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A bstract

Stock pricesareobserved to berandom walksin tim edespitea strong,

long term m em ory in the signsoftrades(buysorsells).Lillo and Farm er

have recently suggested that these correlations are com pensated by op-

posite long ranged 
uctuations in liquidity,with an otherwise perm anent

m arketim pact,challenging thescenario proposed in Q uantitativeFinance

4,176 (2004),where the im pact is transient,with a power-law decay in

tim e. The exponent ofthis decay is precisely tuned to a criticalvalue,

ensuring sim ultaneously that prices are di�usive on long tim e scales and

thatthe responsefunction isnearly constant.W e providenew analysisof

em piricaldata that con�rm and m ake m ore precise our previous claim s.

W eshow thatthepower-law decay ofthebareim pactfunction com esboth

from an excess
ow oflim itorderopposite to the m arketorder
ow,and

to a system aticanti-correlation ofthebid-ask m otion between trades,two

e�ectsthatcreate a ‘liquidity m olasses’which dam pensm arketvolatility.
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1 Introduction

Thevolatility of�nancialassetsiswellknown to betoo m uch largecom pared to

theprediction ofE�cientM arketTheory [1]and to exhibitintriguing statistical

anom alies,such as interm ittency and long range m em ory (for recent reviews,

see [2,3,4,5]). The availability ofalltradesand quoteson electronic m arkets

m akesitpossibleto analyzein detailstheintim atem echanism sleading to these

anom alies. In a previouspaper[6],we have proposed,based on em piricaldata,

thattherandom walknatureofprices(i.e.theabsenceofreturn autocorrelations)

is in fact highly non trivialand results from a �ne-tuned com petition between

liquidity providers and liquidity takers. In order not to revealtheir strategy,

liquidity takersm ustdecom pose theirordersin sm alltradesthatare diluted in

tim eovera severalhoursto severaldays.Thiscreateslong rangepersistence in

the ‘sign’ofthe m arket orders (i.e. buy," = +1 or sell" = � 1) [7,8,6,9].

Thispersistenceshould naively lead to a positivecorrelationsofthereturnsand

a super-di�usive behaviour ofthe price [6,9]. However,liquidity providers act

such asto createlong rangeanti-persistencein pricechanges:liquidity providers

m aketheirpro�ton thebid-askspread butlosem oneywhen thepricem akeslarge

excursions,in which case they selllow and have to buy high (orvice versa)for

inventory reasons.Both e�ectsratherprecisely com pensateand lead toan overall

di�usive behaviour (at least to a �rst approxim ation), such that (statistical)

arbitrage opportunitiesare absent,asexpected. W e have shown in [6]thatthis

picture allows one to understand the tem poralstructure ofthe m arket im pact

function (which m easures how a given trade a�ects on average future prices),

which wasfound to �rstincrease,reach a m axim um and �nally decreaseatlarge

tim e,re
ecting them ean-reversion action ofliquidity providers.

Theabovepicturewasrecently challenged by Lillo and Farm er[9].Although

theyalso�ndlongm em ory(i.e.,nonsum m ablepower-law correlations)inthesign

ofm arketorders,they claim thatthecom pensating m echanism thatleadsto un-

correlated returnsisnottheslow,m ean-reverting in
uenceofliquidity providers

suggested in [6]. Rather,they argue thatlong range liquidity 
uctuations,cor-

related with the order
ow,actto suppressthe otherwise perm anentim pactof

m arketordersand m akethepricedi�usive.

The aim ofthispaperisto explain in m ore detailsthe di�erencesand sim i-

laritiesbetween thesecon
icting pictures,and to presentnew data thatsupport

our originalassertions [6]. W hile our previous paper m ainly discussed on the

case ofFrance-Telecom ,we also presenta m ore system atic accountofourm ain

observablesfora substantialsetofstocksfrom theParisBourse.W ealso givea

m uch m ore precise qualitative and quantitative description ofthe way liquidity

providersm anage,on average,tom ean-revertthepriceby m onitoringthe
ow of

lim itorders.W ethereforearguethatliquidityproviderscreateakind of‘liquidity

m olasses’thatstabilises the volatility of�nancialm arkets,which isindeed the

traditionalrolegiven to m arketm akers.
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2 T he im pact oftrades on prices

2.1 Form ulation ofthe problem

In thefollowing,wewillconsiderfollow thedynam icsofpricesin tradetim en (i.e.

each distincttradeincreasesn by oneunit)and de�nepricespn asthem idpoint

justbeforethenth trade:pn = (an + bn)=2,wherean and bn are,respectively,the

ask priceand thebid pricecorresponding to thelastquotebeforethetrade.W e

assum ethatthepricecan bewritten in generalas:

pn =
X

n0< n

G (n;n0j"n0;Vn0;Sn0) (1)

whereG describestheim pactattim en ofa tradeattim en0,ofsign and volum e

"n0;Vn0,knowing thattheorderbook attim en
0isin a certain stateSn0 (speci�ed

by the list ofallprices and volum es ofthe lim it orders). The assum ption we

m ade in [6]isthatthe im pact function G can be decom posed into an average,

system atic partin thedirection ofthetrade,plus
uctuations:

G (n;n0j"n0;Vn0;Sn0)� "n0G(n;n
0jVn0)+ �(n;n0); (2)

wherethefunction G wasfurtherm oreassum ed to by tim etranslation invariant1

and factorisable as: G(n;n0jVn0) = f(Vn)G 0(n � n0). The last assum ption is

m otivated by theoreticaland em piricalresults [10,16,6],where f(V )is found

to be a power-law with a sm allexponent f(V ) � V� [14,15]or a logarithm

f(V )� lnV [16,6].Thenoiseterm �(n;n0)isuncorrelated with the"n0 and has

avariance(n� n0)D .The�nalform ofthem odelproposed in [6]thereforereads:

pn =
X

n0< n

G 0(n � n
0)"n0lnVn0 + �(n;n0): (3)

The m ain �nding of[6]isthatthe bare im pactfunction G 0(‘)m ustdecay with

the tim e lag in order to com pensate forthe long range correlation in the ",in

otherwordsthattheim pactofasingletradeistransientratherthan perm anent.

In theirrecentwork,Lillo and Farm er[9]arguethatitisratherthe
uctuations

in liquidity (encoded in theinstantaneousshapeoftheorderbook Sn0),thatare

crucial.Theirm odelam ountsto writepn as:

pn =
X

n0< n

"n0V
�

n0

�(S n0)
+ �(n;n0); (4)

with � = 0:3 and where � is the instantaneous liquidity ofthe m arket. The

di�erence between V :3 and lnV isactually notrelevant;rather,the crucialdif-

ferencebetween Eq.(3)and Eq.(4)isthattheim pactistransientin theform er

1Thisisprobably only an approxim ation sincetim eoftheday,forexam ple,should m atter.
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caseand perm anent(but
uctuating)in thelattercase,a pointon which wewill

com m entlater.

The argum entofref. [9]in favorofthe second m odel,Eq. (4)goesin two

steps:�rst,theypropose,asaproxyoftheinstantaneousliquidity �n,thevolum e

vn atthebestprice(i.e.ask forbuysand bid forsells):see[9]section VIB.They

then study thetim eseriesofrn = "nV
�

n
=vn and �nd thatlinearcorrelationshave

nearly com pletely disappeared,atvariancewith theunrescaled series"nV
�

n
that

exhibit the problem atic long range correlations. Their conclusion is therefore

that\the inclusion ofthe tim e varying liquidity term apparently rem oveslong-

m em ory".Here,wewanttorefutethisinterpretation based on threeindependent

setsofargum ents:a)we show thatEq. (4)haslessexplicative powerthan Eq.

(3);b) Eq. (4)leads to an average response function (see [6]and below) that

signi�cantly increases with tim e lag,at variance with data and c) the absence

oflinear correlations observed in rn is an artefact com ing from the very large


uctuationsofthevolum e atthebestprice.Notethatourdata concernsstocks

from ParisBourseratherthan theLSE stocksstudied in [9].However,wedo not

expectm ajorqualitativedi�erencesbetween thetwo m arkets.

2.2 R esponse functions

W e �rst start by recalling the de�nition ofthe average response function, as

the correlation between the sign ofa trade attim e n and the subsequent price

di�erencebetween n and n + ‘[6]:

R (‘)= h(pn+ ‘� pn)� "ni; (5)

The quantity R (‘)m easures how m uch,on average,the price m oves up condi-

tioned toabuy orderattim e0(orhow asellorderm ovesthepricedown)atim e

‘later.Notethatbecauseofthetem poralcorrelationsbetween the"’s,thisquan-

tity isnottheabovem arketresponseto a singletradeG 0(‘)[6].Thisquantity is

plotted in Fig. 1 forCarrefourin 2001,2002. Asem phasized in [16,6],R (‘)is

found to weakly increaseup toa m axim um beyond which itdecaysback and can

even change sign forlarge ‘(see Figs.2,3). Forotherstocks,orotherperiods,

the m axim um ofR (‘) is not observed,and R (‘) is seen to increase (although

alwaysratherm ildly,atm ostby afactor3)with ‘:seeFigs.2,3.Aswillbeclear

below,thisdi�erenceofbehaviourcan actually beunderstood within ourm odel.

In Fig. 4,we also plotthree other,sim ilarquantities. The �rstisthe (nor-

m alized)correlation between thepricechangeand "n lnVn:

R V (‘)=
h(pn+ ‘� pn)� "n lnVni

hln
2
Vni

1=2
(6)

which has a sim ilar shape but is distincly larger than R itself,showing that,

as expected,the variable "n lnVn has a larger explicative power than "n itself.
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Figure 1: Response function R (‘)(in Euros)forCarrefourin the periods2001

and 2002.
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Figure 2: Response function R (‘) (in Euros) for stocks from Paris Bourse in

2002. From top to bottom : EN,EX,FTE,ACA,CGE.(See Table 1 for the

stockscode).Note thatforsom e stocksR (‘)increasesforall‘(see e.g.CGE),

whereasforotherstocksR (‘)reachesa m axim um beforebecom ing negative(see

e.g.ACA).Thedotted linecorrespond to R (‘)= 0.
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Figure3:Response function R (‘)(in Euros)forotherstocksfrom ParisBourse

in 2002.From top to bottom :FP,BN,GLE,M C,CA,VIE.(SeeTable1 forthe

stockscode). Note thatforsom e stocksR (‘)increasesforall‘(see e.g. GLE),

whereasforotherstocksR (‘)reachesa m axim um beforebecom ing negative(see

e.g.CA,for‘> 5000).

Code Stock nam e Av.price Av.tick Av.spread # trades

ACA Cr�editAgricole 19.63 0.01 0.0408 379,000

BN Danone 132.50 0.1 0.154 351,000

CA Carrefour 48.54 0.0268 0.0578 555,000

CGE Alcatel 9.85 0.01 0.015 1,020,000

EN Bouygues 29.69 0.01 0.0413 240,000

EX Vivendi 27.47 0.0126 0.0287 979,000

FP Total 152.27 0.1 0.136 759,000

FTE France-Telecom 21.04 0.01 0.024 1,051,000

GLE Soci�et�eG�en�erale 61.80 0.043 0.0735 499,000

M C LVM H 47.71 0.0209 0.0566 437,000

VIE VivendiEnv. 29.75 0.01 0.0452 226,000

Table1:Selection ofstocksstudied in thispaper,with theaverageprice,tick sizeand

bid-ask spread in Eurosin 2002.W ealso givethetotalnum beroftradesin 2002.The

results reported here qualitatively hold for m ostother stocks from Paris Bourse,but

also otherexchanges(see [6,9]).
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Figure 4: Fourdi�erent‘response functions’R (‘),R V (‘),R LF (‘)and R �

LF
(‘),

(see text) in Euros forBN in 2002. This plot shows (a)that the Lillo-Farm er

variable rn hasa weak explicative power(see R LF { dashed line)and (b)that

theirperm anentim pactm odelleadstoaconsiderableover-estim ation ofthetrue

response function (see R �

LF
{ dashed-dotted lines,showing a 30 tim es increase

with ‘).

In order to test the Lillo-Farm er m odel, we have also com puted two further

quantities. One isthe norm alized correlation between the Lillo-Farm ervariable

rn = "nV
�

n
=vn and theem piricalpricechange:

R LF (‘)=
h(pn+ ‘� pn)� rni

hr2
n
i1=2

: (7)

Thisquantity m easurestheexplicativepowerofrn,and can bedirectly com pared

to R and R V .Ascan beseen in Fig.4,R LF (‘)isin facta factor3 sm allerthan

R V (‘)(seealso thequantity Z in Table2,lastcolum n).

Thesecond interesting quantity is:

R �

LF
(‘)=

*  
n+ ‘�1X

n0= n

rn0

!

� "n

+

: (8)

The quantity m easures a �ctitious average response function,which would

follow ifthepricedynam icswasgiven by Eq.(4).W eseein Fig.4 thatR �

LF
(‘),

at variance with the true R (‘),sharply grows with ‘,as a consequence ofthe

correlation ofthe "’swhich are notcom pensated by a 
uctuating liquidity. As

wehavem entioned in [6],theresponsefunction R (‘)isa very sensitive m easure
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Figure5:Sign correlationsC(‘)forBN,showing a long range,power-law decay,

and com parison between thesm allerand fasterdecayingcorrelation ofthern and

the1=vn,showing thattheform erisdom inated by theweak correlationsbetween

sm allordervolum es,and notby acom pensation between m arketorder
owsand

lim itorder
ows.

ofthe dynam ics ofprices that allows one to revealsubtle e�ects,beyond the

sim pleautocorrelation ofpricechanges(seealso below).

Finally,weshow in Fig.5therapid falloftheautocorrelation ofthevariables

rn,thatwasargued by Lilloand Farm ertobeastrongsupporttotheirm odel[9].

Unfortunately,thise�ectisnotrelevantand isdue to the factthatthe volum e

at the best price has large 
uctuations. Forexam ple,in the case ofFTE,the

distribution ofv isfound to be well-�tby P(v)/ v��1 exp(� v=v0)with �> 1,

so thatthe m ostprobable valuescorrespond to v � 1,whereasthe m ean value

is� 3000 [11].Since vn appearsin thedenom inatorofrn,itisclearthatthern
correlationsaredom inated by tim eswherethevolum eatbid/ask isparticularly

sm all;thesesm allvaluesshow littleautocorrelations(seeFig.5).2

2.3 T he bare im pact function and price di�usion

W econcludefrom Fig.4 thatalthough thevariablesrn areindeed closeto being

uncorrelated,they do notprovide an adequate basis to interpret the dynam ics

ofrealprice. Our transient im pact m odel,on the other hand,allows one to

reconciletheabsence ofautocorrelationsin pricechangeswith theobserved non

2Afterdiscussions,Lillo and Farm erhaveagreed thattheirresultson LSE stocksarein fact

com patiblewith the aboveinterpretation.
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Figure6:Plotofthesign correlationsC(‘)fora selection offourstocks,showing

thelong-ranged natureofthesecorrelations.Seealso Table3.

m onotonous shape ofthe average response function,provided the bare im pact

function G 0(‘) is chosen adequately. In [6],it was shown that ifthe correla-

tion ofthe "’sdecaysas‘�
 ,then G 0(‘)should also decay,atlarge tim es,asa

power-law ‘�� with � � (1� 
)=2. For� > (1� 
)=2,the price issubdi�usive

(anti-persistent)and theresponsefunction R (‘)hasam axim um beforebecom ing

negativeatlarge‘.For�< (1� 
)=2,on theotherhand,thepriceissuperdi�u-

sive (persistent)and the response function m onotonously increases(see Fig. 10

of[6]).Theshorttim ebehaviourofG 0(‘)can in factbeextracted from em pirical

data by using thefollowing exactrelationship:

R (‘)= hlnV iG 0(‘)+
X

0< n< ‘

G 0(‘� n)C(n)+
X

n> 0

[G 0(‘+ n)� G0(n)]C(n): (9)

where:

C(‘)= h"n+ ‘ "n lnVni; (10)

a correlation function thatcan also bem easured directly (seeFigs.5,6).

Eq.(9)givesasetoflinearequationsrelating R ,G 0 and C thatcan easily be

solved forG 0.The resultisplotted in Fig.7 fordi�erentstocks.Oneseesthat

G 0(‘)is�rst
atorrisesvery slightly with ‘before indeed decaying,for‘� 1,

likeapowerlaw,with �given in Table2.The�tused toextractthevalueof�is

G
f

0
(‘)= �0=(‘

2

0
+ ‘2)�=2 which issim ilar,butnotidenticalto,theoneproposed in

[6].Theadvantageofthepresent�tisthatitm atchesquitewelltherather
at

initialbehaviourofG 0(‘). W e also give in Table 2 the value ofotherquantities

such astheexponent
 governing thedecay ofthe"correlations.A very sim ilar

9
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Figure7:Com parison betwen the em pirically determ ined G 0(‘),extracted from

R and C using Eq.(9),and the �tG
f

0
(‘)= �0=(‘

2

0
+ ‘2)�=2,used to extractthe

param etersgiven in Table2,fora selection offourstocks:ACA,CA,EX,FP.

shape forG 0 can be observed forallstocks;
uctuationsaround the criticalline

�= (1� 
)=2 (seeFig.8)areenough to explain thefactthatR som etim eshas

a m axim um ,som etim esnot.

Correspondingly,the vicinity ofthe criticalline ensuresthatthe price hasa

di�usive behaviour,as is indeed con�rm ed by m easuring the variance ofprice

changes:

D (‘)= h(pn+ ‘� pn)
2
i� D ‘; 8‘; (11)

asdem onstrated in Figs.9 and 10.ThefactthatD (‘)isstrictly linearin ‘isof

coursetantam ountto saying thatpriceincrem entsareuncorrelated.

2.4 Econom ic interpretation ofthe shape ofthe bare im -

pact

Theeconom icinterpretation ofthenon m onotonicbehaviourofG 0 isasfollows.

Suppose thatyou are a liquidity provider,m aking pro�tson the bid-ask spread

and losseson largepriceexcursions,and thatyou seea
ow ofbuy orderscom ing.

In theabsence ofnewsand fortypicalbuy volum es,3 thenaturalstrategy is,on

short tim es,to biais the ask price up to be able to sellhigher while there are

3The following discussion is intended to describe typicalsituations. O bviously,ifthe buy

volum eisanom alously large,liquidity providerswould anticipatesom einsiderinform ation and

reactdi�erently.
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Figure 8:Scatterplotofthe exponents�;
 extracted from the �tofG 0 and C.

These exponentsare seen to lie in the vicinity ofthe criticalline � = (1� 
)=2

(dotted line),asexpected from thenearly di�usive behaviourofprices(see Fig.

9),and [6].

Stock
q

D (1) �0 ‘0 � C 0 
 Z

ACA 1.69 0.63 16.3 0.44 0.58 0.125 0.35

BN 7.9 1.75 3.1 0.26 0.81 0.61 0.37

CA 3.13 0.71 7.4 0.22 0.83 0.57 0.27

CGE 0.84 0.20 8.9 0.275 0.49 0.35 0.18

EN 2.75 0.66 9.2 0.27 0.83 0.57 0.27

EX 1.79 0.47 15.3 0.26 0.45 0.40 0.20

FP 7.0 1.46 2.2 0.15 0.79 0.69 0.28

FTE 3.9 0.47 20.3 0.30 0.52 0.41 0.23

GLE 4.37 0.73 0.7* 0.13 0.86 0.58 0.28

M C 3.47 0.67 3.1 0.19 0.95 0.58 0.26

VIE 2.8 0.38 0.25* 0.12 0.75 0.63 0.26

Table 2: Sum m ary ofthe di�erentquantities and �tparam eters for11 stocks ofthe

Paris Bourse during the year 2002. G 0(‘) is �tted as: G 0(‘) = �0=(‘
2

0
+ ‘

2)�=2,and

C(‘) = C0=‘

, both in the range ‘ = 2 ! 2000.

p
D (1) and �0 are in cents of

Euros. The * m eansthatthe �tofG 0 forsm all‘ isnotvery good. The lastcolum n

m easuresthe relative explicative powerofthe Lillo-Farm er variable,com pared to our

own:Z = R LF (1)=R (1).
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Figure 9: Plotof
q

D (‘)=‘ (in Euros)vs. ‘ forseveralstocks. Apartfrom BN

and FP (forwhich thetick sizeislarge),thisquantity isroughly constantwith ‘,

showing thatpricesareto a very good approxim ation di�usive,even on shortest

tim esscales.From top to bottom :BN,FP,GLE,FTE,M C.
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Figure 10: Plotof
q

D (‘)=‘ (in Euros)vs. ‘ forallother(sm allertick)stocks.

From top to bottom :CA,VIE,EN,EX,ACA,CGE.
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clients eagerto buy. However,you now have a netshortposition on the stock

thatyou wantto eventually shiftback to zero.So you would liketo buy back,in

thenearfuture,atthecheapestpossibleprice.In ordertopreventthepricefrom

going up,you can/should do two things:a)createa barrierto furtherpricerises

by placingalargenum berofsellordersattheask,o�which thepricewillbounce

back down b)place bid orders as low as possible. Both e�ects act to create a

liquidity m olassesthatm ean revertthepricetowardsitsinitialvalue.Both these

e�ectscan actually beobserved directly on thedata.

� a) One observes a strong correlation between a buy (resp. sell) m arket

orderm oving the price up and the subsequent appearance oflim itorders

at the ask (resp. bid) [17,9]. Ifa ‘wall’oflim it orders appears at the

ask whilethebid rem ainspoorly populated,theprobability thattheprice

m ovesdown upon thearrivaloffurtherm arketordersbecom eslargerthan

the probability to m ove up. One can visualize thise�ectm ore clearly by

separatingthetotalpricechangeintotwocom ponents:pricevariationsdue

tom arketorders,� M pn,correspondingtothechangeofm id-pointbetween

the quote im m ediately prior and the quote im m ediately posterior to the

n-th trade,and pricevariationsdueto lim itorders,� Lpn corresponding to

changesofm id-pointsin-between traden and traden + 1.By de�nition,

pn+ ‘� pn =

n+ ‘�1X

k= n

[� M pk + � Lpk]� (pn+ ‘� pn)M + (pn+ ‘� pn)L : (12)

Onecan then m easuretheresponsefunction restricted topricechangesdue

to m arketorders:

R M (‘)= h(pn+ ‘� pn)M � "ni; (13)

and com pareit(seeFig.11)toR (‘).W eobserveforallstocksthatR M (‘)

and R (‘)have the sam e overallshape.ForFTE,forexam ple,R M (‘)also

bends down and becom es negative for large ‘. But since by de�nition

� M pk = "kGk with Gk � 0 (a buy m arket ordercan only m ove the price

up orleave itunchanged),the factthatR M (‘)decreases im plies thatGk
isanticorrelated with "n"k.In otherwords,sellordersfollowing buy orders

im pactthepricem orethan buy ordersfollowing buy orders,asexpected if

theorderbook �llsin m oreon theask sidethan on thebid sideaftera buy

m arketorder(and,ofcourse,sim ilarly forthesellside).

� b)thereisananticorrelation between buyordersand thesubsequentm otion

of the bid-ask in-between trades. This is seen both from the fact that

R M (‘)> R (‘)for‘nottoo large(seeFig.11),im plying thattheresponse

function restriced to lim itordersisnegative. Furtherm ore,one can study

the correlation between a m arketorderinduced price change � M pn and a

later lim it order price change � Lpn+ ‘,which is found to be negative (as

13
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Figure 11: M ain �gure: Com parison between the fullresponse R (circles) and

theresponserestricted to m arketorderinduced pricechangesR M (squares),for

FTE in 2002.Inset:Integrated correlation functions,corresponding to h� M pn �

� M pn+ ‘i (fullline),and h� M pn � �Lpn+ ‘i (dotted line). The form er is clearly

positive,and iscom pensated by the negative correlation between m arketorders

induced shiftsand subsequentchangesin them id-quotes.

also reported in [6,9]).Thiscom pensatesthepositivecorrelationsbetween

� M pn and � M pn+ ‘ (and between � Lpn and � Lpn+ ‘),thatwould otherwise

lead to a superdi�usion in theprice.

In order to m ake our point even m ore clearly,itis usefulto em phasize the

antagonistforcespresentin �nancialm arkets:

� The idealworld forliquidity providersisa stable,�xed average price that

allowsthem toearn thebid-askspread atevery round-turn.Volatilityisthe

enem y4,liquiditym olassesisthesolution:avanishinglongterm im pact(i.e.

G 0(1 )= 0)isa way to lim itthe volatility ofthe m arketand to increase

the liquidity provider gains. Reducing the volatility of�nancialm arkets

is in fact the traditionalrole given to m arket m akers in non electronic

m arkets.Notethatwedonotassum eanykindofcollusion between liquidity

providers:they all,individually,follow a perfectly reasonablestrategy.

4Insiderinform ation isalso theliquidity providerenem y,butthissituation isratherrareon

thescaleofthethousandsoftradeshappening every day on each singleliquid stock.However,

creating a liquidity wallisindeed risky forthe liquidity providerin the case where som e true

inform ation m otivates the m arket orders. In that case,the insider can use his inform ation

withoutim pacting the price.
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� Conversely,perm anentim pactiswhatthe liquidity takershould hope for:

ifthepricerisesbecauseofhisvery tradebutstayshigh untilhesellsback,

his im pact is not really a cost. On the other hand,ifthe price de
ates

back after having bought it,it m eans that he paid to m uch forit.5 The

correlationscreated by splittinghisbid in sm allquantitiesalsohelp keeping

thepriceup.

Thesearethebasicingredientsrulingthecom petitionbetween liquidityproviders

and liquidity takers. The subtle balance between the positive correlation in the

trades(m easured by 
)and theliquidity m olassesinduced by liquidity providers

(m easured by �) is a self-organized dynam icalequilibrium . Its stability com es

from two counter-balancing e�ects:ifthe liquidity providersare too slow to re-

vert the price (� < (1 � 
)=2),then the price is superdi�usive and liquidity

providers lose m oney on average [21]; therefore they increase �. Ifthe m ean

reversion istoo strong (� > (1� 
)=2),the resulting long term anticorrelations

isan incentive forbuyersto waitforpricesto com eback down to continue buy-

ing.Liquidity takersthereby spread theirtrading overlongertim escales,which

correspondsto sm allervaluesof
.

A dynam icalequilibrium where � � (1 � 
)=2 therefore establishes itself

spontaneously,with cleareconom ic forcesdriving the system back towardsthis

equilibrium . Interestingly,
uctuations around this criticalline leads to 
uctu-

ations ofthe localvolatility,since persistent patches correspond to high local

volatility and antipersistent patches to low localvolatility (see also [22]for a

sim ilarm echanism ).Extrem ecrash situationsarewell-known to beliquidity cri-

sis,where the liquidity m olassese�ectdisappearstem porarily,destabilising the

m arket(on thatpoint,seethedetailed recentstudy of[12,18]).

Finally,the m ean-reverting nature ofthe response function isofcrucialim -

portancetounderstand thein
uenceofvolum eand execution tim eon theactual

im pactoftrading on prices(on thispoint,see[19,20]).

3 Sum m ary and C onclusion

The aim ofthis paper was to challenge Lillo and Farm er’s suggestion that the

strong m em ory in the signs oftrades is com pensated by liquidity 
uctuations,

with an otherwise perm anentm arket im pact,and con�rm the m ore subtle sce-

nario proposed in ourpreviouspaper[6],in which the im pactistransient,with

a power-law decay in tim e. The exponentisprecisely tuned to a criticalvalue,

ensuring sim ultaneously thatpricesaredi�usiveon long tim escalesand thatthe

response function is nearly constant. Therefore,the seem ingly trivialrandom

walk behaviour ofprice changes in fact results from a �ned-tuned com petition

5The salesm an knows nothing aboutwhathe isselling,save thathe ischarging a greatdeal

too m uch for it.(O scarW ilde)
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between two oppositee�ects,oneleading tosuper-di�usion {theautocorrelation

ofm arketorder
ow;the otherleading to sub-di�usion { the decay ofthe bare

im pactfunction,re
ecting them ean-reverting natureofthelim itorder
ow.W e

have shown thatm ean reversion com esboth from an excess 
ow oflim itorder

opposite to the m arket order 
ow,and to a system atic anti-correlation ofthe

bid-ask m otion between trades.Notethatin theabovepicture,therandom walk

natureofpricesand theirvolatility areinduced by thetradingm echanism salone,

with noreferencetorealnews.Theseofcourseshould alsoplayarole,butproba-

blynotasim portantaspurespeculation and tradingthatlead toexcessvolatility

(seethediscussion and referencesin [6]).

The above �ne tuning is however,obviously,not always perfect,and is ex-

pected to be only approxim ately true on average. Breakdown ofthe balance

between the two e�ects can lead either to large volatility periods and crashes

when the liquidity m olassesdisappears,orto low volatility periodswhen m ean-

reverting e�ectsarestrong.The sm allim balance between the two e�ectsthere-

foreleadsto di�erentshapesofR (‘)(m onotoneincreasing orturning round and

changing sign). Asem phasized in [6],our�nding thatthe absence ofarbitrage

opportunitiesresultsfrom acriticalbalancebetween antagoniste�ectsm ightjus-

tify severalclaim sm ade in the (econo-)physics literature thatthe anom aliesin

price statistics(fattailsin returnsdescribed by powerlaws[23,24],long range

selfsim ilarvolatility correlations[3,5],and thelong ranged correlationsin signs

[6,9])areduetothepresenceofacriticalpointin thevicinityofwhich them arket

operates(seee.g.[25],and in thecontextof�nancialm arkets[26,27,28]).From

a m orepracticalpointofview,wehopethatthepresentdetailed pictureofm ar-

ket m icrostructure could help understanding the m echanism s leading to excess

volatility,and suggest ways to controlm ore e�ciently the stability of�nancial

m arkets.
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