interest rate (𝑟 𝑖𝑡 )𝑀+𝑁𝑖=1 , which will influence
its respective market proportion.

Proportion Change. Let (𝜅 (𝑖 ) )𝑀+𝑁
𝑖=1 and (𝛿 (𝑖 ) )𝑀+𝑁

𝑖=1 denote the
escape rates and viscosity of clients, respectively. The dynamics of
proportion change are characterized by:

𝑑𝑝
(𝑖 )
𝑡

𝑑𝑡
=
∑︁
𝑖′≠𝑖

𝜅 (𝑖
′ ) (𝑟 (𝑖 )𝑡 − 𝑟

(𝑖′ )
𝑡 − 𝛿 (𝑖

′ ) )+𝑝 (𝑖 )𝑡

−
∑︁
𝑖′≠𝑖

𝜅 (𝑖 ) (𝑟 (𝑖 )𝑡 − 𝑟
(𝑖′ )
𝑡 + 𝛿 (𝑖 ) )−𝑝 (𝑖 )𝑡 .

(1)

The viscosity parameters (𝛿 (𝑖 ) )𝑀+𝑁
𝑖=1 can be understood as thresh-

olds: once bank 𝑖 offers a higher rate than bank 𝑖′ to the extent that
𝑟
(𝑖 )
𝑡 − 𝑟

(𝑖′ )
𝑡 − 𝛿 (𝑖′ ) > 0, the clients of bank 𝑖′ changes their minds,

causing the proportion to move from bank 𝑖′ to 𝑖 . It can also be
observed that the larger the 𝜅𝑖

′
is, the more inclined the clients of

bank 𝑖′ are to switch. Furthermore, from (1), it follows that the sum
of all proportions remains constant over time, i.e.,

∑𝑀+𝑁
𝑖=1 𝑝

(𝑖 )
𝑡 = 1.

Impulsive Control. Banks’ adjustments to deposit interest rates
take the form of impulsive controls. Specifically,

𝑟
(𝑖 )
𝑡 =

∑︁
𝑗

1{𝑡≥𝜏 (𝑖 )
𝑗
}𝜃
(𝑖 )
𝑗
.

where (𝜏 (𝑖 )
𝑗
, 𝜃
(𝑖 )
𝑗
)∞
𝑗=1 is a sequence of stopping times and change

magnitudes for bank 𝑖 . In other words, each bank adjusts its interest
rate at stopping times, together with deciding the most beneficial
change magnitudes.

Accumulate P&Ls. Assume the total volume of bank deposits is
fixed at𝑊 . At time 𝑡 , the Profit & Losses (P&Ls) of bank 𝑖 from
deposits are modeled by𝑊𝑝

(𝑖 )
𝑡 (𝑙

(𝑖 )
𝑡 +𝑟𝑐𝑡 −𝑟

(𝑖 )
𝑡 ), where (𝑙𝑖 )𝑀+𝑁𝑖=1 rep-

resents the liquidity premium, 𝑟𝑐𝑡 denotes the Central Bank interest
rate. Consequently, each bank faces a trade-off in setting its interest
rate: it must avoid setting the rate too low, which would result in
a loss of customers, or too high, which would result in excessive
interest payments to depositors. The total discounted expected P&L
of the bank is given by:

𝐽 (𝑖 ) = E

[ ∫
T
𝑊𝑒−𝑘

(𝑖 ) 𝑡𝑝 (𝑖 )𝑡 (𝑙
(𝑖 )
𝑡 + 𝑟𝑐𝑡 − 𝑟

(𝑖 )
𝑡 )𝑑𝑡 −

∑︁
𝑗

1
{𝜏 (𝑖 )

𝑗
∈T}

𝐶 (𝑖 ) (𝜃 (𝑖 )
𝑗
)
]
,

where 𝐶 (𝑖 ) (𝜃 (𝑖 )
𝑗
) > 0 represents the cost incurred by banks in

adjusting interest rates, and 𝑒𝑘
(𝑖 ) 𝑡 is the discounting factor. As a

result, banks cannot make adjustments continuously or without
careful consideration.

Central Bank Rate. In our model, the Central Bank rate is de-
scribed by the jump process

𝑑𝑟𝑐𝑡 =

∫
R
𝛼 (𝑡, 𝑟𝑐𝑡−, 𝑧)𝑁 (𝑑𝑡, 𝑑𝑧), (2)

where 𝑁 (𝑑𝑡, 𝑑𝑧) is the Poisson random measure (refer to [35] for
its definition). The integral variable 𝑧 represents the size of a jump
that happens in the Poisson process, 𝛼 (𝑡, 𝑟𝑐𝑡−, 𝑧) characterizes the
magnitude of these jumps, and 𝑟𝑡− denotes the left limit of the
rate process. The randomness of the central bank rate serves as

an external source of noise, affecting all players simultaneously. In
numerical experiments, we discrete the time space and treat the
central bank rate dynamics as random transitions between states.

3.2 Mean-Field Regime
All minor banks are assumed to be homogeneous, with parameters
𝛿 (𝑖 ) = 𝛿 , 𝜅 (𝑖 ) = 𝜅 for 𝑖 = 𝑀 + 1, ..., 𝑀 + 𝑁 . We assume there are
infinitely many minor banks. The proportion change dynamics in
(1) are modified to

𝑑𝑝
(𝑖 )
𝑡

𝑑𝑡
=

𝑀∑︁
𝑖′=1

𝜅 (𝑖
′ ) (𝑟 (𝑖 )𝑡 − 𝑟

(𝑖′ )
𝑡 − 𝛿 (𝑖

′ ) )+𝑝 (𝑖
′ )

𝑡

+ 1
𝑁

𝑀+𝑁∑︁
𝑖′=𝑀+1

𝜅 (𝑟 (𝑖 )𝑡 − 𝑟𝑡 − 𝛿)
+𝑝𝑡

−
𝑀∑︁
𝑖′=1

𝜅 (𝑖 ) (𝑟 (𝑖 )𝑡 − 𝑟
(𝑖′ )
𝑡 + 𝛿 (𝑖 ) )−𝑝 (𝑖 )𝑡

− 1
𝑁

𝑀+𝑁∑︁
𝑖′=𝑀+1

𝜅 (𝑟 (𝑖 )𝑡 − 𝑟𝑡 + 𝛿
(𝑖 ) )−𝑝 (𝑖 )𝑡 ,

(3)

where we set a multiplier 1/𝑁 to rescale the proportion exchanges
between each pair of major and minor banks. Rescaling the propor-
tion of minor banks as 𝑝 (𝑖 )𝑡 = 𝑁𝑝

(𝑖 )
𝑡 for 𝑖 = 𝑀 + 1, ..., 𝑀 + 𝑁 and

abusing the notation 𝑝 (𝑖 )𝑡 = 𝑝
(𝑖 )
𝑡 for 𝑖 = 1, ..., 𝑀 , we are ready to

rewrite (3) as

𝑑𝑝
(𝑖 )
𝑡

𝑑𝑡
=

𝑀∑︁
𝑖′=1

𝜅 (𝑖
′ ) (𝑟 (𝑖 )𝑡 − 𝑟

(𝑖′ )
𝑡 − 𝛿 (𝑖

′ ) )+𝑝 (𝑖
′ )

𝑡

+
∫

𝜅 (𝑟 (𝑖 )𝑡 − 𝑟𝑡 − 𝛿)
+𝑝𝑡 𝜇𝑁𝑡 (𝑑𝑝𝑡 , 𝑑𝑟𝑡 )

−
𝑀∑︁
𝑖′=1

𝜅 (𝑖 ) (𝑟 (𝑖 )𝑡 − 𝑟
(𝑖′ )
𝑡 + 𝛿 (𝑖 ) )−𝑝 (𝑖 )𝑡

−
∫

𝜅 (𝑟 (𝑖 )𝑡 − 𝑟𝑡 + 𝛿
(𝑖 ) )−𝑝 (𝑖 )𝑡 𝜇𝑁𝑡 (𝑑𝑝𝑡 , 𝑑𝑟𝑡 ),

(4)

for all banks 𝑖 = 1, 2, ..., 𝑀 +𝑁 , where 𝜇𝑁𝑡 =
∑𝑀+𝑁
𝑖=𝑀+1 𝛿 (𝑝 (𝑖 )𝑡 ,𝑟

(𝑖 )
𝑡 )

. The
rescaling of dynamics and proportions ensures a proper definition
of the distribution 𝜇𝑁𝑡 as 𝑁 becomes large. Under the mean-field
framework, the dynamics of representative minor players are given
by

𝑑𝑝𝑡

𝑑𝑡
=

𝑀∑︁
𝑖′=1

𝜅 (𝑖
′ ) (𝑟 (𝑖 )𝑡 − 𝑟

(𝑖′ )
𝑡 − 𝛿 (𝑖

′ ) )+𝑝 (𝑖
′ )

𝑡

+
∫

𝜅 (𝑟 (𝑖 )𝑡 − 𝑟𝑡 − 𝛿)
+𝑝𝑡 𝜇𝑡 (𝑑𝑝𝑡 , 𝑑𝑟𝑡 )

−
𝑀∑︁
𝑖′=1

𝜅 (𝑖 ) (𝑟 (𝑖 )𝑡 − 𝑟
(𝑖′ )
𝑡 + 𝛿)−𝑝𝑡

−
∫

𝜅 (𝑟 (𝑖 )𝑡 − 𝑟𝑡 + 𝛿)
−𝑝𝑡 𝜇𝑡 (𝑑𝑝𝑡 , 𝑑𝑟𝑡 ),

≕ 𝑏 (p̄M
t , r

M
t , 𝑝𝑡 , 𝑟𝑡 , 𝜇𝑡 ),

(5)
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where p̄M
t is the collection of all major players’ proportions, and

similarly, rM
t is the collection of their interest rates. Here, 𝑝𝑡 is re-

garded as a stochastic process with mean field flow 𝜇𝑡 = Law(𝑝𝑡 , 𝑟𝑡 )
at each time 𝑡 . On the other hand, the dynamics for themajor players
can be expressed as:

𝑑𝑝
(𝑖 )
𝑡

𝑑𝑡
=

𝑀∑︁
𝑖′=1

𝜅 (𝑖
′ ) (𝑟 (𝑖 )𝑡 − 𝑟

(𝑖′ )
𝑡 − 𝛿 (𝑖

′ ) )+𝑝 (𝑖
′ )

𝑡

+
∫

𝜅 (𝑟 (𝑖 )𝑡 − 𝑟𝑡 − 𝛿)
+𝑝𝑡 𝜇𝑡 (𝑑𝑝𝑡 , 𝑑𝑟𝑡 )

−
𝑀∑︁
𝑖′=1

𝜅 (𝑖 ) (𝑟 (𝑖 )𝑡 − 𝑟
(𝑖′ )
𝑡 + 𝛿 (𝑖 ) )−𝑝 (𝑖 )𝑡

−
∫

𝜅 (𝑟 (𝑖 )𝑡 − 𝑟𝑡 + 𝛿
(𝑖 ) )−𝑝 (𝑖 )𝑡 𝜇𝑡 (𝑑𝑝𝑡 , 𝑑𝑟𝑡 ),

≕ 𝑏 (𝑖 ) (p̄M
t , r

M
t , 𝜇𝑡 )

(6)

and again it satisfies that
∑𝑀
𝑖=1 𝑝

(𝑖 )
𝑡 +

∫
𝑝𝑡 𝜇𝑡 (𝑑𝑝𝑡 , 𝑑𝑟𝑡 ) = 1 for all

𝑡 ∈ T . Consequently, the objective functions of the banks take the
form
𝐽 (𝑖 ) (𝜏 (𝑖 ) , 𝜃 (𝑖 ) ) :=

E

[ ∫
T
𝑊𝑒−𝑘

(𝑖 ) 𝑡𝑝
(𝑖 )
𝑡 (𝑙

(𝑖 )
𝑡 + 𝑟

𝑐
𝑡 − 𝑟

(𝑖 )
𝑡 )𝑑𝑡 −

∑︁
𝑗

1{𝜏 (𝑖 )
𝑗
∈T}𝐶

(𝑖 ) (𝜃 (𝑖 )
𝑗
)
]
,

𝐽 (𝜏, 𝜃 ) := E

[ ∫
T
𝑊𝑒−𝑘𝑡𝑝𝑡 (𝑙𝑡 + 𝑟𝑐𝑡 − 𝑟𝑡 )𝑑𝑡 −

∑︁
𝑗

1{𝜏 𝑗 ∈T}𝐶 (𝜃 𝑗 )
]
,

where 𝜏 (𝑖 ) = {𝜏 (𝑖 )
𝑗
}∞
𝑗=1 (resp. 𝜏 = {𝜏 𝑗 }∞𝑗=1) and 𝜃

(𝑖 ) = {𝜃 (𝑖 )
𝑗
}∞
𝑗=1

(resp. 𝜃 = {𝜃 𝑗 }∞𝑗=1) are the controls decided by the major players
(resp. representative minor player).

3.3 Discrete-time Model
For simplicity, we now consider the case where there is one major
bank and multiple minor banks. The time space is T = [𝑇 ]. Initially,
the state of the major player is fixed as 𝑥0

0 and the distribution of
the minor players is set to 𝜇0, which is assumed to be supported
on a compact set. At time 𝑡 ∈ [𝑇 ], the states of the major bank are
represented as 𝑥0

𝑡 = (𝑝0
𝑡 , 𝑟

0
𝑡 ), while for the representative minor

bank, they are 𝑥𝑡 = (𝑝𝑡 , 𝑟𝑡 ). Along with the states, the central bank
rate is denoted as 𝑟𝑐𝑡 , and the mean-field flow 𝜇𝑡 . In the discrete-time
setting, impulse controls are treated similarly to regular controls.
For any 𝑡 ∈ [𝑇 ], the major and minor players will control (𝑢0

𝑡 , 𝑢𝑡 )
to be their new interest rates, i.e., 𝑟0

𝑡+1 = 𝑢0
𝑡 and 𝑟𝑡+1 = 𝑢𝑡 . Subse-

quently, the proportions transfer according to these new interest
rates.

Let X and U be the state and action space for minor players,
X0 and U0 for the major player, and let R be the space of cen-
tral bank rate. Let 𝐾0 (𝑥0, 𝑢0, 𝜇) : X0 × U0 × P(X) → X0 and
𝐾 (𝑥0, 𝑢0, 𝑥,𝑢, 𝜇) : X0 ×U0 ×X ×U ×P(X) → X be deterministic
transition functions such that
𝐾0
𝑝 (𝑥0, 𝑢0, 𝜇) = 𝑝0 + 𝑏0 (𝑥0, 𝑢0, 𝜇)Δ𝑡, 𝐾0

𝑟 (𝑥0, 𝑢0, 𝜇) = 𝑢0,

𝐾𝑝 (𝑥0, 𝑢0, 𝑥,𝑢, 𝜇) = 𝑥 + 𝑏 (𝑥0, 𝑢0, 𝑥,𝑢, 𝜇)Δ𝑡, 𝐾𝑟 (𝑥0, 𝑢0, 𝑥,𝑢, 𝜇) = 𝑢,

with 𝐾0 = (𝐾0
𝑝 , 𝐾

0
𝑟 ) and 𝐾 = (𝐾𝑝 , 𝐾𝑟 ). The drifts 𝑏0 and 𝑏 are

defined in (5) and (6) for the case 𝑀 = 1. Let 𝑃𝑐 (𝑟𝑐 ) : R → 𝑃 (R)

be the transition probability for the central bank rate. The states
of players evolve as 𝑥0

𝑡+1 = 𝐾0 (
𝑥0
𝑡 , 𝑢

0
𝑡 , 𝜇𝑡

)
for the major player

and 𝑥𝑡+1 = 𝑃
(
𝑥0
𝑡 , 𝑢

0
𝑡 , 𝑥𝑡 , 𝑢𝑡 , 𝜇𝑡

)
for the minor players. The central

bank rate transits as 𝑟𝑐
𝑡+1 ∼ 𝑃𝑐 (𝑟𝑐𝑡 ). Let the control function of

major player be 𝑢0
𝑡 (𝑥0, 𝑟𝑐 , 𝜇) : X0 × R × P(X) → U0, and for

minor players 𝑢𝑡 (𝑥0, 𝑥, 𝑟𝑐 , 𝜇) : X0 × X × R × P(X) → U. Given a
sequential control functions u = (𝑢𝑡 )𝑡 ∈T , we define the operator

𝑇 u
𝑡

(
𝑥0
𝑡 , 𝑢

0
𝑡 , 𝑟

𝑐
𝑡 , 𝜇𝑡

)
:=

∫
X
𝐾

(
𝑥0
𝑡 , 𝑢

0
𝑡 , 𝑥,𝑢𝑡 (𝑥0

𝑡 , 𝑥, 𝑟
𝑐
𝑡 , 𝜇𝑡 ), 𝜇

)
𝜇𝑡 (𝑑𝑥)

to represent the mean field transition 𝜇𝑡 to 𝜇𝑡+1, if all the minor
plays apply the control function u𝑡 and the major player takes state
𝑥0
𝑡 and action 𝑢0

𝑡 .
If we also define a sequence of major control functions as u0 =

(u0
𝑡 )𝑡 ∈T , the objective functions are defined as follows:

𝐽 0
(
u0, u

)
= E


∑︁
𝑡 ∈[𝑇 ]

𝛾𝑡𝑅0
𝑡

(
𝑥0
𝑡 , 𝑢

0
𝑡 (𝑥0

𝑡 , 𝑟
𝑐
𝑡 , 𝜇𝑡 ), 𝑟𝑐𝑡 , 𝜇𝑡

) ,
𝐽

(
u0, u

)
= E


∑︁
𝑡 ∈[𝑇 ]

𝛾𝑡𝑅𝑡

(
𝑥𝑡 , 𝑢𝑡 (𝑥0

𝑡 , 𝑥𝑡 , 𝑟
𝑐
𝑡 , 𝜇𝑡 ), 𝑟𝑐𝑡 , 𝜇𝑡

) ,
where 𝛾 = exp(−𝑘0Δ𝑡) = exp(−𝑘Δ𝑡) , and the running rewards are
given by

𝑅0
𝑡

(
𝑥0
𝑡 , 𝑢

0
𝑡 , 𝑟

𝑐
𝑡 , 𝜇𝑡

)
=𝑊𝑝0

𝑡 (𝑙0 + 𝑟𝑐𝑡 − 𝑢𝑡 ) −𝐶0 (𝑢0
𝑡 − 𝑟0

𝑡 ),

𝑅𝑡
(
𝑥𝑡 , 𝑢𝑡 , 𝑟

𝑐
𝑡 , 𝜇𝑡

)
=𝑊𝑝𝑡 (𝑙 + 𝑟𝑐𝑡 − 𝑢𝑡 ) −𝐶 (𝑢𝑡 − 𝑟𝑡 ) .

3.4 Nash Equilibrium
To define the Nash Equilibrium, we introduce an individual minor
player who follows the control functions û, while other minor
players continue to follow the controls u. Note that this single
minor player does not influence the evolution of other players. The
objective function for this player is defined as:

𝐽

(
u0, u, û

)
= E


∑︁
𝑡 ∈[𝑇 ]

𝛾𝑡𝑅𝑡

(
𝑥0
𝑡 , 𝑢

0
𝑡 , 𝑥𝑡 , 𝑢𝑡 , 𝜇𝑡

) .
Definition 3.1. In our model, a control profile (u0

∗, u∗) is called a
Nash Equilibrium if for any alternative policies u0 and û, it satisfies
the conditions

𝐽 0
(
u0
∗, u∗

)
≥ 𝐽 0

(
u0, u∗

)
,

𝐽 (u0
∗, u∗, u∗) ≥ 𝐽

(
u0
∗, u∗, û

)
.

The Nash Equilibrium conditions indicate that the controls are
optimal against those of other players. For the minor players, the
controls are optimal even against other minor players. Therefore,
according to Definition 3.1, we aim to solve a fixed point problem.

4 Algorithm
Now, we introduce our Deep Q-Network (DQN) algorithm, based
on the parametrization of the action-value function (Q function).
The algorithm aims to ensure that Bellman’s equation holds or
approximately holds. For example for the major player, the action
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value function, given the conjectured policies of the other players
u, should satisfy

𝑄0
u,u0 (𝑡, 𝑥0, 𝑢0, 𝑟𝑐 , 𝜇) = 𝛾𝑡𝑅0

𝑡 (𝑥0, 𝑢0, 𝑟𝑐 , 𝜇) + max
�̃�0∈U0

∫
R
𝑃𝑐 (𝑑𝑟𝑐 |𝑟𝑐 )

·𝑄0
u,u0

(
𝑡 + 1, 𝐾0 (𝑥0, 𝑢0, 𝜇), �̃�0, 𝑟𝑐 ,𝑇 u

𝑡 (𝑥0, 𝑢0, 𝑟𝑐 , 𝜇)
)
.

(7)
Note that this equation is equivalent to the one where 𝛾 appears
before the integral, as commonly used in the reinforcement learning
literature (see [43]). We can consider a discounted Q function to
obtain this formulation.

Projection of Mean-Field Measure. To parametrize the Q function
by a neural network, we approximate the measure 𝜇 ∈ P(X) using
finite-dimensional vectors. It is necessary since the measure object
lies in an infinite dimensional space and we should consider the
entire measure as an input. This process is called the projection of
a mean-field measure. It is feasible given the assumption that 𝜇0 is
compactly supported, we can estimate a compact subset X𝑐 such
that supp(𝜇𝑡 ) ⊂ X𝑐 for all 𝑡 ∈ T , since both 𝑏0 and 𝑏 are bounded.
Let X𝐹 = (𝑥 (𝑖 ) )𝑁𝜖

𝑖=1 be a 𝜖−net for the compact set X𝑐 . Elements
of 𝜇 ∈ P(X𝐹 ) can be expressed as vectors 𝑁𝜖 -length of length 𝑁𝜖 .
We define the projection operator A : P(X𝑐 ) → P(X𝐹 ) such that
A(𝜇𝑡 ) ∈ P(X𝐹 ) is a good approximation of 𝜇𝑡 ∈ P(X𝑐 ). Then, we
modify Bellman’s equation (7) as follows

�̂�0
u,u0 (𝑡, 𝑥0, 𝑢0, 𝑟𝑐 , 𝜇) = �̂�0

u,u0 (𝑡, 𝑥0, 𝑢0, 𝑟𝑐 ,A(𝜇))

= 𝛾𝑡𝑅0
𝑡 (𝑥0, 𝑢0, 𝑟𝑐 ,A(𝜇)) + max

�̃�0∈U0

∫
R
𝑃𝑐 (𝑑𝑟𝑐 |𝑟𝑐 )

· �̂�0
u,u0

(
𝑡 + 1, 𝐾0 (𝑥0, 𝑢0,A(𝜇)), �̃�0, 𝑟𝑐 ,A

(
𝑇 u
𝑡 (𝑥0, 𝑢0, 𝑟𝑐 ,A(𝜇))

) )
.

(8)
Based on the approximated Bellman’s equation (8), we represent
�̂�0

u,u0 (𝑡, 𝑥0, 𝑢0, 𝑟𝑐 ,A(𝜇)) as a neural network in the form �̂� (𝜃 ;𝜔),

where the inputs are 𝜃0 =
(
𝑡, 𝑥0, 𝑢0, 𝑟𝑐 , (𝜇 (𝑖 )𝑡 )

𝑁𝜖

𝑖=1
)
, with

∑𝑁𝜖

𝑖=1 𝜇
(𝑖 )
𝑡 =

1 and 𝜇 (𝑖 )𝑡 representing the mass at point 𝑥𝑖𝑡 . We use optimization
algorithms for neural networks to update the load parameters 𝜔 .
Similarly, we derive the approximated equality for the Q-function
of the representative minor player as

�̂�u,u0 (𝑡, 𝑥0, 𝑥,𝑢, 𝑟𝑐 , 𝜇) = �̂�u,u0 (𝑡, 𝑥0, 𝑥,𝑢, 𝑟𝑐 ,A(𝜇))

= 𝛾𝑡𝑅𝑡 (𝑥,𝑢, 𝑟𝑐 ,A(𝜇)) + max
�̃�∈U

∫
R
𝑃𝑐 (𝑑𝑟𝑐 |𝑟𝑐 )

· �̂�u,u0

(
𝑡 + 1, 𝐾0 (·), 𝐾 (·), �̃�, 𝑟𝑐 ,A

(
𝑇 u
𝑡 (𝑥0, u0, 𝑟𝑐 ,A(𝜇))

) ) (9)

where 𝐾0 ( ·) ≔ 𝐾0 (𝑥0, u0,A(𝜇 ) ) and 𝐾 ( ·) ≔ 𝐾 (𝑥0,𝑢0, 𝑥,𝑢,A(𝜇 ) ) .
We use the function S�̂�0 (·) and S�̂� (·) to denote the right-hand
side of the equations (8) and (9), respectively.

Choice of Projection Operator A. In fact, in training, we are only
concerned with projecting probability measure supported on finite
points to P(X𝐹 ). Denote the original probability measure 𝜇 with
supports (𝑝𝑘 , 𝑟𝑘 )𝑘∈[𝐾 ] where 𝜇𝑘 = 𝜇 ((𝑝𝑘 , 𝑟𝑘 )) and

∑
𝑘∈[𝐾 ] 𝜇𝑘 = 1.

For each 𝑘 ∈ [𝐾], the corresponding support (𝑝𝑘 , 𝑟𝑘 ) falls into a
sub-rectangle, i.e., (𝑝𝑘 , 𝑟𝑘 ) ∈ (𝑝 (𝑖 ) , 𝑝 (𝑖+1) )×(𝑟 ( 𝑗 ) , 𝑟 ( 𝑗+1) ). We define
a new measure �̃�𝑘 supported on the vertices of this sub-rectangle

Figure 1: Diagram of constructing projection A: 𝜇𝑘 → �̃�𝑘

(see Figure 1) as

�̃�𝑘 (𝑝, 𝑟 ) =


(𝑝 (𝑖+1) − 𝑝𝑘 ) (𝑟 ( 𝑗+1) − 𝑟𝑘 )𝜇𝑘 , if (𝑝, 𝑟 ) = (𝑝 (𝑖 ) , 𝑟 ( 𝑗 ) );
(𝑝 (𝑖+1) − 𝑝𝑘 ) (𝑟𝑘 − 𝑟 ( 𝑗 ) )𝜇𝑘 , if (𝑝, 𝑟 ) = (𝑝 (𝑖 ) , 𝑟 ( 𝑗+1) );
(𝑝𝑘 − 𝑝 (𝑖 ) ) (𝑟 ( 𝑗+1) − 𝑟𝑘 )𝜇𝑘 , if (𝑝, 𝑟 ) = (𝑝 (𝑖+1) , 𝑟 ( 𝑗 ) );
(𝑝𝑘 − 𝑝 (𝑖 ) ) (𝑟𝑘 − 𝑟 ( 𝑗 ) )𝜇𝑘 , if (𝑝, 𝑟 ) = (𝑝 (𝑖+1) , 𝑟 ( 𝑗+1) );
0, otherwise.

As an approximation of the original finite supported distribution
𝜇, we define A(𝜇) = ∑

𝑘∈[𝐾 ] �̃�𝑘 ∈ P(X𝐹 ).

Fictitious Play and Average Neural Networks. To stabilize the con-
vergence process, we use a moving average of the past Q functions.
Denoting 𝑄0

𝑛 and 𝑄𝑛 as the approximated Q-functions at the 𝑛-th
iteration, we derive the optimal control functions 𝑢0

𝑛 and 𝑢𝑛 from
these Q functions. We then evaluate the Q-functions according to
the Bellman Equations (8) and (9) and the strategies of the opposite
players. Let �̂�0

𝑛 , �̂�𝑛 represent the evaluated Q functions. We update
theQ-function as𝑄𝑛+1 ← 𝑛

𝑛+1𝑄𝑛+
1
𝑛+1�̂�𝑛 ,𝑄

0
𝑛+1 ←

𝑛
𝑛+1𝑄

0
𝑛+ 1

𝑛+1�̂�
0
𝑛

and pass to the next step (see Algorithm 1).
The challenge lies in averaging neural networks due to their

non-linear nature, as mentioned in [30]. In our experiments, we
use fully connected neural networks with one hidden layer as our
architecture. The parameters of neural networks can be interpreted
as measures, as described in [14, 23]. It can be represented as

1
𝐿

𝐿∑︁
𝑙=1

𝛽𝑙𝜑 (𝛼𝑙 · 𝜃 + 𝛾𝑙 ) =
∫
R𝑑+2

𝛽𝜑 (𝛼 · 𝜃 + 𝛾)𝑚𝐿 (𝑑𝛽𝑑𝛼𝑑𝛾) (10)

where we denote the input 𝑧 ∈ R𝑑 , parameters as multiplier 𝛼 , bias
𝛾 and weight 𝛽 , and𝑚𝐿 = 1

𝐿

∑𝐿
𝑙=1 𝛿 (𝛽𝑙 ,𝛼𝑙 ,𝛾𝑙 ) . For simplicity, denote

𝑥 = (𝛽, 𝛼,𝛾) ∈ R𝑑+2 and 𝜑 (𝑥, 𝑧) = 𝛽𝜑 (𝛼 · 𝑧 + 𝛾), so the neural net-
work output can be represented as �̂� (𝜃 ;𝑚) = E𝑋∼𝑚 [𝜑 (𝑋, 𝑧)]. Thus,
when the width 𝐿 becomes large, we can understand the load pa-
rameters as a measure. This allows us to transfer the problem from
averaging the outputs of neural networks to averaging themeasures,
which is more feasible in implementation. To be precise, we parame-
terized �̂� (𝜃 ;𝑚𝑛) = E𝑋∼𝑚𝑛 [𝜑 (𝑋, 𝜃 )], �̂� (𝜃 ;�̃�𝑛) = E𝑋∼�̃�𝑛 [𝜑 (𝑋, 𝜃 )],
the update of the moving average can be expressed as

�̂� (𝑧;𝑚𝑛+1) =
𝑛

𝑛 + 1
�̂� (𝑧;𝑚𝑛) +

1
𝑛 + 1

�̂� (𝑧;�̃�𝑛)

⇔𝑚𝑛+1 =
𝑛

𝑛 + 1
𝑚𝑛 +

1
𝑛 + 1

�̃�𝑛 .

(11)
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The weighted average of the measures can be achieved by combin-
ing neurons through random selection.

Algorithm 1: Deep Q-Network (DQN) Algorithm

Input: Approximate 𝜖-net X𝐹 , transition functions 𝐾,𝐾0

and 𝑃𝑐 , drift function 𝑏0, 𝑏, the reward function
𝑅0, 𝑅, iteration number of outer iteration 𝑁 ,
iteration number of inner iteration for network
update𝑀 , batch size 𝐵;

1 Initialize network �̂�0 (𝜃0;𝜔0
0,0) and �̂� (𝜃 ;𝜔0,0);

2 for 𝑛 = 0, 1, ..𝑁 − 1 do
3 Set 𝑢0

𝑡 (𝑥0, 𝑟𝑐 , 𝜇) = argmax𝑢0∈U0�̂�0 (𝑡, 𝑥0, 𝑢0, 𝑟𝑐 , 𝜇;𝜔0
𝑛,0),

𝑢𝑡 (𝑥0, 𝑥, 𝑟𝑐 , 𝜇) = argmax𝑢∈U�̂�0 (𝑡, 𝑥0, 𝑥,𝑢, 𝑟𝑐 , 𝜇;𝜔𝑛,0)
for 𝑡 ∈ T , 𝑥 ∈ X, 𝑥0 ∈ X0, 𝑟𝑐 ∈ R, 𝜇 ∈ P(X𝐹 ) ;

4 for𝑚 = 0, 1, ..𝑀 − 1 do
5 Sample a batch of inputs as{

(𝑡𝑖 , 𝑥0
𝑖
, 𝑢0
𝑖
, 𝑥𝑖 , 𝑢𝑖 , 𝑟

𝑐
𝑖
, (𝜇 ( 𝑗 )

𝑖
)𝑁𝜖

𝑗=1
}𝐵
𝑖=1;

6 Update 𝜔0
𝑛,𝑚 ↦→ 𝜔0

𝑛,𝑚+1 by optimizers based on loss:

𝐿0 (𝜔0) = 1
𝐵

𝐵∑︁
𝑖=1

���̂�0 (𝜃0
𝑖 ;𝜔0) − S�̂�0 (𝜃0

𝑖 ;𝜔0)
��2;

7 Update 𝜔𝑛,𝑚 ↦→ 𝜔𝑛,𝑚+1 by optimizers based on loss:

𝐿(𝜔) = 1
𝐵

𝐵∑︁
𝑖=1

���̂� (𝜃𝑖 ;𝜔) − S�̂� (𝜃𝑖 ;𝜔)��2;

8 Update 𝑄0, 𝑄 in a fictitious play way, as in (11):

�̂�0 (𝜃0;𝜔0
𝑛+1,0) =

𝑛

𝑛 + 1
�̂�0 (𝜃0;𝜔0

𝑛,0) +
1

𝑛 + 1
�̂�0 (𝜃0;𝜔0

𝑛,𝑀 );

�̂� (𝜃 ;𝜔𝑛+1,0) =
𝑛

𝑛 + 1
�̂� (𝜃 ;𝜔𝑛,0) +

1
𝑛 + 1

�̂� (𝜃 ;𝜔𝑛,𝑀 );

9 Define the control functions:

𝑢0
𝑡 (𝑥0, 𝑟𝑐 , 𝜇) = 𝑢0

𝑡 (𝑥0, 𝑟𝑐 ,A(𝜇)) =
argmax𝑢0∈U0�̂�

0 (𝑡, 𝑥0, 𝑢0, 𝑟𝑐 , 𝜇;𝜔0
𝑁,0),

𝑢𝑡 (𝑥0, 𝑥, 𝑅, 𝜇) = 𝑢𝑡 (𝑥0, 𝑥, 𝑟𝑐 ,A(𝜇)) =
argmax𝑢∈U�̂�

0 (𝑡, 𝑥0, 𝑥,𝑢, 𝑟𝑐 , 𝜇;𝜔𝑁,0),

for any 𝑡 ∈ T , 𝑥 ∈ X, 𝑥0 ∈ X0, 𝑟𝑐 ∈ R, 𝜇 ∈ P(X);
Output: The control functions 𝑢0

𝑡 and 𝑢𝑡 .

5 Experiments
5.1 Setup
In our experiment, we assume that the time horizon of the banks
is 𝑇 = 5, with a decision period Δ𝑡 = 1. For clients’ preference, the
escape rate and the viscosity parameter of banks, we set (𝜅0, 𝜅) =
(5, 5) and (𝛿0, 𝛿) = (0.1%, 0.1%). The range of acceptable interest
rate selection U0 = U = [2.5%, 3.5%], the state space X0 = X =

[20%, 80%]× [2.5%, 3.5%]. Given these parameters and the definition
of 𝑏0, 𝑏 (formulated in (5) and (6)), we have

|𝑏0 |, |𝑏 | ≤ 𝜅 (𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑥 − 𝑟𝑚𝑖𝑛 − 𝛿) = 4.5%. (12)

This implies that the proportion of major and minor players will
change by at most 2% due to the interest rate competition. Initially,
for the state of the major player, we set 𝑝0 = 50%, 𝑟0 = 3%, while
for the minor players, we set their distribution to be uniform 𝜇0 =

𝑈 ( [40%.60%] × [2.5%, 3.5%]). Given the bound 𝑏0, 𝑏 (12), we deduce
that the compact support of 𝜇𝑡 will not escape from [20%.80%] ×
[2.5%, 3.5%], that is, X𝑐 = X. Then, we evenly divide the space X𝑐
into 12 × 5 sub-rectangles. Let X𝐹 = (𝑝 (𝑖 ) , 𝑟 ( 𝑗 ) )𝑖∈[15], 𝑗∈[5] with
𝑝 (𝑖 ) = 20% + 4% · 𝑖 and 𝑟 ( 𝑗 ) = 2.5% + 0.2% · 𝑗 . Throughout our paper,
we set the discounting 𝛾 = 0.9 and the total deposit volume𝑊 = 1
without loss of generality. The liquidity premiums are set to 𝑙0 = 0,
𝑙 = 0.1%. Regarding the cost incurred from interest rate changes, we
set the cost function𝐶0 (Δ𝑟 ) = 𝐶 (Δ𝑟 ) = 10% · |Δ𝑟 | +0.1% ·1Δ𝑟≠0. The
set of all central bank rates is R = (𝑟𝑐,𝑖 )3

𝑖=1 = [2.5%, 3%, 3.5%], the
transition function of the central bank rate 𝑟𝑐 is given by 𝑃𝑐 (𝑟𝑐

𝑡+Δ𝑡 =

𝑟𝑐,𝑖
′ |𝑟𝑐𝑡 = 𝑟𝑐,𝑖 ) = 𝜆Δ𝑡1𝑖=𝑖′ + (1−𝜆Δ𝑡)1𝑖≠𝑖′ with 𝜆 = 0.2, and initially

we fix 𝑟𝑐
𝑖
= 3%.

For the neural network architecture, we deploy a fully connected
network with one hidden layer and a width of 𝐿 = 256. We set the
outer iteration number to 𝑁 = 100, the inner iteration number to
𝑀 = 400, and the batch size to 𝐵 = 240. The Adam algorithm is used
for training, with learning rates set to 0.001. In our experiment, the
training process takes 12 minutes to complete on the CPU Intel
Core i7-9750H.

5.2 Experiment Result
Under our parameter settings, we observed a decrease in the Bell-
man loss on batch, as shown in Figure 2. The Bellman loss for both
the major player’s Q-function and the minor player’s functions al-
ternates in descent but generally exhibits a decreasing trend. After
about half of the training, the average loss remains below 1 × 10−7.

We also observe from Figures 3 and 4 that all banks consistently
set lower deposit interest rates, regardless of fluctuations in the
central bank policy rate. Under these parameter settings, banks
prefer to minimize interest payments to depositors rather than
compete for a larger market share. Especially, it can be observed
from the approximated Nash equilibrium that all banks maintain
their market share and benefit from the reduced interest expense.
Moreover, Figure 4 shows a stable proportional movement, which
can be attributed to the absence of interest rate differences.

Our major-minor mean-field game in bank interest rates involves
a continuous state space and action space, bringing challenges to
the projected mean-field approach proposed in [16]. This difficulty
arises because an appropriate 𝛿−partition would require a signifi-
cant number of points to divide the probability space. In contrast,
our neural network-based DQN algorithm effectively represents
the Q functions by approximating the probability measure space by
a 96-dimensional vector. Additionally, we propose a novel method
for averaging the outputs of the neural networks within the Fic-
titious Play operation. Our algorithm has demonstrated stability
in convergence and robustness in repeated tests, Bellman losses
between iteration times 10, 000 and 20, 000, its maximum standard
error over 10 tests is 7.23 × 10−7 (major player) and 2.48 × 10−7

(minor player) after 10000 iterations.
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Figure 2: Average losses of 10 individual trainings (shadowed)
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0 1 2 3 4 5
Year

30%

37%

44%

52%

60%

Pr
op

or
tio

n

Major Bank Proportion
Major Bank Interest Rate
Central Bank Interest Rate

2.0%

2.5%

3.0%

3.5%

4.0%

R
at

e
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Figure 4: The evolution of mean field measure (minor players).

6 Conclusion
In this paper, we model the bank interest rate decision problem as
an impulsive major-minor mean-field game against other players in
the market. Banks adjust their interest rates to compete for market
share, taking into account client attraction and deposit income.
The banks are not symmetric, with finite major banks and multi-
ple minor banks operating simultaneously. We developed a DQN
algorithm to solve this major-minor mean-field game, introducing
neural network approximation and averaging of networks. Our
results demonstrate an approximated decision process of players
under the Nash Equilibrium, providing insights into banks’ deci-
sions in adjusting interest rates to cope with competition.1
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