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The phenomenology of the forward rate curve (FRC) can be accurately understood
by the fluctuations of a stiff elastic string (Le Coz and Bouchaud, 2024). By relating
the exogenous shocks driving such fluctuations to the surprises in the order flows, we
elevate the model from purely describing price variations to a microstructural model
that incorporates the joint dynamics of prices and order flows, accounting for both
impact and cross-impact effects. Remarkably, this framework allows for at least the
same explanatory power as existing cross-impact models, while using significantly fewer
parameters. In addition, our model generates liquidity-dependent correlations between
the forward rate of one tenor and the order flow of another, consistent with recent
empirical findings. We show that the model also account for the non-martingale behavior
of prices at short timescales.

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Motivation

The forward interest rate f(t, T ), which will be defined
more precisely further down, represents the interest rate
agreed at time t for an instantaneous loan spanning from
T ≥ t to T + dT . The collection of forward rates can be
thought of as a continuous string that changes shape over
time. An accurate understanding of the behavior of the
forward interest rate curve (FRC) is essential in various
fields, including interest rate derivative pricing and risk
management (Hull, 2018; Brigo and Mercurio, 2006).

In an earlier article, J-P Bouchaud and one of the
authors (VLC) revisited a model of the FRC based on
the fluctuations of a stiff elastic string (henceforth called
the BBDL model for Baaquie-Bouchaud Discrete Log-
arithm model (Le Coz and Bouchaud, 2024; Baaquie
and Bouchaud, 2004)). Compared to previous work,
this approach accounts for two important features: (a)
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the discrete set of traded maturities, and (b) the scale-
dependent structure of the correlation matrix across ma-
turities (Epps, 1979).

The objective of this article is to demonstrate that
this model can be given a microstructural interpreta-
tion, which allows for new predictions. Specifically, we
establish a connection between a non-measurable auxil-
iary noise field that appears in the construction of the
original model and the physically measurable volumes
traded across the interest rates curve, thus promoting
the string model (Le Coz and Bouchaud, 2024) to a mi-
crostructural model capable of predicting the price re-
action to traded volumes along the curve. The result-
ing model is more parsimonious than other cross-impact
models while maintaining comparable, if not superior,
performance. We will show that it faithfully accounts for
the effect of liquidity on the price-volume correlations
between the forward rates of different maturities and the
order flow (Le Coz et al., 2024). Additionally, within this
framework, prices appear to exhibit short-term temporal
autocorrelations, consistent with established findings in
the literature.
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B. Literature review

1. Arbitrage-free and field theories

Modeling of the forward interest rate curve has been
predominantly influenced by the Heath-Jarrow-Morton
framework since the 1990s (Heath et al., 1992). This sem-
inal theory posits a finite number of risk factors, which
theoretically implies the existence of risk-free portfolio di-
rections. Addressing this limitation, various researchers
have ventured beyond the conventional boundary of a fi-
nite number of driving Brownian motions (Baaquie and
Bouchaud, 2004; Kennedy, 1994, 1997; Goldstein, 2000;
Santa-Clara and Sornette, 2001; Baaquie, 2001, 2002,
2004; Cont, 2005). In the following years, these ran-
dom field theories have been applied to solve interest
rate derivative pricing problems (Bueno-Guerrero et al.,
2015, 2016, 2020, 2022; Baaquie, 2007, 2009, 2010, 2018;
Baaquie and Tang, 2012; Baaquie and Liang, 2007; Wu
and Xu, 2014).

Elaborating on the work of (Baaquie and Bouchaud,
2004; Baaquie, 2001, 2002, 2004), Le Coz and Bouchaud
(2024) have proposed a random random field theory for-
mulated on a discrete space of maturities. As previ-
ously mentioned, this approach closely reproduces the
phenomenology of the FRC (Bouchaud et al., 1999) and
complies with the empirical finding of negligible correla-
tion at small time scales (Epps, 1979).

2. Market micro-structure

Standard economic theory posits that an asset’s price
should reflect all publicly available information about its
fundamental value. In reality, price formation occurs
through a trading process in which information is grad-
ually integrated into prices via the order flow of mar-
ket participants. This widely recognized process is re-
ferred to as price impact. Kyle (1985) introduced an
early model of price impact, assuming a linear relation-
ship between absolute price differences and signed vol-
umes traded. To reconcile the temporal autocorrelation
of trades (Bouchaud et al., 2018, 2004; Lillo and Farmer,
2004; Bouchaud et al., 2009a; Yamamoto and LeBaron,
2010; Tóth et al., 2015) with the temporal independence
of price increments, Bouchaud et al. (2004) posited that
price impact must decrease over time. This hypothe-
sis has been confirmed by subsequent studies (Bouchaud
et al., 2006; Hopman, 2007; Bouchaud et al., 2009b;
Gatheral, 2010; Gatheral and Schied, 2013; Alfonsi et al.,
2016; Gârleanu and Pedersen, 2016; Tóth et al., 2017;
Taranto et al., 2018; Ekren and Muhle-Karbe, 2019).
This finding led to the formulation of the propagator
model, where prices are expressed as the cumulative im-
pact of all previous trades (Bouchaud et al., 2018, 2006;
Alfonsi et al., 2016; Bouchaud, 2009; Benzaquen et al.,

2017; Schneider and Lillo, 2019).
A more subtle effect, known as cross-impact, occurs

when the trading pressure in one asset influences the
price of another. This phenomenon was initially stud-
ied by Hasbrouck and Seppi (2001) and later by Benza-
quen et al. (2017); Schneider and Lillo (2019); Chordia
et al. (2001); Evans and Lyons (2001); Harford and Kaul
(2005); Pasquariello and Vega (2007); Andrade et al.
(2008); Tookes (2008); Pasquariello and Vega (2015);
Wang and Guhr (2017); Tomas et al. (2022a,b); Brigo
et al. (2022). The simplest cross-impact models assume
a linear relationship between signed trading volumes and
price variations (Le Coz et al., 2024; Hasbrouck and
Seppi, 2001; Harford and Kaul, 2005; Pasquariello and
Vega, 2007, 2015; Tomas et al., 2022a,b). In particular,
Le Coz et al. (2024) show that the interest rate curve ex-
hibits significant cross-impact features. Bonds of differ-
ent tenors are highly correlated and display a wide range
of liquidity levels, which are the two characteristics re-
quired to accurately predict price changes using trading
flows.
In addition, several authors (Bouchaud et al., 2018,

2004; Plerou et al., 2000; Cont, 2001; Elomari-Kessab
et al., 2024) have shown that price variations exhibit au-
tocorrelation patterns over short timescales. These find-
ings challenge the traditional viewpoint of market effi-
ciency, which posits that price changes are memoryless.
Here we show that short-time-scale autocorrelation

and cross-impact are compatible with the microfounded
field theory of the FRC developed in Le Coz and
Bouchaud (2024).

C. Definitions and notations

In this section, we define the forward interest rate and
its signed order flow. Table II in appendix A provides a
complete list of notations used in this article.

1. Forward interest rate

Let P (t, T ) denote the price at time t of a zero-coupon
bond maturing at T . Such a bond pays one unit of cur-
rency at maturity T without any intermediate coupons.
Consider time t and a future time T , where t < T . The
instantaneous forward rate f(t, T ) is defined by

f(t, T ) = −∂ logP (t, T )
∂T

, (1)

The collection of these rates for various T forms the for-
ward interest rate curve.
In subsequent sections, we define the instantaneous

forward rate f(t, θ) in terms of the time-to-maturity or
tenor θ = T − t. This dimension θ is often referred to as
the space dimension, as opposed to the time dimension t.
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2. Futures contracts

The instantaneous forward rate f(t, θ) is interpreted
as the mid-price at time t of a 3-month SOFR Futures
contract maturing at t+θ. In practice, Futures contracts
are available only for a discrete list of n tenors. In the
following sections, we denote any process x(t) defined
in the discrete space of the existing tenors as a vector
(xθ(t)). Therefore, we depart from the usual notation
of the forward rate f(t, θ) to denote by fθ(t) the closing
forward rate of tenor θ in the time window [t − ∆t, t]
with a length of ∆t = 1 day. We then denote by f(t) =
(f1(t), · · · , fn(t)) the column vector of the forward rates
at closing, with the tenor θ in units of 3-months.
We define ∆qθ(t) as the net market order flow traded

during the time window [t−∆t, t] for the Future contract
maturing in t+θ. This is calculated by taking the sum of
the volumes of all trades during that time period, with
buy trades counted as positive and sell trades counted
as negative. Thus, ∆q(t) = (∆q1(t), · · · ,∆qn(t)) is the
column vector of net traded order flows.

3. Other notations

The set of real-valued square matrices of dimension n
is denoted by Mn(R). Given A a positive symmetric ma-
trix, we write A1/2 for a matrix such that A1/2(A1/2)⊤ =
A, and

√
A for the matrix square root: the unique pos-

itive semi-definite symmetric matrix such that (
√
A)2 =

A. We also write diag(A) for the vector in Rn formed
by the diagonal elements of A. Given a vector v in Rn,
we denote the components of v by (v1, · · · , vn), and the
diagonal matrix whose components are the components
of v by diag(v). We also define Ik with k ∈ J−n, nK as
a matrix with ones only on the k-th diagonal above the
main diagonal, i.e.,

(Ik)ij =

®
1 if j − i = k,

0 otherwise.
(2)

Note that I0 is the identity matrix simply denoted I.

II. A FIELD THEORY OF THE FRC

In this section, we summarize several results related
to the correlated noise field developed in Le Coz and
Bouchaud (2024). We also introduce some additional
properties of such a noise field.

Let η(t) denote a vector of independent Gaussian
(Langevin) noises such that:

E [ηθ(t)ηθ′(t
′)] = δ(t− t′)δθθ′ , (3)

where δθθ′ is the Kronecker delta, δ(.) is the Dirac delta,
and E [.] denotes an unconditional expectancy. Note

that the vector of stochastic processes B(t), defined by
dB(t) = η(t)dt, represents a multidimensional Brownian
motion.
The vector of the driftless discrete noise field A(t) is

defined for θ ∈ J1, nK as the solution to a differential
equation which operates on a temporal scale τ ≪ 1 day:





dA

dt
(t) =

1

τ
[−MA(t) + η(t)] ,

A1(t)−A−1(t) = 0,
(4)

where M is a matrix of Mn(R) defined by

Mθθ′ = 1− 1

2ψµ2

Å
1 +

θ

ψ

ã
(I1 − I−1)θθ′

− 1

µ2

Å
1 +

θ

ψ

ã2
(I1 − 2I + I−1)θθ′ , (5)

with ψ the psychological time parameter and µ the line
tension parameter (Le Coz and Bouchaud, 2024). Note
that the boundary condition in Eq. (4) exhibits a term
A−1 generated by the use of an Euler scheme centered in
0 to ensure the validity of the method of images used in
Le Coz and Bouchaud (2024).
Here, we use a white noise η(t)dt of variance dt instead

of 2Ddt as in Le Coz and Bouchaud (2024); this choice
has no impact on the results. Moreover, we consider a
finite number n of diffusion factors, one for each tenor
of the FRC, although the model could be written with
an infinite-dimensional white noise η. In any case, only
the first n component of the vector Y (see section III.B)
would be non-zero.
Although Eq. (4) cannot be solved in closed form

for arbitrary values of ψ, it simplifies in the two lim-
its ψ → ∞ and ψ → 0. The general solution to Eq. (4)
is expressed as

A(t) =
1

τ

∫ t

−∞
dt′G(t− t′)η(t′), (6)

where the matrix G(t− t′) is the propagator of the noise
η(t′). When ψ ≫ 1, for (θ, θ′) ∈ J1, nK2, Gθθ′ is given by
(Le Coz and Bouchaud, 2024):

Gθθ′(t) :=

1

2π

∫ π

−π
dξ
Ä
eiξ(θ−θ

′) + eiξ(θ+θ
′)
ä
e−

Ld(ξ)

τ t, (7)

where Ld(ξ) = 1 + 2 (1−cos ξ)
µ2 . When ψ ≪ 1, G becomes

(Le Coz and Bouchaud, 2024):

G(t) := e−
t
τ MJ , (8)

where J denotes a diagonal matrix whose first entry is
2 and all other entries are 1. In this limit, the matrix
M can be written as a function of a single parameter
κ = µψ:

Mθθ′ = I − θ

κ2
(I1 − I−1)−

θ2

κ2
(I1 − 2I + I−1) . (9)
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A critical characteristic of the noise field A(t, θ) is its
auto-covariance across time and space. For τ near 0, the
auto-covariance of its integral over a time interval ∆t,
defined by ∆A :=

∫ t
t−∆t

Aθ(u)du is given by (Le Coz and
Bouchaud, 2024):

E
[
∆A(t)∆A⊤(t′)

]
=

®
0, if |t− t′| > ∆t,

∆t C, if t = t′,
(10)

where the matrix C is the correlator of ∆A. The latter
is defined by (Le Coz and Bouchaud, 2024):

C :=

®
D2 if ψ ≫ 1,

M−1J 2(M−1)⊤ if ψ ≪ 1,
(11)

where the matrix Dk is given by

(Dk)θθ′ :=
1

π

∫ π

0

dξ
2 cos ξθ cos ξθ′

Ld(ξ)k
. (12)

The second important property of the cumulative sum
of A is its response to the generating white noise. We
define the integrated η by ∆ηθ(t) :=

∫ t
t−∆t

ηθ(u)du. For τ
near 0, the covariance between ∆A(t) and ∆η(t) reads

E
[
∆A(t)∆η⊤(t)

]
= ∆t R, (13)

where the matrix R is the response of ∆A to ∆η given
by:

R :=

®
D1 if ψ ≫ 1,

M−1J if ψ ≪ 1.
(14)

Hence, the correlation matrix ρ(∆A(t),∆η(t)) between
∆A(t) and ∆η(t) reads

ρ(∆A(t),∆η(t)) = diag(σA)
−1R, (15)

where σA is the volatility vector of ∆A defined by

(σA)θ =
»

diag(C)θ. (16)

The proofs of these properties are provided in appen-
dices B and C.

The noise field A is now employed to model forward
rates. The diffusion equation for the variations of the
forward rate, denoted as dfθ(t), is given by (Le Coz and
Bouchaud, 2024):

df

dt
(t) = diag(σ) diag(σA)

−1A(t), (17)

where the component σθ of the vector σ is the volatility
of the noise term driving the forward rate fθ. Hence, the
equal-time Pearson correlation coefficient among coarse-
grained forward rate variations ∆f :=

∫ t
t−∆t

df(u) is
given by (Le Coz and Bouchaud, 2024):

ρ(∆f,∆f) = diag(σA)
−1C diag(σA)

−1. (18)

FIG. 1: Spatial Pearson correlations of the signed daily
order flows of SOFR Futures from 2016 to 2023.

III. TOWARDS A CROSS-IMPACT MODEL

Although the model of Le Coz and Bouchaud (2024)
provides an accurate account of the correlation structure
of the FRC, it does not clarify the nature of the exoge-
nous noise η driving the dynamics of the curve. In this
section we want to provide a microstructural foundation
for the η noise by linking it to the surprise in the order
flow, thus promoting the model (that only describes price
variations) to a microstructural model accounting for the
joint dynamics of prices and volumes.

A. Order flow decomposition

Trading flows exhibit significantly lower spatial cor-
relation compared to prices, as shown in Fig. 1. How-
ever, they display long range temporal autocorrelation
(see Bouchaud et al. (2018) and the literature mentioned
in section I.B.2). Therefore, we provide a natural physi-
cal interpretation of the white noise η by assuming that
this noise corresponds to the surprise (i.e. the martingale
component) in the signed order flow. However, only a
fraction of the volatility of price increments is expected
to be explained by trades (see section VI), so the white
noise column vector η(t) is decomposed into an idiosyn-
cratic component η⊥, and a component related to order
flow ηq:

η(t) = diag(Y )ηq(t) + diag(Y ⊥)η⊥(t), (19)

where η⊥ is a normalized white noise independent from
ηq and Y is the vector of the parameters Yθ ∈ [0, 1] gov-
erning, for each tenor θ, the share of forward rates vari-
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ance explained by the order flow imbalance. The com-

ponents of the vector Y ⊥ are Y ⊥
θ =

»
1− Y 2

θ . Formally,

the surprise ηq(t) is defined as

ηq(t) := O

∫ t

−∞
dt′J(t− t′)

dq

dt
(t′), (20)

where dq
dt (t

′) is the infinitesimal order flow imbalance,
and J(t − t′) is a matrix-valued function that ensures
the diffusivity of the process ηq(t), i.e., E [ηqθ(t)η

q
θ′(t

′)] =
δθθ′δ(t − t′). Such an operator is defined up to an arbi-
trary rotation matrix O which leaves the price process
invariant.

In appendix D, we justify the existence of the kernel J
in Eq. (20), assuming the lagged variance-covariance
matrix of the infinitesimal order flows Ω(t, t′) :=

E
[
dq
dt (t)

dq
dt

⊤
(t′)
]
is stationary: Ω(t, t′) = Ω(t − t′). We

further assume that the order flow has a factorized struc-
ture1

Ω(t− t′) = diag(ϕ(t− t′))Ω, (21)

where the function ℓ 7→ ϕ(ℓ) is valued in vector space, and
Ω is the equal-time variance-covariance matrix of the in-
finitesimal order flows. Then, it is quite simple to obtain
an explicit expression for J(t− t′) (see appendix D):

J(t− t′) = Ω−1/2 diag (Φ(t− t′)), (22)

where Φ(ℓ) is an operator, valued in vector space, denot-
ing the element-wise convolutional inverse of ϕ(ℓ).
Note that this construction leaves the rotation matrix

O undefined. In section III.D, we propose a method to
determine this matrix to satisfy the consistency require-
ments of a cross-impact model.

Finally, one can define q̃(t), the martingale component
of q(t), through:

dq̃

dt
(t) :=

∫ t

−∞
dt′ diag (Φ(t− t′))

dq

dt
(t′), (23)

such that the surprise ηq is given by

ηq(t) = OΩ−1/2 dq̃

dt
(t). (24)

B. Noise field decomposition

The decomposition of the white noise η enables us to
write the noise field A as the sum of two independent
components:

A(t) = Aq(t) +A⊥(t), (25)

1 Even though this assumption is not strictly required in our con-
struction, we prefer to stick to this simpler case, which is an
acceptable first order approximation of the empirical order flow
structure, see (Benzaquen et al., 2016).

where the correlated noise Aq is the solution of




dAq

dt
(t) =

1

τ
[−MAq(t) + diag(Y )ηq(t)] ,

Aq1(t)−Aq−1(t) = 0.
(26)

The correlated noise A⊥ solves a similar equation with
the generating white noise diag(Y ⊥)η⊥(t).

C. Large-bin approximation

Even though Eq. (6) shows that ∆A(t) depends upon
the whole history of η(t′) for t′ ≤ t, we are interested
in approximating ∆Aθ(t) as a function of coarse-grained
variables ∆η defined over intervals of finite width ∆t, as
in practice we will have empirical access to order flows
sampled on a discrete time grid. The proofs of the results
presented in this section are detailed in appendix E.
We decompose the white noise column vector η(t′) into

the sum of its observed empirical averages over the time
intervals [t−∆t, t] (i.e. its moving average) and its fluc-
tuations around this mean. Formally, we write

η(t′) = η̄∆t(t) + η(t′)− η̄∆t(t), (27)

where η̄∆t(t) is the empirical mean of η(t) over the time
window [t−∆t, t] i.e.,

η̄∆t(t) :=
1

∆t

∫ t

t−∆t

dt′η(t′). (28)

If we further consider that τ ≪ ∆t one can express
∆Aθ(t) as a function of η̄∆t(t):

∆A(t) = R ∆t η̄∆t(t) +

∫ t

t−∆t

dt′ϵτ (t′), (29)

where ϵτ (t) = 1
τ

∫ t
t−∆t

dt′G(t − t′) (η(t′)− η̄∆t(t)) is a
noise independent of η̄∆t(t) (see appendix E). One can
substitute η with ηq or η⊤ and A with Aq or A⊤ in
Eq. (29). It yields a relationship between forward rate
daily increments and the martingale component of the
daily order flow ∆q̃(t) :=

∫ t
t−∆t

dt′q̃(t′):”∆f(t) = diag(σ) diag(σA)
−1R diag(Y )OΩ−1/2∆q̃(t),

(30)

where ”∆f denotes the conditional expectancy of the for-
ward rates increments ∆f with respect to these flows:”∆f(t) := E [∆f(t)| ∆q̃(t)] . (31)

Similarly to the approach of Le Coz et al. (2024), we
neglect the autocorrelation of the order flows, such that
∆q̃(t) ≈ ∆q(t). This approximation is adequate on the
daily time scale for 80% of the maturities considered in
our sample (see Fig. 2). Hence, one can write the condi-
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t
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FIG. 2: Accumulated temporal autocorrelation of daily
trading flows over ℓ days i.e.,

∑ℓ
ℓ′ ρ(∆q(t),∆q(t− ℓ′)).

Each color corresponds to the tenor of a SOFR Future
contract ranging from 3 to 60 months over the period
2016− 2023. Only 4 maturities (15, 21, 27 and 45

months) out-of 20 are outside the confidence interval
after 20 days.

tional expectancy of the forward rates daily increments
with respect to the order flow as”∆f(t) = diag(σ) diag(σA)

−1R diag(Y )OΩ−1/2∆q(t).
(32)

D. Cross-impact matrix

Equation (32) can be used to define a cross-impact
model. Let Λ ∈ Mn(R) be the matrix such that the
equal-bin linear relationship between forward rates in-
crements and order flows reads

∆f(t) = Λ∆q(t) + E(t), (33)

where E is a temporally uncorrelated noise independent
from ∆q. Identifying Λ in Eq. (32) yields

Λ = diag(σ) diag(σA)
−1R diag(Y )OΩ−1/2. (34)

This formula can also be derived by computing Λ as the
linear response of the forward rates to the equal-time
order-flow:

Λ := E
[
∆f(t)∆q(t)⊤

]
E
î
∆q(t)∆q(t)

⊤ó−1
. (35)

The proof of this alternative approach is provided in ap-
pendix F. In addition, appendix G shows that the cor-
relation between the forward rate and the order flow is
well defined.

The cross-impact model in Eq. (34) is fully determined
up to an arbitrary rotation matrix O. This free parame-
ter can be used to ensure that our model has the required
(i) rotational invariance, (ii) non-arbitrage, (iii) fragmen-
tation invariance, and (iv) stability properties (Tomas
et al., 2022b). In fact, it was shown that the cross-impact
matrix Λ that satisfies these properties must be symmet-
ric positive definite (Tomas et al., 2022b). The rotation
Osym ensuring that Λ fulfills these properties is given by
(del Molino et al., 2020):

Osym(M,Ω1/2) :=M−1(Ω−1/2)⊤»
(Ω1/2)⊤MM⊤Ω1/2, (36)

where M = diag(σ) diag(σA)
−1R diag(Y ).

As an alternative model that does not meet these con-
straints, one can also simply choose O = I the iden-
tity matrix. We will refer to the cross-impact model
using Eq. (34) as BBDLW for Baaquie-Bouchaud Dis-
crete Logarithm Whitening when O = I and BBDLS for
Baaquie-Bouchaud Discrete Logarithm Symmetric when
O = Osym.

IV. CALIBRATION

The best empirical fits of the BB model are obtained
in the limit ψ → 0 (see Le Coz and Bouchaud (2024)),
which is therefore chosen for calibration.

Our data set comprises historical daily price variations
and net market order flows of SOFR Futures contracts
from July 2015 to 2023. We observe n = 20 different
tenors ranging from 3 to 60 months. 3-month SOFR
Futures contracts were not available before March 2022;
thus, Eurodollar contracts were used before that time,
with an appropriate three-month shift accounting for the
forward-looking nature of the Eurodollar Futures as op-
posed to the backward-accrued SOFR.

A. Methodology

In line with the approach of Le Coz and Bouchaud
(2024), we fit the parameter κ in formula (18) to the ob-
served forward rate correlation matrix within our dataset
segmented into 3 periods: 2015− 2017, 2018− 2020 and
2021−2023. In addition, we fit the vector Y by minimiz-
ing the square differences between the daily increments

of modeled forward rates, ”∆f , and the empirical ones,
∆f , using Eq. (32).

To overcome the conditional heteroskedasticity of for-
ward rate variations, we use a daily estimator of their
volatility. Let {t1, · · · , tN} denote the N business days
of a period of 3 years. For each day tk, the estimators of
the forward rates increments and order flow’s volatility
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are defined by

σ̂2(tk) := (⟨∆f1(t)2⟩(tk), · · · , ⟨∆fn(t)2⟩(tk)),
ω̂2(tk) := (⟨∆q1(t)2⟩(tk), · · · , ⟨∆qn(t)2⟩(tk)), (37)

where the operator ⟨.⟩(tk) denotes the moving-average
computed using the last 20 daily data points be-
fore the day tk. We assume the order flow correla-
tion matrix diag(ω(t))−1Ω(t) diag(ω(t))−1 is stationary.
Let ρ̂(∆q,∆q) denote its canonical empirical estimator
using 3 years of data. On day tk, the estimated variance-
covariance matrix Ω̂(tk) is computed as

Ω̂(tk) := diag(ω̂(tk))ρ̂(∆q,∆q) diag(ω̂(tk)). (38)

We define similarly the estimated variance-covariance of
the forward rate variations and the estimated response
matrices as

Σ̂(tk) := diag(σ̂(tk))ρ̂(∆f,∆f) diag(σ̂(tk)),

R̂(tk) := diag(σ̂(tk))ρ̂(∆f,∆q) diag(ω̂(tk)). (39)

The predicted forward rate change on day tk is defined
as ”∆f(tk) = Λ̂model(tk)∆q(tk), (40)

where Λ̂model(tk) is the cross-impact matrix estimated on
day tk in the tested model.
In the case of our noise field approach, the cross-impact

matrix is given by

Λ̂BB(tk) = diag(σ̂(tk)) diag(σA)
−1R diag(Y )OΩ̂(tk)

−1/2,
(41)

where O = Osym or O = I depending on the tested
model.
In order to compare the results of our model with other

cross-impact models, we define three other cross-impact
matrices (studied, for example, in Le Coz et al. (2024)).
Let y denote a scalar called the Y-ratio. We consider:

• the diagonal model, defined by

Λ̂diag(tk) := y diag(R̂(tk)) diag(Ω̂(tk)
−1), (42)

which is the limit case where the cross-sectional
impact is set to zero;

• the Maximum Likelihood model (ML model in the
following sections), defined by

Λ̂ML(tk) := yR̂(tk)Ω̂(tk)
−1; (43)

• and the so-called Kyle model, defined by

Λ̂Kyle(tk) :=

yΣ̂(tk)
1/2Osym

(
Σ̂(tk)

1/2, Ω̂(tk)
1/2
)
Ω̂(tk)

−1/2.

(44)

The ML model does not impose any constraints on
the cross-impact model, so it generates the best possi-
ble in-sample fit. The Kyle model ensures (i) rotational
invariance, (ii) non-arbitrage, (iii) fragmentation invari-
ance, and (iv) stability properties (Tomas et al., 2022b;
del Molino et al., 2020). However, none of these models
prescribes the form of the price variance-covariance ma-
trix. Such a matrix is fully determined within the BBDL
model thanks to a single parameter κ in the case ψ ≪ 1
(see section II).

B. Goodness-of-fit

To assess the model goodness-of-fit, we compare the

predicted price changes ”∆f(t) with the realized price
changes ∆f(t). For this evaluation, we employ a general-
ized R-squared, parameterized by a symmetric, positive
matrix W . The W -weighted generalized R2(W ) is given
by

R2(W ) :=

1−
ΣNk=1

Ä
∆f(tk)−”∆f(tk)ä⊤W (tk)

Ä
∆f(tk)−”∆f(tk)ä

ΣNk=1∆f(tk)
⊤W (tk)∆f(tk)

.

(45)

The closer this score is to one, the better the fit to actual
prices. To highlight different sources of error, different
choices of W can be considered:

• Wσ(t) := diag(σ̂2(t))
−1

, to account for errors rel-
ative to the typical deviation of the assets consid-
ered. This type of error is relevant for strategies
that predict idiosyncratic moves of the constituents
of the basket, rather than strategies that wager on
correlated market moves.

• Wσθ
(t) := diag((0, . . . , 0, σ̂2

θ(t), 0, . . . , 0))
−1, to ac-

count for the errors of a single asset θ.

The weights Wσ are used in section IV.C to compare
the overall performance of cross-impact models, while the
weights Wσθ

(t) are used in section VI to measure their
properties in a pairwise setting.

C. Results

The results of the calibration of the BBDL model on
empirical correlations of the forward rate are presented
in table I. This confirms the high accuracy and good pa-
rameter stability of the BBDL model.
Using the calibrated line tension parameter κ reported

in table I, we fit the share of explained volatility Y to the
time series of rates and order flows of SOFR Futures. The
calibrated share Y of the explained forward rate volatility
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Period κ R2

2015–2017 0.84 99.9%
2018–2020 0.82 99.4%
2021–2023 1.3 97.1%

TABLE I: Calibrated line tension parameter κ in the
BBDL model for each 3-year period in our sample.

Here, R2 denotes the share of the explained variance of
the empirical correlations among forward rates of
time-to-maturity ranging from 3 to 60 months.

is reported for each period in Fig. 32. It shows that the
most liquid products (the shortest time-to-maturity θ)
are associated with the highest values of Yθ. We also
observe that building the symmetric cross-impact model
BBDLS requires setting the less liquid maturities of Y
to zero (see Fig. 3) in order to avoid instabilities. One
could improve the R-squared by putting more weight on
the non-liquid products, but this would compromise the
model’s no-arbitrage property.

The in-sample R-squared values reported in Fig. 4
show that, as expected, the BBDLW model performs
worse than the unconstrained ML model, whereas the
out-of-sample results show that the two models have sim-
ilar performances. It is noteworthy because the BBDLW
model uses only n+1 parameters (excluding the param-
eters used for the whitening of the correlation matrix),
while the ML model requires calibrating n2 parameters.
Furthermore, the BBDLS model is actually at least as
accurate as the Kyle model in predicting forward rate
moves. Once again, this is remarkable because the BB-
DLS model is more parsimonious than the Kyle model,

which uses n(n+1)
2 parameters. In fact, the Kyle model,

which features a unique Y-ratio for all assets, cannot ex-
plore the regime probed by BBDLS.

As expected, compared to the less constrained ap-
proaches (ML and BBDLW), the symmetrical models
(Kyle and BBDLS) perform poorly in-sample (see Fig. 4).
However, the out-of-sample results favor these symmet-
rical models, demonstrating that the market does not
feature arbitrage opportunities large enough to rule out
those models.

Using this set of calibrated parameters, one can draw
the response of the forward rate curve to a trade with a
notional value of one billion dollars in a single maturity

2 More precisely, this calibration is performed by assuming Y ∈
[0, 1] and calibrating the prices of SOFR Futures p(t, θ) =
100− f(t, θ) to the signed order flow. If we relax this constraint,
the search for values Y ∈ [−1, 1] also yields (almost) systemati-
cally positive coefficients because of the well-documented positive
correlation between order flow and prices (Le Coz et al., 2024).
Indeed, across all periods and maturities (60 calibrated coeffi-
cients), we observe only 2 parameters Yθ with slightly negative
values (around −0.1).

0.0

0.5

1.0

Y

2015-2017

BBDLW BBDLS

0.0

0.5

1.0

Y

2018-2020

20 40 60

θ (months)

0.0

0.5

1.0

Y

2021-2023

FIG. 3: Optimal parameters Yθ governing the share of
forward rates variances explained by order flows for

each maturity θ.

over the course of one day. As our cross-impact models
are re-scaled everyday by the daily volatility of prices
and order flows (see section IV.A), Fig. 5 presents one
column of the matrix Λ on a randomly chosen day within
each three-year period. It shows that all models except
the ML model predict a high price impact for the tenor
being bought (in this case, 21 months).

V. NON-MARTINGALITY AT SMALL TIME-SCALES

Several authors have shown that price variations ex-
hibit autocorrelation patterns over short time intervals
(see the literature cited in section I.B.2). Our model
is compatible with these results because, for time-scales
dt ≤ τ the forward rate process is not yet a martingale.

To illustrate this phenomenon, we assume that a vol-
ume V of the SOFR Future of time-to-maturity θ0 is pur-
chased during the time interval dt. Our goal is to calcu-
late the progressive deformation of the FRC in response
to this single trade. Formally, we define dq̃(0) = Vθ0 ,
where Vθ0 = (0, . . . , 0, V, 0, . . . , 0) is a vector with a single
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FIG. 4: Generalized R-squared R2(Wσ) values both in-
and out-sample for each period and model. The

out–sample values are derived using the parameters
calibrated from the preceding period. For the first

period 2015− 2017, the out–sample R-squared values
are calculated using the parameters calibrated from the

2021− 2023 period.

non-zero component V in the position θ0 and dq̃(t) = 0
for t > 0. We now discretize time in Eqs (4), (17), (24),
and (26). This yields an expression for the forward rate
variations df at discrete times kdt in response to this
single transaction:

df(kdt) = df̂(kdt) + ϵ′(kdt). (46)

Here, ϵ′(kdt) is a noise independent from the forward

rate variations caused by trading activity df̂(kdt), which
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FIG. 5: Modeled FRC moves in response to a trade in
the SOFR Future of maturity 21 months with a

notional value of one billion dollars over the course of
one randomly chosen day for each of the three

calibration periods.

is defined as df̂(kdt) :=

1

τ
diag(σ) diag(σA)

−1

Å
I − dt

τ
M
ãk

diag(Y )Ω−1/2Vθ0 .

(47)

Fig. 6 shows the predicted FRC responses to a trans-
action of volume V = 1 billion dollars in the 24-month
Future occurring between t = 0 and t = 0.25% × τ .
Immediately following the trade, the price impact peaks
at the traded maturity. The effect of this trade on the
other tenors progressively spreads up to 3τ , where it be-
comes negligible. Based on the calibration by Le Coz
and Bouchaud (2024), τ ≈ 30 minutes. Thus, Fig. 6 rep-
resents the resulting deformation of the FRC between 5
seconds and 1.5 hours after the trade.
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FIG. 6: FRC moves in the BBDLW model in response
to a trade in the SOFR Future of maturity 24 months
with a notional value of one billion dollars executed at

time t = 0. Each color corresponds to a time step
ordered from t = 0.25%× τ (orange) to 3τ (purple).

The total response ∆f̂ over the time interval ∆t = 3τ is
the sum of all the infinitesimal responses df(kdt).

VI. INFLUENCE OF LIQUIDITY ON PRICE-VOLUME
CORRELATIONS

We now focus on the pair of assets with tenors θ and θ′.
Our aim is to measure the degree to which the goodness-
of-fit on the forward rate θ in a linear cross-impact model
results from the order flow at θ′. For this purpose, we de-
fine the accuracy increase of cross-sectional information
as

∆R2,model
θ′→θ := R2,model(Wσθ

)−R2,diag(Wσθ
), (48)

where the R-squared values are computed in a two-asset
model. Le Coz et al. (2024) established that the price-
volume correlation between different US sovereign bonds
depends on the respective liquidity of the considered as-
sets. Formally Le Coz et al. (2024) derive these results by
observing that the pairwise additional R squared ∆R2

θ′→θ

obtained by the regression of a bond price on the order
flow of another bond is highly asymmetrical. We repro-
duce these results for SOFR Futures contracts in Fig. 7.
The vertical stripes show the effect of the liquidity of
each asset on the price-volume correlation. In fact, in a
2-asset framework, the additional R-squared ∆R2

θ′→θ is
roughly equivalent to the squared price-volume correla-
tion ρ2(∆fθ,∆qθ′), due to the low spatial correlation of
the order flow (see Fig. 1 and section VI.A).

In this section, we demonstrate that the BBDLW
and BBDLS models capture this stylized fact, primar-
ily due to the vector Y , which represents the share of
price volatility attributable to trades. These liquidity-
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FIG. 7: Empirical added accuracy ∆R2
θ′→θ when

regressing daily forward rate increments of tenor θ on
the order flows of tenor θ and θ′ instead of solely on its

own order flow, for the period 2021− 2023. The
calibration methodology is described in section IV.A.

dependent responses are neither replicated by the Kyle
model (see section VI.B) nor by the noise fields A and
η (see section VI.C), highlighting the significance of the
parameter vector Y .

A. Theoretical ML model

In a two-asset ML model, the R-squared obtained from
regressing the prices of the first asset to the order flow
imbalance of the both assets is given by

R2,ML(Wσ1
) =

1

1− ρ2(∆q1,∆q2)

[
ρ2(∆f1,∆q1) + ρ2(∆f1,∆q2)

−2ρ(∆q1,∆q2)ρ(∆f1,∆q1)ρ(∆f1,∆q2)] , (49)

where ∆pi and ∆qi are respectively the price increments
and the order flow of assets i ∈ J1, 2K. If one subtracts
from the previous quantity the R-squared obtained when
regressing the first asset prices on its own trading flow,
one gets the theoretical added accuracy ∆R2,ML

2→1 in the
ML model when regressing asset 1’s prices on the order



11

flow imbalance of assets 1 and 2 instead of solely asset 2:

∆R2,ML
2→1 = R2,ML(Wσ1

)− ρ2(∆f1,∆q1)

=
(ρ(∆f1,∆q2)− ρ(∆q1,∆q2)ρ(∆f1,∆q1))

2

1− ρ2(∆q1,∆q2)
.

(50)

Equation (50) indicates that ∆R2,ML
2→1 depends solely on

price and order flow correlations. A priori ∆R2,ML
2→1

should be independent of the respective liquidity (i.e.,
the product σi × ωi, where σi is the volatility of prices
and ωi the volatility of the order flow imbalance) of each
asset. In fact, Fig. 1 illustrates that these R-squared val-
ues vary significantly across assets, suggesting that price-
volume correlations are influenced by the liquidity of the
assets in question (see Le Coz et al. (2024) for a detailed
analysis of liquidity’s effect on cross-impact).

B. Theoretical Kyle model

A numerical simulation clearly demonstrates the effect
of liquidity in the Kyle model. Figure 8 shows the added
precision ∆R2,Kyle

2→1 in the Kyle model, when regressing
the prices of the asset 1 on the order flow imbalance of the
assets 1 and 2 instead of solely on the asset 2. Each pair
of assets is identified by the liquidity σiωi of its individual
assets. We assume that the Y -ratio remains constant for
all pairs considered and y = ρ(∆f1,∆q1). In other words,
the Y -ratio is precisely equal to the correlation between
price and volume for the explained asset. Figure 8 shows
that, in this scenario, ∆R2,Kyle

2→1 is close to zero for all the
liquidity levels tested. This means that the Kyle model
consistently generates an R-squared R2,Kyle(Wσ) close to
y2. It yields another interpretation of the Y-ratio in the
Kyle model as the average effective correlation between
prices and volumes.

C. Theoretical BBDL models

a. Responses of A to η. We first study the response of the
correlated field A to its generating white noise η given by
Eq. (15). Figure 9 shows the squared correlation between
∆Aθ(t) and ∆ηθ′(t) for a typical value of the calibrated
parameter κ. This quantity represents the additional R
squared from the regression of ∆Aθ(t) to ∆ηθ′(t) and
∆ηθ(t) instead of only ∆ηθ(t). Indeed, as ∆ηθ(t) in in-
dependent from ∆ηθ′(t) we have

∆R2
θ′→θ =

E [∆Aθ(t)∆ηθ′(t)]
2

E [∆Aθ(t)2]E [∆ηθ′(t)2]
=

R2
θθ′

(σA)θ
. (51)

Figure 9 shows that the correlation between noise A
and its generating white noise η is asymmetrical and de-
creases with distance |θ−θ′|. This asymmetry arises from
the rescaling by the norm σA of the noise field A, which
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FIG. 8: Theoretical added accuracy ∆R2
2→1 in the Kyle

model, when regressing the price of asset 1 on the order
flow imbalance of assets 1 and 2 instead of solely asset

2. ∆R2,Kyle
2→1 is represented as a function of the

individual risk levels of each asset. The correlation
between the order flows of assets 1 and 2 is ρω = 50%.
The correlation between the prices of assets 1 and 2 is
ρω = 75%. The volatility of prices and volumes is

defined as the square root of the risk level:
σ1 = ω1 =

√
σ1ω1.

decreases when θ increases. This decreasing volatility is
an effect of psychological time: the higher the maturity,
the shorter the distance between the nearby tenors; thus,
the lower the volatility of each noise Aθ′ generated from
the normalized white noise ηθ.

b. Responses of the forward rate to η. In the BBDLW
model, the additional R-squared from regressing ∆fθ(t)
on ∆ηqθ′(t) and ∆ηqθ(t) instead of solely ∆ηqθ(t) is given
by

∆R2
θ′→θ =

E [∆fθ(t)∆ηθ′(t)]
2

E [∆fθ(t)2]E [∆ηθ′(t)2]
= (diag(σA)

−1R)2θθ′Y
2
θ′ .

(52)

Figure 10 shows that the correlation between the for-
ward rate and its generating white noise ηq exhibits ver-
tical stripes related to the liquidity of the products con-
sidered. This is an effect of differences in the share
Yθ of the volatility explained by each white noise ηθ.
However, the model cannot correct for the decreasing
volatility of the noise field A, as shown by the lower
R-squared in the top right of the matrix in Fig. 10.
We would have obtained similar results in the BBDLS
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FIG. 9: Theoretical additional R-squared from
regressing ∆Aθ(t) on ∆ηθ′(t) and ∆ηθ(t) instead of

solely ∆ηθ(t), according to Eq. (15). The parameter κ is
calibrated on forward rate correlations for the period

2021− 2023 (i.e., κ = 1.3).

model, although it would require inserting a rotation
factor O2

sym(diag(σA)
−1R diag(Y ), I) into Eq. (52). As

shown in the following section, this rotation also creates
horizontal stripes that correspond to the symmetrization
of the cross-impact matrix.

c. Responses of the forward rate to the order flow. In the
BBDLS model, the additional R-squared from regressing
∆fθ(t) on ∆qθ′(t) and ∆qθ(t) instead of solely ∆qθ(t) is
given by

∆R2,BBDLS
θ′→θ = λ2θθ′ω

2
θ′ + 2ρqθθ′λθθλθθ′ωθωθ′ , (53)

where λ = diag(σA)
−1R diag(Y )OsymΩ

−1/2 is 2× 2 nor-
malized cross-impact matrix in the BBDLS model. More
precisely, the matrix diag(σA)

−1R diag(Y ) is given by the
model of dimension n restricted to Futures contracts of
tenor θ and θ′. The matrix Ω−1/2 is defined from a ma-
trix Ω restricted to two Futures contracts of tenor θ and
θ′.

Figure 11 shows that these additional R-squares ex-
hibit vertical stripes related to the liquidity of the prod-
ucts considered. Although we reproduce the order of
magnitude of the empirical measures (see Fig. 7), we do
not precisely match the observed R-squared. In fact, we
only have one parameter Yθ′ per column to correct the
asymmetric shape of the correlation between ∆A and ∆η
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FIG. 10: Theoretical additional R-squared from
regressing ∆fθ(t) on ∆ηqθ′(t) and ∆ηqθ(t) instead of

solely ∆ηqθ(t). The parameter κ is calibrated on forward
rate correlations for the period 2021− 2023 (i.e.,

κ = 1.3) and Y is calibrated on the same period using
the BBDLW model.
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FIG. 11: Theoretical additional R-squared from
regressing ∆fθ(t) on ∆qθ′(t) and ∆qθ(t) instead of

solely ∆qθ(t). The parameter κ is calibrated on forward
rate correlations for the period 2021− 2023 (i.e.,

κ = 1.3) and Y is calibrated on the same period using
the BBDLS model.
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in Fig. 9. Thus, while the price-volume correlation de-
pends on the respective liquidity of the considered asset
pair (Le Coz et al., 2024), in our model, it depends only
on the explanatory asset. For a given order flow θ, we
optimize the average Yθ that best matches the liquidity
of all assets.

Furthermore, in contrast with the empirical results,
we observe that the BBDLS model generates horizontal
stripes in the additional pairwise R-squared values (see
Fig. 11). This occurs because of the symmetry of the
cross-impact matrix imposed by the absence of arbitrage.
As mentioned previously, the spatial correlation of the
order flow is low (see Fig. 1), rendering the second term
in Eq. (53) negligible. Consequently, pairwise R-squared
values are primarily influenced by the term λ2θθ′ω

2
θ′ . We

have seen that in the Kyle model, the liquidity ω2
θ′ does

not alter the price-volume correlation, so the R-squared
values in Fig. 11 can be approximated by the product
Y Y ⊤, which is symmetric.

VII. CONCLUSION

Let us start by summarizing what we have achieved.
First, we have shown that the BBDL model (Le Coz and
Bouchaud, 2024) is consistent with the well-documented
temporal autocorrelation of forward rates at short time
scales. It appears that the time scale τ at which spatial
correlations among asset prices emerge (Epps, 1979) is
also the point where temporal correlations begin to dis-
sipate. Therefore, this framework describes how the spa-
tial and temporal correlation structure of prices evolves
across time scales.

Most importantly, we have proposed a new interpreta-
tion of the BBDL model (Le Coz and Bouchaud, 2024)
in which high-frequency shocks are identified to trades.
The latter, which exhibit low spatial correlations, affect
each point of the interest rate curve independently on the
smallest time scale. The spatial correlation structure of
prices emerges from market participants reacting to these
independent trades and external shocks, such as news
events, that simultaneously affect multiple points along
the yield curve. These participants then propagate the
impact of these shocks across other maturities through
a self-referential mechanism, as described by Le Coz and
Bouchaud (2024).

Consequently, this model can be interpreted as a cross-
impact model, linking order flows to price movements.
A key feature is that only the surprise component of
trades influences prices, similarly to a propagator model.
To address the challenge of temporal independence, we
calibrate the model at a daily time scale, where trades
show low autocorrelation. Using this approach, we can
match or exceed the precision of the multivariate Kyle
model in fitting price moves to order flows, but with far

fewer parameters (n + 1 compared to n(n−1)
2 ). Further-

more, unlike the Kyle model, this framework accounts
for liquidity-dependent correlations between the forward
rate of one maturity and the order flow of another.
A promising direction for future research is to explore

the micro-level mechanisms that connect liquidity with
price-volume correlations. This would likely involve the
development of a multidimensional model of the limit
order book, shedding light on liquidity dynamics across
different assets and maturities.
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Appendix A: Notations

Table II summaries the notations used in this study.

Expression Definition
n The number of available SOFR Futures.
Mn(R) The set of real-valued square matrices of dimension n.

M⊤ The transpose of matrix M .
diag(M) The vector in Rn formed by the diagonal items of the matrix

M .
diag(v) The diagonal matrix whose components are the components

(v1, · · · , vn) of the vector v ∈ Rn.

M1/2 A matrix such that M1/2(M1/2)⊤ = M .√
M The unique positive semi-definite symmetric matrix such

that (
√
M)2 = M .

Λ(t) The cross-impact matrix at time t.
σ(t) The vector of price variation volatility at time t.
ω(t) The vector of the signed order flow volatility at time t.
R2(W ) The W -weighted generalized R-squared.
∆R2(W ) The accuracy increase from the cross sectional model.
t The current time.
T The maturity.
P (t, T ) The price at time t of a zero-coupon bond maturing at T .
θ The time-to-maturity or tenor.
fθ(t) The value at time t of the instantaneous forward rate of

tenor θ (discrete notation).
f(t) The vector of forward rates at time t.
∆qθ(t) The net market order flow traded during the time window

[t, t+ ∆t].
∆q(t) The vector of the net traded order flows during the time

window [t, t+ ∆t].
Aθ(t) The driftless correlated noise field.
ηθ(.) The discrete white noise of tenor θ.
σθ(t) The volatility at time t of the infinitesimal variation of the

instantaneous forward rate of time-to-maturity θ.
µ The line tension parameter.
ψ The psychological time parameter.
κ Unique a-dimensional parameter in the BBDL model, de-

fined as the product µ× ψ.
τ The time scale for the emergence of correlations.
∆t The temporal duration of a day.
E [.] The unconditional expectancy.
⟨.⟩(t) The empirical average operator over the interval [t− ∆t, t].
x̂(t) The estimator of x at time t.
ηθ(.) The discrete white noise of tenor θ.
δ(.) The Dirac delta function.
ρ(x, y) The linear Pearson correlation matrix between the random

vector x and y.
δθθ′ The Kronecker delta.
Ik A matrix with ones only on the k-th diagonal above the main

diagonal.
I The identity matrix.
J A diagonal matrix whose first entry is 2 while all the other

entries are ones.
Ld[.] The discrete linear differential operator on space.
M The discrete non-linear differential operator on space, using

matrix notations.
Ld[.] The Fourier transform of the discrete linear differential op-

erator on space.
Gθθ′ (.) Green function or propagator of Eq. (4)
N The number of days in a 3-year period of our sample.
H(.) The Heaviside function.
F [f ] The Fourier transform of the function of time f .

TABLE II: Notations

Appendix B: Responses to the white noise for ψ ≫ 1

1. Covariance

We derive the covariance between ∆Aθ(t) and ∆ηθ′(t)
in the limit ψ ≫ 1:

E [∆Aθ(t)∆ηθ′(t)]

=

∫ t

t−∆t

du

∫ t

t−∆t

dvE [Aθ(u)ηθ′(v)]

=
1

τ

∫ t

t−∆t

du

∫ u

t−∆t

dvGθ,θ′(u− v)

=
1

2πτ

∫ π

−π
dξ
Ä
eiξ(θ−θ

′) + eiξ(θ+θ
′)
ä

∫ t

t−∆t

du

∫ u

t′−∆t

dve−
Ld(ξ)

τ (u−v)

=
1

2π

∫ π

−π
dξ
eiξ(θ−θ

′) + eiξ(θ+θ
′)

Ld(ξ)∫ t

t−∆t

du
(
1− e−

Ld(ξ)

τ (u−t+∆t)
)

−−−→
τ 7→0

∆t(D1)θθ′ . (B1)

2. Correlation

Using Eq. (B1), we obtain the correlation between
∆Aθ(t) and ∆ηθ′(t):

E [∆Aθ(t)∆ηθ′(t)]√
E [∆Aθ(t)2]E [∆ηθ′(t)2]

=
(D1)θθ′√
(D2)θθ

. (B2)

We can show that Eq. (B2) is well defined. For this
purpose, we define the usual inner product (f, g) between
two integrable real-valued functions f and g on [0, π] by:

(f, g) =
1

π

∫ π

0

dξf(ξ)g(ξ). (B3)

For (θ, θ′) ∈ J1, nK2, having noted that 2
π

∫ π
0
dξ cos2 ξθ =

1, we have:

(D1)θθ′ =

Ç√
2 cos ξθ

Ld(ξ)
,
√
2 cos ξθ′

å
, (B4)

(D2)θθ =

Ç√
2 cos ξθ

Ld(ξ)
,

√
2 cos ξθ

Ld(ξ)

å(√
2 cos ξθ′,

√
2 cos ξθ′

)
.

(B5)

Thus, Cauchy-Schwarz’s inequality ensures that

−1 ≤ (D1)θθ′√
(D2)θθ

≤ 1. (B6)
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Appendix C: Responses to the white noise for ψ ≪ 1

1. Covariance

We derive the covariance between ∆Aθ(t) and ∆ηθ′(t)
in the limit ψ ≪ 1:

E
[
∆A(t)∆η(t)⊤

]

=

∫ t

t−∆t

du

∫ t

t−∆t

dvE
[
A(u)η(v)⊤

]

=
1

τ

∫ t

t−∆t

du

∫ u

t−∆t

dve−
u−v
τ MJ

=

∫ t

t−∆t

duM−1
Ä
1− e−

u−t+∆t
τ M

ä
J

−−−→
τ 7→0

∆tM−1J. (C1)

2. Correlation

Using Eq. (C1), we obtain the correlation between
∆Aθ(t) and ∆ηθ′(t):

E [∆Aθ(t)∆ηθ′(t)]√
E [∆Aθ(t)2]E [∆ηθ′(t)2]

=

(
M−1J

)
θθ′√

(M−1J 2(M−1)⊤)θθ
,

(C2)

which is clearly well defined.

Appendix D: Order flow decomposition

Let ηq be a white noise vector such that
E [ηqθ(t)η

q
θ′(t

′)] = δθθ′δ(t − t′). We decompose the
trading flow across time and space into the cumulative
sum of ηq and a kernel K:

dq

dt
(t) =

∫ t

−∞
dt′K(t, t′)O⊤ηq(t′), (D1)

where O is an orthogonal matrix and the kernel
K(u, u′) ∈ Mn(R) is such that the lagged variance-
covariance matrix Ω(t, t′) of the infinitesimal order flow
imbalance reads

Ω(t, t′) :=E
ñ
dq

dt
(t)

dq

dt

⊤
(t′)

ô
=

∫ t

−∞
du

∫ t′

−∞
dvK(t, u)O⊤E

[
ηq(u)ηq(v)⊤

]

OK⊤(t′, v)

=

∫ min(t,t′)

−∞
duK(t, u)K⊤(t′, u). (D2)

We assume that the series of matrices (K(t, t′))t≥0,t′≥0

can be written K(t − t′)t−t′≥0. Under this assumption,

the lagged variance-covariance matrix Ω(t, t′) is station-
ary and can be written as a function of the lag ℓ = t− t′:

Ω(t, t− l) =

∫

R
duK(t− u)K⊤(t− ℓ− u)

=

∫

R
du′K(u′)K⊤(u′ − ℓ). (D3)

The Fourier transform over the lag ℓ of Eq. (D3) reads

F [Ω](m) = F [K](m){F [K](m)}⊤, (D4)

where F [K] and F [Ω] are the Fourier transform of ℓ →
K(ℓ) and ℓ→ Ω(ℓ). Thus, Eq. (D1) is verified if and only
if, each matrix F [K](m) is a decomposition of F [Ω](m):

F [K](m) = {F [Ω](m)}1/2. (D5)

For example, we can build numerically each F [K](m) as
the Cholesky decomposition of F [Ω](m).
Still assuming stationarity, the definition of q(t) in

Eq. (D1) reads as the convolution product of K and η.
The Fourier transform over time of Eq. (D1) reads in
matrix notations

F
ï
dq

dt

ò
(m) = F [K](m)O⊤F [ηq](m). (D6)

Assuming the matrix K̂(m) is invertible one can write
Eq. (D6) as

F [ηq](m) = O{F [K](m)}−1F
ï
dq

dt

ò
(m). (D7)

Hence, one can also write the white noise ηq as the con-
volution product:

ηq(t) = O

∫ t

−∞
dt′J(t− t′)

dq

dt
(t′),

(D8)

where the function u 7→ J(u), valued in Mn(R), is the
inverse Fourier transform of m 7→ {F [K](m)}−1.

Appendix E: Large-bin approximation

In this section, we denote by x̄∆t the observed empiri-
cal average over the time interval [t−∆t, t] of the random
process x(t) (i.e., its moving average):

x̄∆t(t) :=
1

∆t

∫ t

t−∆t

dt′x(t′). (E1)

We aim to approximate ∆Aθ(t) as a function of coarse-
grained variables ∆η defined over intervals of finite width
∆t. For this purpose, we decompose the white noise η(t′)
as the sum of its moving average and its fluctuations
around this mean. Formally, we write

η(t′) = η̄∆t(t) + η(t′)− η̄∆t(t). (E2)
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The independence and stationarity of η across time en-
sures that η̄∆t(t) is uncorrelated with η(t′)− η̄∆t(t):

E [η̄∆t(t) (η(t
′)− η̄∆t(t))]

=
1

∆t

∫ t

t−∆t

dt′′E [η(t′)η(t′′)]

− 1

(∆t)2

∫∫ t

t−∆t

dt′′dt′′′E [η(t′′)η(t′′′)]

=
1

∆t
− 1

∆t
= 0. (E3)

In fact, the continuous-time hypothesis, which is related
to the Gaussianity of the Langevin noise η, ensures the
independence between η̄∆t(t) and η(t

′)−η̄∆t(t) (although
only an absence of correlation is needed here). It is worth
mentioning that this result can also be derive by observ-
ing that the process

∫ t
0
dt′η(t′)−

∫ t
0
dt′η̄∆t(t′) is a Brow-

nian bridge.

We now define the matrix Rτ (t) by

Rτ (t) =
1

τ

∫ t

−∞
dt′G(t− t′). (E4)

Correlations among assets appear at a time scale τ ≪ ∆t
(Le Coz and Bouchaud, 2024; Epps, 1979) and the time
decay of G is very strong : Gθθ′(5τ)/Gθθ′(0) ≈ 10−3 for
typical values of κ ≈ 1. Hence, we can approximate Rτ (t)
by

Rτ (t) ≈ 1

τ

∫ t

t−∆t

dt′G(t− t′). (E5)

Substituting η by Eq. (E2) in the definition (6) of the
noise field A(t) yields

A(t) = Rτ (t) η̄∆t(t) + ϵτ (t), (E6)

where ϵτ (t) = 1
τ

∫ t
t−∆t

dt′G(t − t′) (η(t′)− η̄∆t(t)) is a
noise independent from η̄∆t(t). Importantly, ϵτ has no
temporal correlation but has a spatial structure allowing
to retrieve the spatial correlations of A(t). The integra-
tion of Eq. (E6) over the interval [t−∆t, t] yields an affine
relationship between ∆A the sum of A over one day, and
the empirical daily means η̄∆t(t):

∆A(t) =

Ç∫ t

t−∆t

dt′Rτ (t′)

å
η̄∆t(t) +

∫ t

t−∆t

dt′ϵτ (t′).

(E7)

One can substitute η with ηq or η⊤ and A with Aq or
A⊤ respectively in Eq. (E7). Thus, having noted that
⟨∆A⊥(t)∆ηq(t)⟩ = 0, one can relate forward rate daily
increments to the empirical daily means of the martingale

component of the order flow:

∆f(t) =

diag(σ) diag(σA)
−1

Ç∫ t

t−∆t

dt′Rτ (t′)

å
diag(Y )OΩ−1/2 dq̃

dt∆t
(t) + Eτ (t), (E8)

where the residual noise Eτ (t) is independent from
dq̃
dt∆t

(t). Indeed, Eτ (t) reads
Eτ (t) =

diag(σ) diag(σA)
−1

Ç∫ t

t−∆t

dt′Rτ (t′)

å
diag(Y ⊥)η⊥∆t(t)

+ diag(σA)
−1

∫ t

t−∆t

dt′ϵτ (t′). (E9)

Moreover, by definition of the empirical mean, we have

dq̃

dt∆t
(t) =

1

∆t

∫ t

t−∆t

dt′
dq̃

dt′
(t′) =

∆q̃(t)

∆t
. (E10)

We denote ”∆f the conditional expectancy of the forward
rates increments ∆f with respect to the martingale com-
ponent of the order flows ∆q̃(t):”∆f(t) := E [∆f(t)| ∆q̃(t)] . (E11)

Taking the conditional expectancy of Eq. (E8) yields”∆f(t) =
diag(σ) diag(σA)

−1

Ç∫ t

t−∆t

dt′Rτ (t′)

å
diag(Y )OΩ−1/2∆q̃(t)

∆t
.

(E12)

One can choose τ arbitrarily small in the expression of
Rτ (t). In the limit τ ≪ 1 we have

Rτ (t) −−−→
τ→0

R. (E13)

Thus, in this limit, Eq. (E12) reads”∆f(t) = diag(σ) diag(σA)
−1R diag(Y )OΩ−1/2∆q̃(t).

(E14)

In this model, the residual noise E in Eq. (33) can be seen
as the limit for small τ of Eτ (t).

Appendix F: Response to order flows

In this appendix we show that

E
[
∆f(t)∆q⊤(t)

]
E
[
∆q(t)∆q⊤(t)

]−1

= diag(σ) diag(σA)
−1R diag(Y )OΩ−1/2. (F1)

For this purpose we first derive the expression of the co-
variance E

[
∆f(t)∆q(t)⊤

]
. We also show that the corre-

lation between the forward rates and the order flows is
well defined.
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1. Computation of the covariance matrix

In this section we derive the expression of the covari-
ance between forward rates and order flows.

We define the accumulated trading flows over the pe-
riod [t, t+∆t], representing a trading day, as

∆q(t) =

∫ t

t−∆t

dt′
dq

dt
(t′). (F2)

The equal-time covariance between ∆Aq(t) and ∆q(t) is

E
[
∆Aq(t)∆q⊤(t)

]
=

∫∫ t

t−∆t

dudv

∫ v

−∞
dv′

E
[
Aq(u)ηq(v′)⊤

]
OK⊤(v − v′). (F3)

Eq. (26) and (6) imply that E
[
Aq(u)ηq(v′)⊤

]
= 1

τG(u−
v′) diag (Y ), so the previous expression becomes

E
[
∆Aq(t)∆q⊤(t)

]

=
1

τ

∫∫ t

t−∆t

dudv

∫ v

−∞
dv′G(u− v′) diag (Y )OK⊤(v − v′).

(F4)

For τ ≪ 1, we have 1
τG(t− t′) −→ Rδ(t− t′) (Le Coz and

Bouchaud, 2024). It yields

E [∆Aq(t)∆q(t)] = R diag (Y )O

∫∫ t

t−∆t

dudvK⊤(v − u)

= ∆tR diag(Y )O

∫ ∆t

0

dℓK⊤(ℓ). (F5)

Thus, the covariance between the forward rates and the
order flows reads

E
[
∆f(t)∆q⊤(t)

]

= ∆tdiag σ diag(σA)
−1R diag(Y )O

∫ ∆t

0

dℓK⊤(ℓ), (F6)

having noted that E
[
∆A⊥(t)∆q⊤(t)

]
= 0.

2. Computation of the response matrix

We define the cross-impact matrix Λ ∈ Mn(R) as the
matrix ensuring a linear relationship between forward
rates increments and order flows, i.e.,

∆f(t) = Λ∆q(t) + E(t), (F7)

where E is a temporally uncorrelated noise independent
from ∆q. One can reformulate (F7) as

E
[
∆f(t)∆q(t)⊤

]
= ΛE

î
∆q(t)∆q(t)

⊤ó
. (F8)

Yet, the variance covariance matrix of the daily trading
flow imbalance reads

E
[
∆q(t)∆q⊤(t)

]
=

∫∫ t

t−∆t

dsds′E
ñ
dq

dt
(s)

dq

dt

⊤
(s′)

ô
=

∫∫ t

t−∆t

dsds′
∫ min(s,s′)

−∞
duK(s− u)K⊤(s′ − u)

=∆t

∫ ∆t

0

dl

∫

R
duK(u)K⊤(u− l). (F9)

Hence, replacing the left-hand side in (F8) by its expres-
sion in (F6), we have

diag σ diag(σA)
−1R diag(Y )O

∫ ∆t

0

dlK⊤(l) =

Λ

∫ ∆t

0

dlK ∗K⊤(l). (F10)

In the most general case, Eq. (F10) requires Λ to be time-
dependent. Yet, assuming dq has no temporal correlation
i.e., K(u) = δ(u)Ω1/2, Eq. (F10) reads

Λ = diag σ diag(σA)
−1R diag(Y )OΩ−1/2, (F11)

where the equal-time variance-covariance matrix Ω is de-

fined by Ω :=
E[∆q(t)∆q⊤(t)]

∆t .

Appendix G: Correlation between forward rates and flows

In this section, we demonstrate that the correlation
between the forward rate of tenor θ and the martingale
component of the order flow of tenor θ′, given by,

ρ(∆fθ(t),∆q̃θ′(t)) =

n∑

θ′′=1

Rθθ′′

(σA)θ
Yθ′′

(
Ω1/2O⊤)

θ′θ′′√
Ωθ′θ′

,

(G1)

is well-defined. We assume Y = 1, the unit vector. In
the case ψ ≪ 1, (σA)θ =

√
(M−1J 2(M−1)⊤)θθ and

Rθθ′ =
(
M−1J

)
θθ′ . Equation (G1) is then the canonical

inner product of two normalized vectors of Rn. Thus, the
correlation ρ(∆fθ(t),∆q̃θ′(t)) is well defined.
In the case ψ ≫ 1, one can express the numerator

and the denominator in Eq. (G1) using the inner prod-
uct (B3) on the space of integrable real-valued func-
tions on [0, π]. For (θ, θ′) ∈ J1, nK2, having noted that
(
√
2 cos ξθ,

√
2 cos ξθ′) = δθθ′ , we have

n∑

θ′′=1

(R)θθ′′
Ä
Ω1/2O

ä
θ′θ′′

=

n∑

θ′′=1

(D1)θθ′′
Ä
Ω1/2O

ä
θ′θ′′

=

(√
2 cos ξθ

Ld(ξ)
,
√
2

n∑

θ′′=1

cos ξθ′′
Ä
Ω1/2O

ä
θ′θ′′

)
, (G2)
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and,

(σA)θΩθ′θ′ = (D2)θθΩθ′θ′

=

Ç√
2 cos ξθ

Ld(ξ)
,

√
2 cos ξθ

Ld(ξ)

å
× (G3)

(
√
2

n∑

θ′′=1

cos ξθ′′
Ä
Ω1/2O

ä
θ′θ′′

,
√
2

n∑

θ′′=1

cos ξθ′′
Ä
Ω1/2O

ä
θ′θ′′

)
.

Thus, Cauchy-Schwarz’s inequality ensures

−1 ≤
∑n
θ′′=1(D1)θθ′′

(
Ω1/2O

)
θ′θ′′√

(D2)θθΩθ′θ′
≤ 1. (G4)
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