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Abstract. Trading on decentralized exchanges via an Automated Market
Maker (AMM) mechanism has been massively adopted, with a daily trading
volume reaching $1B. This trading method has also received close attention
from researchers, central banks, and financial firms, who have the potential to
adopt it to traditional financial markets such as foreign exchanges and stock
markets. A critical challenge of AMM-powered trading is that transaction
order has high financial value, so a policy or method to order transactions in
a “good” (optimal) manner is vital. We offer economic measures of both price
stability (low volatility) and inequality that inform how a “social planner”
should pick an optimal ordering. We show that there is a trade-off between
achieving price stability and reducing inequality, and that policymakers must
choose which to prioritize. In addition, picking the optimal order can often be
costly, especially when performing an exhaustive search over trade orderings
(permutations). As an alternative we provide a simple algorithm, Clever Look-
ahead Volatility Reduction (CLVR). This algorithm constructs an ordering
which approximately minimizes price volatility with a small computation
cost. We also provide insight into the strategy changes that may occur if
traders are subject to this sequencing algorithm.

Keywords: Blockchain · DeFi · Decentralized Exchange · Automated Market
Makers · Ordering · Price Stability · Inequality

1 Introduction

A new financial market has surfaced in the past decade on Ethereum and other
blockchain platforms. The financial activities on these platforms represent around
$1T value, some of it collateralized by traditional capital reserves and/or real-world
assets, and some of it matured through financial activity on blockchain systems them-
selves [15]. This market, referred to as Decentralized Finance (“DeFi”), completely
changes the rules of the financial “game” in several ways, and in particular: (i) settle-
ment on these platforms is transparent and immediate, allowing for continuous price
updates, and (ii) the platform itself can see and (re)order trades with no regulatory
restrictions. This paper is focused on the following question: suppose that a “social
planner” could set rules that benefit social welfare and provide financial protection
in DeFi, what would planning look like?

ar
X

iv
:2

40
8.

02
63

4v
1 

 [
cs

.G
T

] 
 5

 A
ug

 2
02

4



2 R. McLaughlin et al.

One important DeFi application is the Decentralized Exchange (DEX), which al-
lows users to swap digital assets (tokens) on the blockchain in a trustless setting. DEX
trading mechanisms vary greatly, but can be broadly summarized into the following
categories: Limit-Order Book, batch settlement and – our central focus – the Auto-
mated Market Maker (AMM) [39]. This work focuses on the last category – the AMM
– given its massive adoption on DeFi and its primary use as a trading mechanism.
AMMs are extremely popular, with daily trading volume has reaching over $1 billion
[16]. Alongside the massive adoption of AMMs in the DeFi environment has arisen
an extensive discussion of the advantages of adopting this new trading innovation in
traditional financial markets, such as stock markets and foreign exchanges [1,25,33].

An AMM is a smart contract that enables users to swap one token for another at
a price that is determined fully automatically by the smart contract itself. Unlike the
other DEX mechanisms, AMMs do not match trading parties with counterparties,
but instead custody and oversee a “liquidity pool” of reserve assets, which they use
to service these swaps. An AMM’s price updates continuously as swaps are executed –
put simply, prices rise with ‘buy’ orders, and fall with ‘sell’ orders. Consequently, each
transaction’s effective execution price is influenced by the transactions that precede
it. The ability to insert, re-order, and/or censor transactions is thus highly financially
valuable: one can use this power to both manipulate users’ swap prices, and to exploit
opportune prices. An example of the former is a sandwich attack, which involves
extracting profit by forcing a user to swap at a price that was manipulated to be
higher than expected [38,23,13]. An example of the latter is arbitrage, which involves
buying an asset for a low price in one market, and selling it for a higher price in
another market, yielding a profit [30,34].

In Ethereum, transactions are sequenced into batches, known as blocks. Each
block is produced by a single leader in the network, and the network rotates the leader
every block. The block producer is given exclusive authority to sequence transactions
within the block that they construct, and thus, are able to insert, re-order, and/or
censor transactions, as mentioned above. Using this ability to extract value from the
network is extremely common, and is conceptually known as Maximum Extractable
value (MEV) [14]. MEV extraction requires specialized knowledge and tooling, so
block producers often outsource block production to a third-party via MEV-Boost,
an auction system whereby third-parties bid for sequencing rights [11].

There has been significant recent research regarding the impact of MEV extraction,
both in terms of the welfare of blockchain users and the technical operation of the
blockchain itself [41,12]. In particular, one thread of research seeks to address the
critical question of transaction ordering by proposing “fair ordering” policies that
blockchain protocols can use to mitigate MEV activity [41,40]. However, imposing
those policies on a blockchain can be challenging, and does not always achieve the
desired outcome; for example, [37] shows the presence of MEV extraction techniques
even in first-come, first-serve transaction ordering blockchains.

In this work, we attempt to answer a slightly different question: supposing that
ordering rules can be enacted and enforced on AMM protocols, then what ordering is
most desirable under various economic measures? Concretely, we examine the impact
of ordering on (1) inequality (who benefits) and (2) price stability (volatility) on AMMs.
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We also examine the block size itself, which represents the duration that the social plan-
ner sets for trading frequency on an AMM. We investigate whether, if given more time
(a larger block size), the planner can order trades to meet objectives more effectively.

After addressing these questions, we devise practical methods for constructing
transaction orderings which optimize both inequality and price stability. Furthermore,
we study their practicality and examine their ability to satisfy their objectives.

Using our economic measures, we apply a simulation and empirical data analysis
in many different environments, varying block size, liquidity available, and transaction
size. The analysis allows us to draw the following conclusions, which are the main
contribution of our paper:

1. Under some conditions, the optimal order of transactions to minimize the trader’s
inequality results in the highest price volatility.

2. We offer a simple and fast algorithm to order transactions for minimal price volatil-
ity, Clever Look-ahead Volatility Reduction (CLVR). This algorithm outputs an or-
dering that approximates the minimal price volatility with a polynomial-time com-
putational cost (O(n2)), while forbidding certain predatory trading practices (i.e.,
sandwich attacks). Our algorithm demonstrates superior performance compared
to previous solutions and gives a good approximation for the optimal outcome.

3. Larger blocks give the ordering algorithm such as (CLVR) more flexibility to
organize trades and improve price volatility.

4. Price volatility can be further reduced when traders split their transactions
under an ordering algorithm. We show that when using our ordering algorithm
(CLVR), traders fare better when they break down trades into smaller orders
(which our system can sequence between other orders), implying that CLVR is
incentive-compatible for splitting transactions.

2 Background and Motivation

Our primary motivation for this work comes from observing the massive popular
adoption of AMMs and their disruption of traditional, order-book driven markets.
However, in order to achieve true mass adoption at scale, we must discover solutions
to the ordering problems that are inherent to an AMM’s design.

When trading with an AMM, traders interact directly with a market-making
smart contract, which updates prices continuously after each trade. In contrast, in
traditional markets, execution ordering mechanisms are often enforced by regulatory
bodies (typically, on a fist-come-first-served basis) [21]. This is difficult to enforce
within a distributed system. Indeed, the concept of ordering events by time in a
distributed context is often not well-defined (e.g., [27,8,28,44]). Ethereum makes no
attempt at enforcing ordering fairness, and instead gives the block-builder a monopoly
power that they can use to order the transactions as they wish.

However, even if there existed a private blockchain that could, for example, enforce
a time-priority ordering mechanism, then we could still have fairness issues: some
traders may have faster hardware, a lower latency internet connection, or more efficient
software applications. This enables privileged actors to respond faster to changes in
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price, and thus achieve preferential sequencing positions. To deal with this issue in the
traditional market, researchers offer to use batching auctions to attack this problem[6].

This leads to the following question: If a social planner can decide the order of
transactions on AMM, which economic goal would they want to achieve? Furthermore,
how can we measure this economic goal, and which ordering algorithms can provide
the desired outcome? What if a social planner is given a collection of switches and
levers, including breaking large transactions into smaller ones, batching power, etc.
Given the issues observed in the traditional financial markets due to high-frequency
traders, which suggest that first come first serve order does not always give the
optimal outcome for everyone, the best ordering solution is not obvious[6].

Ferreira et al. in [40] were the first to offer an ordering mechanism for AMMs,
known as the Greedy Sequencing Rule (GSR). Their first goal is to reduce unnecessary
price deviation from the initial price and prevent sandwich attacks; an additional,
pragmatic concern was to develop an ordering rule that would be easy to verify so
that agents could monitor its implementation on the blockchain, ensuring that block
builders follow this rule, and make it resist the classic sandwich attacks that traders
are exposed to on an AMM.

In GSR, when a buy/sell transaction is executed and causes the liquidity pool price
to deviate from the initial price, the algorithm subsequently picks a transaction in the
“opposite direction” (if one exists), which ensures that the price does not continue di-
verting to extremes (when possible). If the subsequent price movement pushes the price
beyond the initial price, the algorithm will again alternate from buy(sell) to sell(buy).
Ferreira et al. demonstrate that this strategy is resistant to sandwich attacks. In addi-
tion GSR has a low computational cost: it only needs to classify pending transactions
as ‘buy’ or ‘sell’, and pick ones trading in the right direction. This low computational
cost and straightforward design allows anyone to monitor and verify easily compliance
with the sequencing rule. GSR is further enhanced in [3], where they offer the Volume
Heuristic Greedy Sequencing Rule (VHGSR), which, on top of the GSR method
(namely, alternate between buy and sell), the algorithm prioritizes selecting small
transactions before bigger ones. They also show that VHGSR can give a reasonable
approximately optimal price volatility for a small set of pending transactions n<8.

Inspired by the VHGSR, our investigation to find the optimal ordering for price
stability leads us to one of this paper’s main contributions. For some pending transac-
tions (especially in big blocks), the optimal solution to order transactions violates the
GSR and VHGSR, as covered in section 5.2. Therefore, we offer a new approximation
method, CLVR, which we detail in section 4.3. The main idea of this method is to
always pick the next transaction in the set that minimizes the price volatility relative
to the initial prices. CLVR outperforms VHGSR with a marginal computational cost
and gives a good approximate optimal ordering to achieve price stability. Moreover,
we demonstrate in Appendix B that this strategy is also resistant to sandwich attacks.

Besides price stability, we check another possible goal of ordering transactions
– improving inequality. We show that the optimal order for achieving lower inequality
comes with a trade-off in price stability. Another exciting result from our paper comes
from exploring what happens once we give the social planner the power to change
the number of transactions executed in a given block, which can have a direct impact
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on price stability. We hypothetically test it on empirical data in section 5.5, where
we could reduce price volatility up to 85%.

Transaction splitting is a critical aspect of AMMs that is closely connected to the
ordering mechanism. We show that transaction splitting can dramatically improve
price stability due to its flexibility in the ordering mechanism such as CLVR. An
ordering algorithm that encourages traders to split their transactions into smaller
ones could substantially impact price stability, underscoring the importance of this
decision. We show that under CLVR, even in a small block with only two trans-
actions, traders can enjoy a reduction of price volatility of 6 orders of magnitude
just from splitting their transaction into small ones. In section 5.4, we test whether
CLVR is incentive-compatible, and found that all traders benefit from splitting their
transactions, and the market achieves lower price volatility.

Our work highlights the importance of transaction ordering beyond the scope of
mitigating MEV and price manipulation, in terms of a public good that improves the
price stability and inequality of the system. Our work shows that even today, when
the number of transactions executed in a given block in an AMM still relatively low,
ordering transactions can help improve price stability. If an AMM is to scale up to the
traffic observed in traditional financial markets, then a better ordering mechanism
is necessary because ordering matters, and has a large impact on the economy that
can be leveraged in a positive way. In Section 6, we offer some direction for future
work and implementations.

2.1 Related Work

Many papers explored AMMs in different directions, including comparing them to
centralized exchanges and limit order book mechanisms, risks and benefits for provid-
ing liquidity in those markets, and more [4,29,21,19,36,22,10]. Our main contribution
to this area of research is to shed light on how an AMM can improve price stability
and inequality while imposing a transaction ordering mechanism.

[14,38,30] introduce the economic value of ordering transactions in an AMM, and
MEV opportunities that it creates for the block producer to order the transaction in
their favor. Many different solutions are offered to this ordering problem in order to
protect traders from sandwich attacks and price manipulations. One way is to protect
traders by setting a slippage tolerance, which only executes a transaction if the trader
gets at least a minimum amount of tokens back as described in [13,23]. However, while
this approach can protect traders from price manipulation and sandwich attacks, it
does not account for the advantage that traders can get from imposing a transaction
ordering mechanism, as we offer in this work.

An alternative way is to generate an auction between the traders on the exact
priority of their transactions in the spirit of [18]. Still, this approach will not leverage
the main benefit of ordering a transaction to optimally achieve economic goals such
as reducing price deviation or inequality. One way to address this issue is to offer
batch auctions, which first mitigate high-frequency trading on traditional markets[6].
The main idea of this approach is to collect all the pending transactions and run
an auction to determine a single price that clears the market in a way that does not
give any traders a better exchange price relative to the other. [43,9] offer a models to
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implement this idea on AMMs. Our approach is similar to the batch auction in that
it leverages the idea of executing transactions together to clear the market better
and provide better prices; however, we offer to achieve this goal on an AMM by
implementing an optimal ordering mechanism.

Another way is to adopt a norm of ordering transactions using a credible rule that
is easy to monitor and find a way to punish any block producer that deviates from
this norm. As mentioned above, such rules were introduced, e.g., in GSR [40,31] to
protect traders from sandwich attacks and provide better exchange prices for traders.

Finally, our approach is most closely related to [3], which evaluates empirically
how liquidity pools on the Uniswap protocol are ordering transactions relatively to
an optimal order that minimizes price volatility. Their results support the idea that
block producers are deviating from this objective function, and manipulate the order
of the transaction in their flavor. They also show that the VHGSR differs slightly
from the optimal price volatility in blocks that contain less than eight transactions.

3 Model

There are several different AMM designs. For this work we will focus only on the
Uniswap V2 [2] AMM mechanism (known as a “Constant-Product Market Maker”,
or CPMM), as it is both popular and relatively simple. A CPMM’s pricing rule is
defined as follows:

k=xtyt (1)

where k represents a potential which remains constant, and xt and yt represent the
quantity of tokens X and Y in the AMM’s liquidity pool at time t. The current spot
price of the pool is simply the ratio of tokens held in the AMM’s reserve at time t.

pt=
yt
xt

(2)

Without loss of generality, when a trader wishes to swap token X for token Y at
time t, the trader will add ∆xt tokens X to the pool, and withdraw ∆yout,t tokens
Y from the pool, according to the following invariant:

k=(xt+∆xt(1−f))(yt−∆yout,t) (3)

Where f is the fee rate (set to 0.003 on Uniswap V2). For simplicity, we consider
a frictionless trading environment with f=0.0, giving:

k=(xt+∆xt)(yt−∆yout,t) (4)

Prices update continuously as trades are processed. In this work we will be ex-
amining several methods of ordering these trades, and will make use of the following
notation. We notate the set of available trades as M={α : sell a, β : buy b, ...}. Each
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trade indicates a direction (sell or buy) and a quantity (a and b), which is the amount
of token the trader will pay for the trade. We refer to each trade by its label (α, β,
etc.) for convenience. Transactions that ‘sell’ send some quantity of X tokens to the
AMM and receive a quantity of Y tokens; transactions that ‘buy’ do the opposite.

We notate a particular sequence (ordering) of trades with the bijection σ :
{1, ..., n}→{α, β, ...}, which maps a position in the sequence to a specific trade.
Following from Equation 4, the number of tokens received for the ith trade in ordering
σ is defined as:

yout(σ,i)=

{
xin

Y (σ,i−1)
X(σ,i−1)+xin

if σ(i)=sell xin

0 otherwise
(5)

xout(σ,i)=

{
yin

X(σ,i−1)
Y (σ,i−1)+yin

if σ(i)=buy yin

0 otherwise
(6)

Where functions X(σ,i) and Y (σ,i) refer to the reserves of tokens X and Y after
trade i, as follows:

X(σ,i)=


x0 if i=0

X(σ,i−1)+xin if i>0 and σ(i)= sell xin

X(σ,i−1)−xout(σ,i) if i>0 and σ(i)= buy yin

(7)

Y (σ,i)=


y0 if i=0

Y (σ,i−1)+yin if i>0 and σ(i)= buy yin

Y (σ,i−1)−yout(σ,i) if i>0 and σ(i)= sell xin

(8)

Finally, the price updates as follows:

P(σ,i)=
Y (σ,i)

X(σ,i)
(9)

Critically, Equation 9 states that the price updates continuously as transactions
are processed. This directly implies that the order in which transactions are processed
determines the exchange price for each trade. The following example illustrates
a situation where transaction ordering significantly impacts execution price. Let
x0=y0=100, then k=x0y0=10,000. Now, consider a set of two pending transactions
{α : sell 10, β : sell 10}, which we order as σ : {1 7→α, 2 7→β}. By applying Equa-
tion 4, we compute the amount of token received for each transaction: yout(σ,1)=9.09,
yout(σ,2)= 7.58. Observe that despite each trader spending the same quantity of
token X (10), they each receive significantly different amounts of token Y, depending
on execution order.

In the above example, execution ordering impacts which trader receives 9.09
units of Y, and which trader receives 7.58 units of Y. However, ordering a larger
number of transactions involves a much more complex set of price decisions. Con-
sider, for example, a sequence of four pending transactions: {α : buy 10, β : buy 10,
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γ : sell 10, δ : sell 10}. Let’s consider two possible orderings: σ1 process all sell orders
then process all buy orders, and σ2 alternate between processing ‘buy’ and ‘sell’
transactions. In ordering σ1 we compute the sequence of outputs: yout(σ1,1)=9.09,
yout(σ1,2) = 7.58, xout(σ1,3) = 12.86, and xout(σ1,4) = 10.37. However, in order-
ing σ2 we compute the sequence of outputs: yout(σ2,1)= 9.09, xout(σ2,2)= 10.90,
yout(σ2,3)=9.25, and xout(σ2,4)=10.73. These two sequences demonstrate outcomes
that differ not just in which execution price is awarded to whom, but it also signif-
icantly impacts the execution price levels themselves. In Section 4 we discuss the
direct implications that this has on fairness, inequality, and price volatility.

4 Optimal Ordering of Transactions

In this section, we introduce economic measures against which we will seek to optimize
transaction ordering. An intuitive way to think about this is to imagine that a social
planner gets a set of pending transactions and an objective function that it needs to
optimize. The social planner’s role is only to pick the order of the transactions, and
they cannot censor or insert transactions. Sections 4.1 and 4.2 offer some economic
measures that social planners may decide to optimize. However, finding the optimal
ordering can be costly. In Section 4.3 we describe our mechanism, CLVR, that provides
a fast method to approximate a good transaction ordering.

4.1 Price Stability

For a given set of pending transactions M, the ordering of transactions σ that will
give the economy optimal price stability is the one that minimizes the volatility of
traders’ exchange prices from the “status-quo” price. We set this “status-quo” price
to be the opening price, before any trades in M begin to execute. We expect that
traders consider this price to be fair, as they were able to observe and consider this
price before broadcasting their trade.4 In this case, the price volatility for a particular
ordering σ can be captured by using the following function:

Vol(σ)=
1

n

n∑
i=1

(ln p0 − ln P(σ, i))
2

(10)

Where n= |M | and p0 is the “status-quo” spot price. This function is a standard
measure of price volatility [32]. Also note that this measure is insensitive to the
choice of spot price direction – i.e., whether p0=x0/y0 or p0=y0/x0. A brief proof is
provided in Appendix A.

In order to achieve maximal price stability the social planner will need to minimize
this function over all such possible σ.

4 On most AMM protocols like Uniswap, the slippage setting refers to the opening price,
which means that managing price stability around those prices will reduce the chance
of transaction failures. However, other potential ways exist to set the “status-quo” price
as described in Section 6.
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4.2 Inequality

This ordering strategy seeks to give pricing preference to certain traders at the expense
of others. Abstractly, this involves organizing trades such that those given preferential
treatment execute at higher prices when selling, and lower prices when buying.

There are different ways to evaluate inequality, depending on the assumptions
the policymaker may make, and the objectives that they want to achieve. Consider
the following two measurements. First, one can assume that users’ transaction sizes
correlate with their initial wealth, and then order transactions in a way that favors
small trades relative to big ones. This approach also incentivizes the execution of
small transactions, which can positively affect market stability. Given that significant
transactions on AMM have a massive price impact, this incentivizes traders to split
significant transactions into small ones.

Second, one can evaluate inequality by the total wealth of the user, regardless
of the transaction size. A user’s wealth can be measured by examining their wallet’s
balance. This measurement is somewhat challenging due to the fact that accounts
are pseudonymous, and users can make and control multiple accounts in an effort
to hide their true wealth (i.e., a sybil attack).

In this paper, we will focus on the first approach, which is more relevant for use
in the Blockchain environment. The second approach can be seen as what a social
planner could achieve in an ideal world, which we know can be less realistic; this
approach and measurement can be found in Appendix D.

Traders’ Inequality Based On Their Transaction Size - Gini Post Trade
Wealth: For a given set of pending transactions M in a given block, the transaction
order that reduces traders’ inequality while accounting for transaction size is the one
that results in the lowest Gini coefficient (lowest inequality) after the transactions
are executed.5 Intuitively, this works by ensuring that smaller transactions receive
a “good” exchange price, while larger transactions receive a “bad” exchange price,
thus reducing inequality from both ends.

In a simple example when the exchange rate between token X and token Y is
one-to-one (p0=1), the amount of tokens each trader redeems from a transaction
(xout(σ,i) or yout(σ,i)) can represent its “wealth”. The “wealth” and corresponding
Gini Coeffient are given in the formulas below:

Wi=xout(σ, j) or yout(σ, j) (11)

Gini(σ)=
2·∑n

i=1i·Wi

n·∑n
i=1Wi

−n+1

n
(12)

Where W1≤W2≤···≤Wn. The social planner will need to minimize the Gini
coefficient by ordering the transactions in M in a way that minimizes this function.

5 The Gini Coefficient is a well-known economic measurement of inequality. Gini Coefficient
ranges from 0 to 1, with higher values indicating greater inequality [42].
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4.3 Approximating and Verifying the Optimal Ordering

While ideally, the social planner will pick the optimal ordering of transactions, the
computational cost of exhaustively going through all permutations of n transactions
is prohibitive: even at one billion evaluations carried per second, it will take one
hundred hours to exhaustively scan all orderings for (say) 17 transactions. Therefore,
we explored ways to approximate the optimal ordering with reduced computational
complexity. We also want the ordering rule to be easy to verify, so that agents can
monitor its implementation.

We considered the GSR method of Ferreira et al. in [40], which is described in
Section 2. The GSR has several significant advantages: it is simple to implement,
computationally efficient, and verifiable. Secondly, it is proven to be resilient against
sandwich attacks. However, the GSR does not produce a unique ordering and, par-
ticularly for large blocks, still too many orderings may satisfy it, leaving open the
question which one the social planner should choose. Therefore, to test the GSR
method as a baseline, we use the VHGSR method from [3], which is a modified
version of GSR that forces the GSR to prefer selecting smaller transactions first. As
demonstrated below in the experimental evaluation (Section 4), GSR may be far
from optimal with respect to price stability (minimizing volatility). Therefore, we
offer a new method, CLVR, that can perform better with a small computation cost.

CLVR Look-ahead Volatility-Minimizing (“CLVR”) Rule: Consider the
following rule: at step t, select as the next trade the transaction that minimizes
(ln p0 − ln P(σ, t))2. That is, the rule picks at each step t as next trade that causes
minimal local one-step price-volatility from the status quo price, p0.

In Appendix B we provide a proof that CLVR protects traders from the traditional
3-transaction sandwich attacks. Additionally, Section 5.2 shows that the CLVR is ap-
proximately optimal in many cases, even with larger numbers of pending transactions.

On the Quality of CLVR: A natural question to ask is whether, given a block
of transactions, the CLVR rule always achieves the globally minimal price volatility.
Unfortunately, we can find a counter examples showing it does not. For example, con-
sider three trades: {α : sell 2, β : sell 5, γ : buy 10} when the initial liquidity available
is x0=y0=100. The optimal ordering for minimizing aggregate price-volatility is not
to start with sell 2, as CLVR would dictate. Rather, it is sell 5, buy 10, sell 2. The
CLVR ordering is illustrated in Figure 1 (right) against the optimal volatility-minizing
ordering (left). In this case, the average price volatility of the CLVR is 8.2×10−3,
while the optimal ordering can reduce this volatility to 7.9×10−3.

This example highlights why CLVR only approximately minimizes price volatility.
However, even in this example, we can still see that the CLVR order gives very low
price volatility, which is nonetheless close to optimal. In section 5.2, we show that
CLVR achieves nearly-optimal orderings in many cases.
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0.85 0.90 0.95 1.00 1.05 1.10 1.15
Price

β : sell 5

Vol(OPT1···1) = 0.0095

γ : buy 10

Vol(OPT1···2) = 0.0100

α : sell 2

Vol(OPT1···3) = 0.0079

Optimal Volatility Minimization

0.85 0.90 0.95 1.00 1.05 1.10 1.15
Price

α : sell 2

Vol(CLVR1···1) = 0.0016

β : sell 5

Vol(CLVR1···2) = 0.0099

γ : buy 10

Vol(CLVR1···3) = 0.0082

CLVR Volatility Minimization

Fig. 1: Optimal sequence minimizing price volatility, OPT (left) vs CLVR sequence
(right)

5 Simulations and Results

In this section we describe a series of empirical experiments performed to show the
effects of the economic measures discussed in Section 4. We perform these simulations
on a machine with dual Intel Xeon Gold 6330 CPUs (56 total cores, 112 threads)
and 512 GB of RAM.

5.1 Optimal Ordering of Transactions

We now consider the following research question: Given a set of pending transactions,
which orderings optimize for (a) price stability and (b) inequality? To investigate this
we perform an empirical experiment with the following setup.

We aim to perform this experiment with synthetic trades that nonetheless closely
mimic real-world workloads. In order to achieve this, we collected all 4,192 swaps
that executed on Uniswap V2’s USDC-USDT AMM between June 19, 2024 and
July 19, 2024 (UTC).6 We identify each swap’s total quantity of tokens traded, and
fit the data to a log-normal distribution, with parameters µ=4.93 and σ=2.05. A
Kolmogorov–Smirnov goodness-of-fit test yields p<0.001. We also find that during
this time period the AMM’s mean reserves of USDC and USDT is about 2 million
tokens, each.

We create a simulated AMM following the model as described in Section 3. The
AMM trades tokens X and Y, each starting with reserves x0 = y0 = 2,000,000 –
this also has the convenient effect of setting the initial spot price p0 to 1. For each
trial in this experiment we generate a workload of n pending transactions. Each
transaction is randomly assigned to either ‘sell’ or ‘buy’, each with 50% probability.
The transaction’s quantity of tokens is then drawn from the log-normal distribution
described above. In Appendix C, we run some robustness checks to ensure that our
results can be generalized even when we have different amounts of liquidity available
(x0,y0) or different distributions of the transaction sizes. We repeat the experiment
100 times for each block size n equal to 2, 5, 10, 12 and 13.7

6 Smart contract: 0x3041CbD36888bECc7bbCBc0045E3B1f144466f5f
7 Computing this metric for larger block sizes is not tractable, owing to combinatorial
explosion.
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We use a brute-force search strategy to identify sequences that either minimize
volatility (optimal price stability) or minimize the Gini coefficient (optimal inequality).
As this is a search by brute-force, we must iterate over all n! permutations of pending
transactions. The search is written in approximately 500 lines of Rust code.

First, we plot the price walks of different objective functions for each simulation
and observe a systematic pattern. For example, see the results of one simulation in
Figure 2. The main observation from Figure 2 leads to our first non-trivial conclusion:
In many cases, minimizing price volatility is at odds with the economic goal of giving
better exchange prices to smaller traders (i.e., reducing inequality). Said simply,
smaller traders can be helped by forcing bigger traders to push the price into a more
favorable position before the smaller trader executes. This gives smaller buyers access
to lower prices, and sellers access to higher prices.

Moreover, Figure 2 shows that the converse also holds: an ordering that maximizes
the Gini coefficient has a high price volatility. This ordering provides better prices
to the big trades, which can be seen as an example of an environment where a block
producer can manipulate the order in her favor. We will likely observe an ordering
pattern in this spirit in places where MEV occurs.

Both of these facts imply a dilemma for policymakers, as they must select which
objective to fulfill: minimizing price volatility or minimizing inequality.8
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Fig. 2: Price walk of different objective functions for a set M of 10 synthetic
transactions. Each point represents the AMM’s spot price after executing the ith

transaction in the sequence.

8 An alternative option is that policymakers may want to adopt a policy that considers
both objectives instead of picking one objective to minimize, aiming at a middle ground.
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To further shed light on how transaction are ordered to achieve minimum inequal-
ity, Figure 3 shows the Gini post-trade wealth traders wealth distribution before and
after the execution of the trades.
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Fig. 3: Wealth distributions pre- and post-trade, assuming a spot price of 1.0, drawn
from the sequence that minimizes the Gini coefficient in Figure 2

Finally, Table 1 and Table 2 show summary statistics of both price stability and
inequality objectives from all simulations, which demonstrates that optimizing for
one objective produces poor outcomes for the other objective.

Table 1: Relative Gini coefficient of price stability objectives. Each score is computed
as a relative percentage, where 0% is the minimum Gini coefficient, and 100% is
the maximum. Taken as the mean of 100 trials.

Number of Trades
3 5 10 12 13

Price Stability (when maximizing Gini Coef.) 45.02 45.30 48.76 46.93 48.89
Price Stability (when minimizing Gini Coef.) 56.47 55.08 52.25 53.05 51.88

5.2 Sequencing Algorithm Performance Metrics

In section 4.3 we described how, given the high computation cost of finding the
optimal ordering of the transaction, policymakers may use sequencing algorithms
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Table 2: Relative volatility of Gini objectives. Each score is computed as a relative
percentage, where 0% is the minimum price volatility (maximum stability), and
100% is the maximum price volatility. Taken as the mean of 100 trials.

Number of Trades
3 5 10 12 13

Gini Coef. (when maximizing Vol.) 48.53 50.97 52.64 50.71 50.31
Gini Coef. (when minimizing Vol.) 47.31 43.07 37.93 37.98 38.05

that approximate the optimal results with a much lower computation cost. We will
focus on such algorithms to reduce price volatility and check their performance.

First we test the VHGSR, a modified version of the GSR. We evaluate these
measures compared with our proposed rule, CLVR, which picks the next trade that
minimizes the price volatility and can improve performance with a small additional
computation cost. To draw a general conclusion about CLVR’s performance compared
to VHGSR, we ran many different simulations on different block sizes ranging from 2
up to 1,000 transactions per block, as can be seen in Table 3. The main conclusion from
Table 3 is that CLVR performs better and gives a better approximation to the optimal
ordering to reduce price volatility for any given number of transactions n (block size).

Table 3: Comparison of VHGSR vs CLVR. When tractable, relative volatility is
computed as a percentage where 0% is the minimum volatility, and 100% is the
maximum. Reported relative volatility is a mean over all trials. Performed over 100
trials for each number of transactions n. The p-value is computed from a paired,
one-sided t-test of the VHGSR and CLVR volatilities.

Best Price Stability (%) Relative Vol. (%)9

CLVR VHGSR Tie CLVR VHGSR p-value

2 0 0 100 0.00 0.00 -
5 59 0 41 0.19 6.62 0.026
10 86 6 8 0.10 3.93 0.091
12 95 1 4 0.08 3.89 0.020
50 91 9 0 - - 0.076
100 80 20 0 - - <0.001
500 83 17 0 - - <0.001
1000 79 21 0 - - <0.001

To provide insight into the differences between VHGSR and CLVR, we pick one
example and show VHGSR and CLVR orderings step by step. Figure 4 is an example
where, with respect to price volatility, there can be a significant difference between

9 Minimum volatility is the lowest volatility achieved from all the ordering permutations
available.
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orderings: the VHGSR ordering (orange line) deviates significantly from the baseline
price. When we compared VHGSR with our new method, the CLVR (blue line), we
can observe much lower price volatility in CLVR.
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VHGSR, Vol(VHGSR) = 2.22× 10−6

Fig. 4: Example of a workload where VHGSR performs poorly vs CLVR with respect
to maintaining price stability. In this example, the VHGSR is forced to place a large
trade in position 2, which harms price stability.

5.3 Price Stability and Block Sizes

In traditional financial markets, there is an extensive discussion on what the optimal
trading frequency is [17,5,26,20]. Trading frequency means setting the time that
the market will operate. When performing batch auctions, for example, it sets the
duration of the auction. Setting the trading frequency can directly impact the number
of transactions in a given auction. High-speed frequency can be seen as a first come,
first serve system, while a slower frequency can increase the number of transactions in
the auction. In that sense, we can think about “block size” as the duration that the
social planner sets for trading frequency on an AMM. Having a lower frequency can
allow more trades to be executed in a given block, which we say are “bigger” blocks.

We run the following experiment to test block size’s impact on price stability.
We generate a set of 100 transactions using the same randomization process based
on the transaction distribution in section 5.1. Each transaction is given a sequential
timestamp, which indicates the order of the transaction’s arrival in the “mempool”.
For simplicity, we will assume that during this process, the spot market price and
pool initial price are the same, and equal to 1, as we set in the previous simulations.
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Now we can test what will happen if the social planner executes all the transactions
using a first come, first served policy, which can be seen as having 100 blocks (one
transaction per block). We also examine what would happen if there were batches
of different block sizes, for example, ten blocks with ten transaction each, or one big
block with 100 transactions. We test this over a variety of block sizes. We run this
simulation over 1,000 trials to reach a more general conclusion.

Figure 5 shows the main advantage of batching transactions together when we
want to improve the price stability of the system. When we have a first come, first
serve approach (on the left), this gives the highest median price volatility with a
very high variance. In contrast, price volatility is significantly reduced when all
transactions are batched into one big block (on the right). This allows the CLVR
ordering mechanism can archive a much lower median of price volatility with much
lower variance. In summary, transaction ordering has a significant impact on price
volatility when the block size is very large. A social planner may want to take this
into consideration when deciding the block size.
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Fig. 5: Price volatility achieved by CLVR with varying block sizes. Computed over
1,000 trials, error bars drawn at 25th and 75th percentiles, marker placed at median.

5.4 Splitting Transactions

Traders may split their transactions into small trades, also known as order splitting [38],
to strategically improve their exchange prices and avoid price manipulations. It’s essen-
tial to notice that transaction splitting is beneficial for maintaining price stability. In
short, splitting transactions into smaller ones will provide more flexibility with respect
to ordering possibilities, which is crucial in improving the system’s price stability.
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To explain the idea behind let’s consider the following example: Suppose there
are only two pending transactions in a block. One is buying (∆x1=1,000), and the
other is selling (∆y2=1,000). Suppose that x0=y0=100,000 and, thus, p0=1. In this
example, if we execute both transitions, we will have a price volatility of 2.0×10−4.
However, if both traders split their transactions into 1000 small transactions of 1
each, an optimizing algorithm can improve the price volatility to 2.0×10−10 – an
improvement of 6 orders of magnitude. The optimal ordering interleaves smaller buy
and sell orders, alternating between each, in order to maintain the status-quo price.
The more users split their transactions, the more this price volatility will decrease
and eventually converge to 0.

The social planner may want to consider and find a way to encourage splitting
orders, especially in significant transactions that can impact price volatility.10 We
perform the following two experiments to test whether CLVR is incentive compatible
with transaction splitting. First, we check if a trader can expect better execution (in
expectation) when splitting the transaction into two or more. We start by generating a
‘buy’ trade of size s, which we will refer to as t∗. Then, we generate 9 additional trades
randomly, according to the log-normal distribution described above. We sequence
these 10 trades using CLVR, and compute the amount of token received by t∗. Then,
we split t∗ into n equally-sized trades t∗1,···,t∗n, and again sequence the trades and
sum the amount of token received by each trade t∗i . This process is repeated 1,000
times for each combination of s and n. The results of this experiment are drawn in
Figure 6 in the Appendix. We find that for all 10 trade sizes tested (varying from
10 to 10 million), the trader experiences a slight increase in amount out, on average,
which is increasing in the number of splits n.

Next, we examine what would happen to the ecosystem if all traders split their
transactions given the benefits that we show in Figure 6. We perform the following
experiment. First, we generate 10 trades at random using the log-normal distribution
described above. Then, we sequence the trades using CLVR and compute the amount
out for each trade. Finally, we split each trade into n equally-sized trades, sequence
them using CLVR, and again compute the amount out that each original trader would
receive from their several trades. The process is repeated 1,000 times. We plot the
results in Figure 7 in the Appendix. We find an average increase in amount out, which
increases in the number of splits n. To conclude, if one trader splits his transaction
(no matter the transaction size), they can get better execution (in expansion) by
splitting the transaction. Therefore, if all traders adopt this strategy, we show that
all traders could get better execution after splitting their transactions, which suggests
that CLVR is incentive compatible with transaction splitting.

5.5 CLVR Applied to Empirical Data

We evaluate CLVR’s performance on the 4,192 swaps collected above (Uniswap V2’s
USDC-USDT AMM). We start with an AMM that has reserves x0=y0=2,000,000.

10 In an environment where network(gas) fees need to be paid for each transaction’s
execution, splitting the transactions may have boundaries that both traders and the
social planner will need to take into account in this decision.
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Then, we compute the volatility after executing each transaction in its observed, real-
world ordering. Since this pool allows traders to trade two stablecoins, their exchange
rate is relatively stable (p0=1), which theory suggests impacts trading frequency given
the asset types[17]. We indeed observe less active trading in a given block in this pool
during our data collection, with most trading blocks containing one transaction. In that
case, the ordering does not matter, and testing the CLVR performance is meaningless,
so we use the following approach. We collect the swaps into 420 blocks of size 10
(which simulates increased AMM activity), ordered in their real-world ordering, and
execute CLVR in a multi-round fashion. We measure an 85% reduction in volatility,
which shows the potential benefit of implementing ordering mechanisms on AMMs.

We also evaluate VHGSR vs. CLVR as applied to the Uniswap V2 USDC-WETH
AMM swaps, collected over the same time range as above.11 This pool has a much
higher trading frequency compered to Uniswap V2’s USDC-USDT AMM, which
allows us to test VHGSR vs. CLVR performances on blocks with more than 3 trans-
actions. This is evaluated in Table 5 in the Appendix, where we also find CLVR good
performance same as section 5.2 and the potential to reduce price volatility on AMM
by around 50% compared to the current volatility observed in this pool.

6 Conclusions

This works explores the impact of of ordering transactions on AMMs against two eco-
nomic measures of “social goodness”: (1) inequality and (2) price stability. Given those
measures, we show that if a social planner wants to pick the optimal order to achieve
the best price stability, it may need to trade-off minimizing inequality. Additionally,
finding the optimal order for a set of transactions can be costly using a dumb search
algorithm; therefore, a social planner may need to use an algorithm that approximates
the optimal ordering. We offer the CLVR algorithm that can acheive a good approxi-
mation of the optimal price stability. This algorithm performs better than the VHGSR
and GSR methods. In addition, we show that a social planner may want to order
transactions in bigger blocks (a larger number of transactions) to improve the system’s
price stability. Finally, we show that CLVR is also incentive-compatible for splitting
transactions, which can have a good impact on the price stability of the AMM market.

This work has broad implications for AMM design and, in general, market design
for trading. First, in the DeFi space, AMM protocol designers can adopt our ordering
approach and implement an AMM protocol that will commit to an ordering algorithm
such as CLVR at the liquidity pool level via the smart contract. In a competitive
market where AMM protocols and liquidity providers want to attract users to use
their platform, ordering mechanisms can be super appealing for traders. However,
block builders do not commit to sending all pending transactions to the liquidity pool
smart contract in this environment. They can manipulate and remove transactions,
impacting the ordering mechanism performance. There is promising work on inclusion
lists today to tackle this problem [35,24], which could help implement the ordering
mechanism method that we provide.

11 Smart contract: 0xB4e16d0168e52d35CaCD2c6185b44281Ec28C9Dc
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In addition, besides the DeFi space, our social planner can be more realistic in
a setting with a private AMM run by a centralized authority. Private AMMs are a
possible implementation when adopting AMMs to traditional markets. In that case,
the AMM can be regulated, and an ordering mechanism will be enacted and enforced.

We invite more researchers to explore this idea and hope that it could be helpful to
improve AMM development. In the next section, we provide future research directions
and some limitations of our work.

6.1 Limitations and Future Directions

1. Our work does not account for the slippage tolerance decisions of users (the limit
exchange price they are willing to swap). Future work can include this aspect
in the ordering mechanism and explore its effect.

2. Our work does not account for the fact that users may trade using routers, which
will split their transactions over several pools. Future work can explore how to
order transactions via routers. In addition, it will be interesting to explore the
impact of competition among AMMs, each one enforcing a different ordering
mechanism or not, and the equilibrium in those markets, similar to the idea in [7].

3. It would be interesting to explore the impact of gas prices on players’ strategic
decisions (like transaction splitting) on how to trade in environments where
AMMs order transactions using our approach.

4. Transaction ordering in AMM and its impact on financial markets should also
be explored in terms of price discovery over time. This work did not examine the
performance of transaction ordering and block sizes on price movement over time.
More research is required to test this and also explore the following questions.
How does transaction ordering in AMM work in different environments with
different types of traders, such as noisy and informed traders, and under which
conditions will the AMM transaction ordering mechanism such as CLVR perform
better in terms of price discovery than, for example, a first come first serve policy?

5. Future work can explore and offer new price stability measures and a new “status-
quo” price as a reference. While we choose the opening price of the pool, there are
other potential ways to go. For example, the spot market prices (using Oracles)
can be set as the “status-quo” or the price after executing all the transactions.
These measures can be tested on a more dynamic model where we test market
movement when the fundamental value of the assets changes over time.
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A CLVR Insensitivity to Token Choice

When considering a CPMM liquidity pool that trades tokens α and β, the spot-price
can be computed either as α0/β0 or as β0/α0. In a nutshell, this is equivalent to
choosing whether to quote the USD-JPY exchange rate in dollars per yen, or yen per
dollar. This becomes important when measuring how much the price has deviated
from the starting point. A näıve approach would be to simply compute the absolute
difference, however this makes the computation sensitive to which way the spot price
is quoted. Put explicitly,
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The CLVR’s computation is insensitive to this choice, as it considers instead the
absolute difference in log prices, thus making the computation insensitive to the quote
direction. We prove this statement below.
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B Sandwich Attacks

The CLVR algorithm prevents 3-transaction sandwich attacks. In this section we
provide a proof.

The three transactions involved in a sandwich attack are (1) the front-running
transaction, (2) the victim transaction, and (3) the back-running transaction. The
front-running and back-running transactions are inserted by an attacker in order to
manipulate the victim into buying at an inflated price. The attacker is thus able to
extract risk-free profit.

In an attack, the transactions execute in exactly the order listed above. In order
for this manipulation to be profitable, the front-running transaction must push the
price toward one less favorable for the victim, thus causing them to overpay. Finally,
the back-running transaction swaps in the opposite direction in order to recover a
risk-free profit denominated in the token originally sold to the AMM.

Without loss of generality (see Appendix A), consider that the victim transaction
sells token X to the AMM in order to receive token Y. Then, the front-running trans-
action also sells X to receive Y, and the back-running transaction sells Y to receive X.
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We define the following variables. The amounts paid to the AMM by the front-
running, and back-running transactions are ∆xf and ∆yb, respectively, and the
amounts received from the AMM are ∆yf and ∆xb, respectively (the victim transac-
tion size is not important for the proof). Let x0 and y0 be the liquidity pool’s reserves
of token X and token Y, respectively, before transactions execute. Let p0=y0/x0 be
the initial price.

The attacker receives a risk-free profit when ∆xf <∆xb and ∆yb≤∆yf – i.e.,
when the front-running transaction pays less X than the back-running transaction
receives, and the attacker’s back-running transaction does not spend more token Y
than the attacker received when executing the front-running transaction. The former
condition guarantees profit, and the latter condition guarantees that it is risk-free
– i.e., the attacker does not lose any token Y.

Now, our task is determine whether it is possible to perform a risk-free sandwich
attack when also subject to the CLVR sequencing rule. We proceed by contradiction.
Start by considering how to sequence the three transactions involved in the sandwich
attack. According to the sequencing rule, the first transaction must move the log-price
the least.

Let pf and pb be the prices after executing the front-running and back-running
transactions first (before any other transactions execute), respectively. scThen we

must ensure that (lnp0−lnpf)
2≤(lnp0−lnpb)

2
(or else the back-running transaction

would be sequenced first, violating the sandwich attack order). Since we know that
pf <p0<pb (given the trade directions), it must be that lnp0−lnpf ≤ lnpb−lnp0 or,
equivalently, p20≤pbpf , which is expressed as:

(
y0
x0

)2

≤
(

∆yb+y0

− ∆ybx0

∆yb+y0
+x0

)− ∆xfy0
∆xf+x0

+y0

∆xf+x0

=
(∆yb+y0)

2

(∆xf+x0)
2 (18)

(19)

Since all values are positive,

y0
x0

≤ ∆yb+y0
∆xf+x0

(20)

Then, we must also satisfy∆yb≤∆yf (the back-running transaction cannot spend
more Y than the front-running transaction purchases, or else violate risk-free profit).
Expanding ∆yf yields:

∆yb≤
∆xfy0
∆xf+x0

(21)

Combining Inequality 20 and Inequality 21 gives:
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y0
x0

≤
∆xfy0
∆xf+x0

+y0

∆xf+x0
(22)

y0
x0

≤ y0(2∆xf+x0)

(∆xf+x0)
2 (23)

(∆xf+x0)
2≤x0(2∆xf+x0) (24)

∆x2f+2∆xfx0+x20≤2∆xfx0+x20 (25)

∆x2f ≤0 (26)

which is a contradiction, as ∆xf is a positive real value.

C Robustness checks

In this section, we run some robustness checks to ensure our results will hold in
different economic environments. First, we change the liquidity available in the pool.
Second, we shift the transaction distribution from log normal to uniform.

Table 4: Comparison of VHGSR vs CLVR. When tractable, relative volatility is
computed as a percentage where 0% is the minimum volatility, and 100% is the
maximum. Reported relative volatility is a mean over all blocks. The p-value is
computed from a paired, one-sided t-test of the VHGSR and CLVR volatilities.

Lower Liquidity x0=y0=100,000

Winner Count Mean Relative Volatility
Block Size VHGSR CLVR Tie VHGSR CLVR p-value

3 0 18 82 8.55 0.27 0.078
5 0 58 42 10.14 0.19 0.017
10 3 89 8 2.96 0.08 0.009
12 3 93 4 1.74 0.07 0.021
13 4 88 8 2.36 0.09 0.038

Uniform Distribution, trade size selected uniformly on (0, 100,000)

Winner Count Mean Relative Volatility
Block Size VHGSR CLVR Tie VHGSR CLVR p-value

3 0 9 91 3.12 0.20 0.004
5 1 37 62 2.78 0.67 <0.001
10 6 61 33 0.75 0.40 <0.001
12 8 76 16 0.60 0.30 <0.001
13 11 73 16 0.43 0.27 <0.001
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D Traders’ Inequality Based on their account balance (Initial
Wealth) - Gini Post Trade Wallet

A different equality goal is as follows: To find the optimal transaction order that
minimizes traders’ post-trade inequality while accounting for user ”wealth”, which is
their initial balance in their wallet address. This mechanism ensures that agents with
small initial balances receive a ”good” exchange price, while wealthier users receive
the a ”bad” exchange prices to improve inequality. The process of calculating this
Gini coefficient is similar to the process offered in section 4.2. We just define and use
Ŵi instead of Wi.

Ŵi=Wi,0+∆xi or ∆yi (27)

Where Wi,0 is the initial balance in the wallet address before executing the
transaction.
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Fig. 6: Trade-splitting experiment outcome. For various trade sizes, we compare the
amount out (without splitting) vs the amount out after splitting the single trade
n equally-sized trades.
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Fig. 7: Trade-splitting experiment outcome (every trader splits). We show the mean
percent increase in amount out when every trader splits into n trades.

F Empirical Evaluation: VHGSR vs CLVR

Table 5: Comparison of VHGSR vs CLVR over blocks taken from the USDC-WETH
Uniswap V2 pool between June 19 2024 and July 19 2024. Relative volatility is
computed as a percentage where 0% is the minimum volatility, and 100% is the
maximum. Reported relative volatility is a mean over all blocks. Blocks of size less
than 3 have trivial ordering, and are thus excluded. Block sizes with fewer than
30 examples available were excluded, to avoid spurious outcomes. The p-value is
computed from a paired, one-sided t-test of the VHGSR and CLVR volatilities.

Winner Count Mean Relative Volatility
Block Size n VHGSR CLVR Tie Current VHGSR CLVR p-value

3 1432 0 263 1169 55.45 7.74 0.16 <0.001
4 277 0 95 182 52.84 9.05 0.24 0.092
5 66 1 25 40 44.11 6.84 0.14 0.105
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