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Abstract

We establish a first and second-order approximation for an infinite dimensional limit order book
model (LOB) in a single (“critical”) scaling regime where market and limit orders arrive at a com-
mon time scale. With our choice of scaling we obtain non-degenerate first-order and second-order
approximations for the price and volume dynamics. While the first-order approximation is given by a
standard coupled ODE-PDE system, the second-order approximation is non-standard and described
in terms of an infinite-dimensional stochastic evolution equation driven by a cylindrical Brownian mo-
tion. The driving noise processes exhibit a non-trivial correlation in terms of the model parameters.
We prove that the evolution equation has a unique solution and that the sequence of standardized
LOB models converges weakly to the solution of the evolution equation. The proof uses a non-
standard martingale problem. We calibrate a simplified version of our model to market data and
show that the model accurately captures correlations between price and volume fluctuations.

Key words. Second-order approximation, high frequency limit, limit order book, stochastic evolution
equation.
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1 Introduction

In modern financial markets the overwhelming majority of transactions is settled through electronic
limit order books. A limit order book (LOB) is a record, maintained by a specialist or an exchange that
contains unexecuted limit orders offering to buy or sell an asset at pre-specified prices that are multiples
of a certain tick size. Incoming buy/sell limit orders can be placed at any price level above/below the
best ask/bid price, and incoming market orders are usually matched against standing volume according
to a set of precedence rules. In view of its inherent complexity, the detailed working of a LOB is difficult
to describe.

Scaling limits allow for a tractable description of key macroscopic LOB quantities like prices and aggregate
volumes in terms of the underlying (microscopic) dynamics of individual order arrivals and cancellations
in a “high frequency” regime, when the number of order arrivals and cancellations tends to infinity. For
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a Markovian queuing model that describes an order book with finitely many price levels, diffusive high
frequency limits for prices and/or volumes were for example obtained in [JA13| |CdL13, |(CST10, HR17|.
In [LRS17| the authors study a one-sided measure-valued order book model, for which the scaling limit
is given by a diffusive price process together with a block-shaped order book for standing volumes. A
more macroscopic perspective has been adopted in [KM16] and [Zhel2] where the order book dynamics is
described in terms of a coupled system of SPDEs separated by a random interface that can be interpreted
as the price (stochastic Stefan problem). An approximation by a reflected SPDE has been obtained in
[HKN20]; cf. also [HK19a, HK20| for a similar approach via a reflected moving boundary problem.

To provide microscopic foundations for PDE or SPDE order book models one needs to consider order
books with an infinite number of price levels together with a tick size that converges to zero in the
high frequency limit. Depending on the scaling assumptions fluid limits |[GD18| [HK17, [HX19] and
diffusion limits |[BHQ17, HK18, HK19b, HX19, KM23] have been derived in the literature. In all of
the aforementioned works, prices and/or volumes either follow a non-diffusive dynamics or the limiting
dynamics is described by a SDE system driven by independent noise processes originating from the
stochasticity of price movements and limit order placements, respectively. The independence of the
driving processes contradicts many empirical findings that document a non-trivial correlation of price
and volume increments, especially increments at the top of the book.

In this paper, we establish a first- and second-order approximation for LOBs where the second-order
approximation can be described in terms of an infinite-dimensional stochastic evolution equation driven
by correlated noise processes. The correlation operator can be identified by analyzing a novel infinite-
dimensional martingale problem and explicitly represented in terms of the model parameters.

Following [HK18] we allow the LOB dynamics to depend on volume indicators such as the volume at the
top of the book or volume imbalances between the bid and ask side. In that paper, starting from the
first-order approximation derived in [HK17|, the authors derive a second-order approximation for LOBs
in which limit orders arrive at a much higher rate than market orders. If the first-order approximation of
the price process is constant, they were able to rescale by a fast rate, in which case the limiting volume
fluctuations could be described by an infinite dimensional SDE. With the first-order approximation of
the price being constant, this choice of scaling describes the dynamics when the LOB is observed on a
very fast time scale and over very short time periods during which volumes change but prices do not.
Allowing for a non-degenerate first-order approximation of the price process required a slower scaling
rate. In the slower scaling regime, the second-order approximation of the price process converges to a
process with a mean-reverting component, while the volume dynamics converge to a PDE with random
coeflicients. This choice of scaling describes the LOB dynamics when the book is observed on a much
slower timescale and longer time periods, where volume fluctuations average out but price fluctuations
persist. In both scaling regimes the proportion of market orders and spread placements among all events
(order arrivals and cancellations) is decreasing in the scaling rate and converges to zero in the scaling
limit.

Accounting for the well documented fact that the proportion of market orders among all events does not
vanish (unless one considers LOB dynamics over very short time intervals between two price changes), we
consider a one-sided (for simplicity) LOB model in a single (“critical”) scaling regime in which prices and
volumes change on a common time scale; in particular we allow for a fixed ratio of market to limit orders
in the scaling limit. Our choice of scaling describes the LOB dynamics on intermediate time scales
where neither price nor volume fluctuations average out. Our first-order approximation of the price-
volume process is standard: the process converges to the solution of a coupled system of an ODE that
describes the limiting price process, and a first-order PDE that describes the limiting dynamics of the
standing volume. Our convergence concept is convergence in probability in a space of distributions, and
is hence weaker than the one in [HP17] or [HK17], which accounts for change in scaling assumptions. The
second-order approximation is non-standard. In our setting the rescaled price-volume process converges
weakly to the unique solution of an infinite-dimensional linear stochastic evolution equation driven by
additive noise with time-dependent covariance structure. We identify both the drift and the covariance
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operator that both depend on the first-order approximation, and prove that the limiting equation has a
unique mild solution induced by a time-dependent evolution family. Identifying the drift and covariance
operator is not straightforward as there are no canonical candidate for the said operators. Instead, we
identify the operators by analyzing the limit of a sequence of martingale problems associated with the
approximating LOB models.

To gain additional insights into the price-volume correlations we consider a simplified model where the
second-order price approximation is a martingale and where the total standing volume acts as volume in-
dicator. In this case the second-order approximation conveniently reduces to a two dimensional Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck process whose covariance structure can be explicitly computed. In particular, price-volume
fluctuations would be independent if the driving Brownian motions were independent. This highlights
the importance or correlated noises. The explicit computation suggests that volumes at the top of the
book are a key determinant of price-volume fluctuations. This confirms many empirical findings that
show that volume imbalances at the top of the book (in a two-sided model) are an important determinant
of price movements; see [CH15| and references therein for details. We calibrate the simplified model to
market data using one-day order book data of the Deutsche Telekom AG stock and show that our model
adequately captures the correlation in price-volume fluctuations.

To arrive at the second-order approximation, we face several mathematical challenges, many of which
originating from the fact that volume functions shift in space when prices change. This prevents an
immediate invocation of standard Gronwall-type arguments to establish moment estimates and hence
tightness for our price-volume dynamics. To bypass this problem, by analogy to the linear transport
equation, we rewrite the dynamics of the volume function along the stochastic characteristic correspond-
ing to the stochastic dynamics of the best bid price process. We first establish pathwise growth estimates
for the volume fluctuations in terms of submartingale increments starting from time zero by linearizing
the dynamics of the residual terms and only then invoke Gronwall arguments. Subsequently, we establish
suitable moment estimates for the submartingale increments that allow us to deduce tightness bounds.
Finally, an application of Mitoma’s theorem guarantees the weak convergence of the second-order ap-
proximation to a distribution-valued process in the Skorokhod space.

To identify the limiting dynamics we express the discrete LOB dynamics in terms of discrete martingales,
linearize their coefficients and employ the obtained moment estimates to control the difference between
the discrete martingales and their continuous counterparts. These bounds together with tightness provide
us with the desired limiting dynamics of the fluctuations in terms of a martingale problem. Notably, our
choice of scaling results in a state-independent covariance operator, while the drift operator is linear in
the state variable. Altogether, the second-order approximation is given in terms of a linear stochastic
evolution system with additive noise, which we show to have a unique mild solution in the framework of
stochastic evolution equations induced by a time-dependent evolution family.

Martingale problems are a powerful tool to characterize scaling limits of stochastic processes. In the
context of market microstructure, martingale problems have been formulated to derive scaling limit of a
finite-dimensional multiscale queueing model in [BC13| and to characterize the Hilbert space-valued limit
of microstructure models driven by Hawkes random measure in [HX19]. A measure-valued deterministic
LOB limit has been obtained in [GD18§|, where the martingale problem formulation of the microscopic
dynamics has been considered, but the martingale part vanishes under their scaling. To the best of our
knowledge, the martingale problem approach has not been applied for Hilbert space-valued approxima-
tions of market microstructure models with infinite-dimensional driver. However, this approach has been
used extensively for SPDE approximations of interface growth models and interacting particle systems,
cf. for example [LV94, BG97, [EL15].

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows: in the next section we introduce the modelling
framework and establish the first-order approximation. We introduce the stochastic evolution equation
corresponding to the second-order approximation, prove its well-posedness and state our main conver-
gence theorem. Thereafter, we calibrate our model to market data, derive testable implications from
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our theoretical analysis, and verify them within the calibrated model. In Section [3| we prove some aux-
iliary results about the discrete LOB dynamics. In Section [d] we first derive pathwise growth estimates,
which allow us to deduce the aforementioned moment estimates. In Section [5| we prove tightness of the
sequence of discrete order book models and establish martingale relations under the limiting measure,
which establishes convergence to the unique mild solution of the system describing the second-order
approximation.

Notation. For real numbers a and b we write a < b whenever there exists a positive constant C' < oo
such that a < Cb. If the constant depends on some other parameter n, then we write a <, b.

For a Banach space E we denote by C([0,T], F) and D([0,T], E) the space of continuous and cadlag
FE-valued processes, respectively.

For s € N we denote by H*(R) the classical Sobolev space W*?(R). For s € N the Sobolev spaces of
negative order H*(R) are dual spaces of H*(R) endowed with the norm

I£17 6 = flew)?,
k=1

where {ej : k € N} is a complete orthonormal system of H*(R). We also consider Sobolev spaces of
fractional order s > 0 defined on the torus R/27Z with the norm

IFIE =D (1+K2)" (f,e™0)2.

kez

Also note that
c*cé&=(\H'C..H' cI’cH'c---c|JH"=¢"
ne”Z nez

For a scaling parameter A and a given time interval [0, T] we put 6, := kA™ and T,, := LT/A(”)J.
For s € Ry we write |s],, := A {s / A(”)J. Furthermore, we introduce the translation operators Tj(E")
which act on a function f : R — R according to

TN = f (=AM T =g (Al (1.1)
m _ (1
and introduce the left and right finite differences V7 := £-—7—. Note that for any p € H 2(R),
Ve —¢||  sam 1.2
o=, S A" el (1.2)

2 Model and main results

Our goal is to derive a second-order approximation for the sequence of limit order book models introduced
in [HK17] in a single-scaling regime where the inverse trading frequency, the tick size, and the average
size of a limit order placement /cancellation are all scaled by the same scaling parameter A, We prove
that the second-order approximation can be described by a stochastic evolution equation with linear drift
and time-dependent diffusion operator and calibrate a simplified version of our model to market data.

2.1 The microstructure model

Following [HK17] and [HK18], we assume that the dynamics of the buy side of the limit order book in
the n-th model is described by a cadlag, R x L?(R)-valued stochastic process

g — ( 5<n>(t))
4

0<t<T



supported on a filtered probability space (Q(”),]-'(”),IE‘(") = (}"z(") 11 € N) ,IP’(”)). The R-valued com-
ponent of the process corresponds to the best bid price dynamics, while the L?(R)-valued component

corresponds to the dynamics of the relative buy side volume density function which indicates the liquidity
available at different price levels, relative to the best bid price.

At the initial time ¢t = 0 the state of the limit order book is deterministic and denoted by
5§V = (BS" uf”) € R x I2(R).

The state of the book changes, due to incoming market and limit orders and cancellations. In the n-th
model there are T, = LT/ A(”)J such events taking place at times

t = kAW k=1,....T,,

where té") = 0. The state of the book after k events is denoted by S’,(cn) = (Blin),u,in)) ; the piecewise
constant, continuous-time interpolation is given by

SM(t) = (B<">(t),u<">(t)) = (B,g"%u;")) for te [t,ﬁ"%tﬁfl)m[o,ﬂ.

Orders can be submitted at the relative price levels x§-n) := jA™ for j € Z. The L?(R)-valued volume

density function u,(cn) is a caglad step function on the price grid {xin)

available at time té") at the relative price level :c(-"), j € —Ny, that is, at the price level j ticks below

J
the best bid is given by

, JE Z}. The standing volume

2

/Nj) u,(fn) (z)dz = AWy ™ (m§")> . (2.1)
j—1

Remark 2.1. We emphasize that the volume density functions are defined on the whole real line to model
the arrival of spread placements; see Figure The restriction of the function u(™ (t,-) to the interval
(—00, 0] corresponds to the actual buy side of the order book at time ¢; the restriction to the positive half
line corresponds to the shadow book, which specifies volumes placed into the spread should such events
occur next; we refer to [HP17, [HK17] and references therein for further details on the working of the
shadow book.
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Figure 1: Standing liquidity (green) and shadow book (grey) for the buy side.

At each time tgl), one of the three following events occurs, changing the buy side of the limit order book:

(A) placement of a sell limit order of the size ugi)l (A(”)) into the spread one tick above the best bid
price. In this case the best bid price increases by one tick, and the relative volume density function
shifts one tick to the left.



(B) arrival of a market buy order of size ugi)l (0), which removes the entire volume at the top of the

book. In this case the best bid price decreases by one tick and the relative volume density function
shifts one tick to the right.

(C) placement/cancellation of a buy limit order of size A(")w,(cn) at the relative price level n,(cn) (cancel-

lation corresponds to w,(cn) < 0).

Following [HP17, [HK18| we call an order an active order if it changes the price (events (A) and (B)) and
a passive order if it does not (event (C)).

The assumption that incoming market orders match precisely against the liquidity at the top of the
book has also been made in [BHQ17, [HK18, [HK19b, [HK17, [HX19, [KM23|; it is made primarily for
mathematical convenience. There is some empirical evidence, though, that this assumption is not too
restrictive. In an empirical study the authors of [Far404] found that in their data sample around 85%
of the sell market orders that lead to price changes match exactly the size of the volume standing at the
best bid price.

The randomness in the n-th model is coming from a field of random variables

(7 4) 100« (5 525 0

(n)

The random variable ¢§€n) corresponds to the type of the event taking place at time ¢, ’. The random

variable n,(cn) determines the relative price level of the placement/cancellation of the limit order of size
A(”)w,(cn) in case d)fcn) = C. It is more convenient to work with a real-valued random variable 7T](€n) such
that n,i") = Az(™ ’771"(?)/ A:c(”)—‘, so that the discrete dynamics can be equivalently described in terms
of

(¢,§">, . w,(j))k _ E{ABO)xRxR

)

For I € {A, B,C} we introduce the shorthand notation IL,(:)’I =17 ((bén)). The volume density incre-

ments can thus be described in terms of the placement operator

(n)
n), n),C W
Jli) () ]1() “k

A Lo (Tr(“)

In terms of the translation operators defined in (|1.1)) the discrete dynamics can thus be summarized by
the following stochastic difference equations:

B = B, + A0 (1P _1(4)

(2:2)
ul™ = o 4 (T@ _ I) ( (n) ) 1A (Ti") 71) ( (n) ) 1B 4 A 7)€

In what follows, we allow the order flow dynamics to depend on a volume indicator of the form
Yk(") = <h, ugcn)> :

where h € H*(R) is supported on R_. For example, the volume indicator can extract the volume standing
at the top of the book. In this way one can account for the empirically well-documented fact that volumes
at the top of the book (and volume imbalances in a two-sided model) are important determinants of
price movements.

2.2 Assumptions and first-order approximation

Our key assumption is that the main model parameters — the tick size, the time between order arrivals,
and the average limit order size — scale by the same parameter A(™). In particular, we do not require a
vanishing proportion of active orders in the scaling limit as in [HP17, [HK17, [HK18].
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Remark 2.2. The assumption of a vanishing proportion of active orders is difficult to justify empirically
as shown by Figure[2] This figure displays the intraday evolution of the proportion of spread placements
among all orders for all NASDAQ traded stocks for the month of March 2016. We see that the proportion
of spread placements is quite high when markets open and then varies around 5% for the rest of the day.
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Figure 2: Average percentage of spread placement per second (source: [BHQ17]).

We also require a series of (mild) assumptions on the conditional order arrival dynamics. To state our
standing assumptions we define, for every n € N and k =0,1,...,T, the o-fields ]-',gn) = O'(S(n) 1 <k)

J
and denote the corresponding filtration F(™) := (f,gn))keN Moreover, for a given function h € L?(R)
we set

Y; = <h(')7u(t7 )>

We fix a number M > 0 large enough so that the assumptions below are consistent with the properties

of the LOB we are modelling. We start with the following standard assumption on the initial states of
the book.

Assumption H1. For alln € N the initial volume density functions uén) are non-negative step functions
with step size A™) | which satisfy the following conditions:
(H1.1) u(()") are supported on [—M, M] for all n € N;

(H1.2) ué") are uniformly bounded in the uniform norm:

< M;

sup Huén)
(o)

neN

(H1.3) There exist By € R and a function ug € L?(R) N CY(R) such that

o =l . =0 (&)

[B" = Bol = oA

We assume that placements and cancellations take place at a finite distance from the best bid price and
that placed volumes are almost surely bounded.

1We note that F(™) is not the market filtration as it also contains information about the shadow book and thus about

future spread placements. However, Assumptions m @ m and @ below guarantee that this extra information does
not enter the LOB dynamics.
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Assumption H2. For alln € N and k < T, it holds that:

H2.1) The order placement price is bounded a.s.: P M s ) = 0;
( k

(H2.2) The order volume is bounded a.s.: P (’w,in) > M) =0.

The next assumption states that conditional distributions of the random variables which determine the
price level of a limit order placement/cancellation depend on the history of the LOB only through the
current best bid price and volume indicator.

Assumption H3. There exist functions ¢ : R x R — L®(R) such that

(H3.1) E [11” (w) @) ]-‘li’i)1:| — Amgn) ( BM v x)

The next assumption states that conditional distributions of the next event depend on the history of the
LOB only through the current best bid price and volume indicator and that there exists a function with
bounded derivatives corresponding to the mean price imbalance of the limiting system.

Assumption H4. For I € {A, B} there exist functions p™! p! : R x R — [0, 1] such that

(Hj.1) P( ) — I‘f,i’i)l) = pmI (B;i@l’Ysz)l);

(H4.2) For any n € N it holds that

P (b.y) — 9 (b)| = 0 (20",

sup
(b,y)€R?

(H4.8) The function p’ is twice continuously differentiable in both arguments, and

2 {|p" (o, )| + |pi (b, )| + |ph (b 9)| + [phs (b, 1) | + |phy (0, 9)| + |phy, (b, 1) |} < 0.
,y)ER?

We introduce the notation

pB:I:A = pB j:pA and p(n),B:i:A — p(n),B ip(n),A-

If there is no confusion, we drop the superscript B — A denote the (conditional) mean price imbalances
by

pi=p° and p™ = p(W)B-A4,

We specify an analogous assumption for the first conditional moment of the order flow.

Assumption H5. There exist functions f, f : R x R — L*(R) such that

(H5.1) E []10 ( Egn)) “‘)l(f”)]lﬂn) (ﬂ]g)) (z) ‘7'—18—01] = Al fi (Bi(i)pyk(f)l;x) ;

(H5.2) The functions f™ are uniformly bounded in the uniform norm

sup sup || f™ (b, y)HOo < o0

neN (b,y)ER?
(H5.8) The function f is twice continuously differentiable and

sup {1 @ )llzz + 1fs )l 2 + 1y @)l 2 + 1o (0.9l 22 + [Lfoy (09l 2 + 1 Fyy (b, )l 2} < 003
Y
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(H5.4) For any n € N it holds that

sup
(b,y)ER2

OB OM]

L2 0 (A(n)) '

Finally, we specify an analogous assumption for the second conditional moment of the order flow.

Assumption H6. There exist functions g™, g: R x R — L'(R) such that

(16.8) & [ 16 (o) (4£7)" 1,1 (o) )] £ = 800 (B2, ¥0);

(H6.2) The functions g™ and g are uniformly bounded in the uniform norm

sup  sup g(”)(b,y)Hm<OO;

neN (b,y)ER?

(H6.3) It holds that

sup / ‘9(”)(6, yix) — g(b,y; 9:)‘ dz — 0;
(b,y)ERZ2 JR

(H6.4) The function g belongs to H*(R) for some s > .

Remark 2.3. We emphasize that the speed of propagation of our system is bounded by 1 since |p| < 1.
Since the initial volume density function ug is supported on [—M, M|, due to Assumptions and
the first-order approximation u(t, «) introduced in Section is supported on the trapezoid

T={(t,r) eR*:t € [0,T],x € [-M —t, M +t]}.

Moreover, the discrete volume functions u(™ defined in is also supported on 7T, since again the
initial volume density functions ué") are supported on [—M, M| for all n € N, due to Assumption
the order placement price wli") is also supported on [—M, M] due to Assumption and the volume
density function (™ shifts at most by one tick A(™ over the time increment A, The same applies also
to the volume fluctuations Z (”)7"(t, x) defined in Section below. Therefore, by taking L > M +T > 0,

in the following we reduce the problem to the compact set
U:=[-L, 1],

consider test functions supported on U, and assume that functions in H*(U) for s € N satisfy zero
boundary conditions. Moreover, by Assumption the functions f(b,y) and g(b,y) are supported on
U for all (b,y) € R?.

The above assumptions readily allow us to establish the following first-order approximation of our LOB
model.

Proposition 2.4. For any € > 0 and any test function ( € R x HY(U), it holds that

lim P sup <S(") (t) — S(t),<> > e) =0, (2.3)

n—o0 <0St§T
where the deterministic process S : [0,T] — R x L?(U) satisfying

sup [[S(8)[|Rxp2 < 00 (2.4)
t€[0,T]

is the unique classical solution to the coupled Integro-ODE-PDE system

{ B(t) = p(B(t),Y (1)) (2.5)
ut(t, x) = p(B(t)7 Y(t))uI(t7 :L‘) + f(B(t)’ Y(t))(l‘) .

with initial condition S(0) = sg, where Yy = (u(t,-), h) is the volume indicator function.
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Proof. Our choice of scaling corresponds to the case « = 1 in [HK17]. The proof is identical to the proof
therein, except for the calculation at the bottom of p. 14, which needs to be adapted: for any function
¢ € HY(U) by Kondrachov’s embedding theorem it holds that

lellzs S llepllar- (2.6)

Thus, using Jensen and Hélder inequalities, Assumption and (2.6)) we observe that

/E [ﬂf(m(mgm)(ﬂ?)] p(z)*da .
S

'

1

2
E W /[(n)<ﬂ—§cn)) @(x)d;v

< 1
- A)
G

A
[a (5202) e()de < o] Il S el

Using that ’w,i”)

< M and (2.7)

k—1 ]IETL),B—A

o (o ()™ (g - ) ().

<030’ 0 () (Gl ) [ 2100 o
Tk

Hence, the volume fluctuations vanish as A(™ — 0 and so one can proceed further as in [HK17] by
applying a weak law of large numbers for triangular martingale difference arrays. O

2.3 Second-order approximation

In this section, we describe the second-order approximation for our LOB model. To this end, we introduce
the rescaled discrete fluctuation processes

B™ B (t,ﬁ")) u{™ () —u (t;”), )
gmB . _ P T\ ) Z(”)’“(~) — k=0.1 T (2.8)
k ' 1/2 k . 1/2 ) sy ey dng
(AM) (A)
along with the fluctuations of the volume indicator
Yk(") -Y t,in) h, u,in) —u t,(cn)
Z](gn)d/ = ( ) = < ( >>; ]f:O,l,...,Tn~ (29)

(A(”))1/2 (A(”))1/2

The corresponding continuous time interpolations on [0, T] are denoted by

u(n) (t7 ) — U(t, )
(A) 1/2

_ B™(t) — B(t)

7B (3 .
0= =T

ZMu(t ) = 200 (1) = (b, 200 (1))

and the initial value is denoted by

Lo _ (B = BO) w” —u(0))
0 (A2 (A2

2.3.1 Limiting dynamics

In what follows we set H := R x L?(U). Our goal is to establish the weak convergence of sequence

(2" :neN}, where ZM = (Z(”)’B7Z(")>“>
10



in the Skorokhod space D([0,T],R x H~*(U)) to the unique weak solution of the infinite-dimensional

linear stochastic differential equation of the form
Zo =20 .

where zp = 0 and {W; : t € [0,T]} is an H-valued cylindrical Brownian motion.

Since there are no canonical candidates for the drift and volatility operators, identifying the respective
operators is challenging and will be achieved by an approximation argument in later sections. To specify
the operators we use the following shorthand notation: given the first-order approximation (B,Y") of the
price and volume indicator process process, we put

0 7

p=pl0) = p(BOLYO). 1= mlt) == p(BOYO). 5, =p,(0)i= 5p(BO.YD)
f=10= F(BO.YO). =50 = GIBOYO), f= 0= 5 f(BO.Y0).

It turns out that the drift operators in (2.10]) are defined as follows: for all ¢ € [0, T7,

A(t): D(A) = H,  Zws A(t)Z == (paozu)

is an unbounded operator with time-invariant domain D(A) := R x H*(U) C H, and
U(t,Z)
F(t) - Z—F(t,7Z):=
W:non 2oz = ()07
is a linear operator given by
(U(t, Z)) _ ( P ZB + py(Z*, h) )
V(t7Z) ' prBazu+py<Zuah>azu+Zbe+<Zu7h>fy ’

Remark 2.5. Notably, the operators A(t) and F'(t) are the same as in [HK18, Theorem 6.9], i.e. when
rescaling the model on the slow time scale. Contrary to that result, though, our approximation preserves
volume fluctuations in the limit.

We prove in Proposition that the volatility operator o belongs to L?([0,T], L2(H)). To explicitly
define the operator we introduce the volatility function

00 := oo(t) == pPHH(B(1), Y (1)) — p(B(2), Y (1))*.

It turns out that the diffusion operator is the square-root of the trace-class operator

D) H - H; (Z) = (gg gg) <Z> ’

whose components are defined in terms of the functions
P:[0,T] = R; t s og(t)
Q:[0,T) = L*(U);  tr ag(t)dsult;-) — p(t)f(t)

and the family of linear operators (¢ € [0,T])

R(t): L*(U) = L*(U); ¢+ 03 (Ouu, ©) 0ot — p{f, 0)Optt — pf (Dpui, 0) + g — (f, o) -

The key operator in our model is @, which captures the correlations between the noise processes that
drive price and volume fluctuations, respectively. We see that the correlations are mainly driven by
differences in standing volumes, relative to the best bid price. Standing volumes relative to the best bid
price change, due to price movements and placements/cancellations. The first effect is captured by the
derivative 9, u(t,-), the second by the placement function f.
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2.3.2 Well-posedness of the stochastic evoluation equation and main result

In what follows, we show that the limiting equation (2.10)) is well-posed and has a unique weak solution.
To this end, we first formalize the notion of a solution to equation (2.10).

Definition 2.6. An H-valued continuous predictable process Z supported on the filtered probability
space (C([0,T],H),F,F,Q) is called a weak solution to (2.10) if its trajectories are Q-a.s. Bochner
integrable and for all £ € D(A*) and ¢t € [0, T] we have Q-a.s. that

(0, 2,) = <e,zo>+/0 (A(s)*é,Zs)ds+/O (E,F(s)Zs>ds+/0 (€, o(s)dW,). (2.11)

Note that if we had p = const, the operator pd, would generate a Cy-semigroup, which would amount
to a translation at constant speed p. The equation would then be solvable, for example, in the
classical framework of [DZ14, Section 7.1]. However, the differential operator p(t)d, in our equation
varies over time, leading to a non-autonomous stochastic Cauchy problem.

Instead, our operator A(t)Z = (0,p(t)9,Z*)" with the domain D(A) = R x H'(U) generates a unique
strongly continuous evolution family in the sense of [VZ08]. We are hence required to work in the
framework of evolution families instead of semigroups. In the absence of the drift F, the existence,
uniqueness and continuity of the unique mild solution as well as the equivalence between weak and
mild solutions was established in [VZ08| Section 3]. Making use of those results, we can effortlessly
accommodate the drift F' by a fixed-point argument.

We introduce the translation evolution family on H given by (for (a, ) € H):

S(t, 5)(a, ) = ( . ( v tp<u>du)) .

This is a strongly continuous evolution family generated by A(t) in the sense of [VZ08, Section 2.1].
Moreover, it holds ||S(t, s)|| = 1. In the following proof we make use of Proposition below, which
establishes properties of the volatility operator, resulting from the martingale relations proved later.

Proposition 2.7. There exists a unique weak solution to equation ([2.11]).

Proof. 1t is well known that the bounded operator from H into a Hilbert space F is y-Radonifying if and
only if it is Hilbert—Schmidt. Since the covariance operator o is Hilbert—Schmidt by virtue of Proposition
it satisfies the hypothesis of [VZ08, Theorem 3.3]. Therefore, it follows that the stochastic integral

S(t,0)20 + /0 () (s)dW,

is integrable and has a modification with continuous paths in #. We now fix g € C([0, 7], H) and define
amap K, 7 :C([0,T],H) = C([0,T],H) by

K,rZ(t) := /Ot S(t,s)F(s, Zs)ds + g(t), te€[0,T).

Note that since ||S(t,s)|| = 1 and F is uniformly Lipschitz in ¢ € [0, T] with some constant L, we have

sup |[|Kgru(t) — Kgrv(t)| < LT sup lu(t) —v(t)],
te[0,T] t€[0,T]

so for T small enough the map K, r is a contraction on the space C([0,T], H). In this case, taking

g(t) := S(t,0)z0 +/0 S(t,s)o(s)dWs € C([0,T], H),

12



the unique fixed point yields the global mild solution with continuous paths:
t t
Zy = S(t,0)z0 + / S(t, 5)F(s, Z,)ds + / S(t, 5)o (s)dW,.
0 0

Since the Lipschitz constant does not depend on the initial condition, we can iterate to obtain a mild
solution on [0, T for arbitrary 7.

Hence, it suffices to prove that every weak solution is a mild solution. We proceed along the lines of

[DZ14, Theorem 5.4]. Note that we have A*(¢)Z = (0,—p(t)0,Z")’, i.e. for all ¢ € [0,T] the domain

of the adjoint is given by D(A4*) = R x H'(U), and the adjoint semigroup is given by S*(t, s)(a, ) =
/

(a,<p (Jc - f;p(u)du)) . Consider first ¥(s) = ¢(s)ly for some ¢ € C1([0,T],R) and £y € D(A*). We

get by It6’s formula

t

((2), Ze) = (€0, S(t,0)z0) + / (W (5), Zo)ds + / (A™(s)0(s), Zo)ds + /

0 0 0 0

= (b, S(t,0)20) + /0 (S*(t, 5)bo, F(s, Zy))ds + /0 (S*(t, 5)lo, o(s)dW).

Since the functions ¥(s) = ¢(s)fy are dense in C! ([0,7], D (A*)), the equality above holds for any
v € CH([0,T],D (A*)). We fix £ € D(A*) = HY(U) and consider v (s) = S*(t,s)¢, so that 9'(s) +
A*(s)y(s) = 0. We get by stochastic Fubini theorem

<€7 Zt> = <'(/}(t)a Zt> = <€’ S(tvo)ZO> +/0 <S*(t73)E>F(S7 ZS>>dS +/0 <S*(t,S)Z,U(S)dWS>

= <£, S(t,0)z0 + /Ut S(t,s)F (s, Zs)ds + /Ot S(t, S)U(S)dWs> .

Since H*(U) is dense in L?(U), it follows that Z is also mild solution; hence each weak solution Z is
unique. O

Armed with the preceding existence and uniqueness of solutions result, we are now ready to state the
following second-order approximation that is the main result of this paper. It states that the fluctuations
of the price-volume process converge in law to the weak solution of the said stochastic evolution equation.
Note that convergence takes place in a negative Sobolev norm due to our tightness estimates.

Theorem 2.8. The sequence {Z™) : n € N} converges weakly in D([0,T],R x H=4(U)) to the unique
solution of equation (2.10)) in the sense of Definition[2.6

The proof of the above theorem is split into several steps and is carried out in Sections 3-5. Before
turning to the proof, we will briefly discuss the empirical implementation of our LOB model in the next
subsection.

2.4 A simplified model with martingale price dynamics

To gain further insights into the dynamics of the price-volume fluctuations, we now analyze a simplified
model where the infinite dimensional evolution equation (2.10) reduces to a two dimensional SDE. We
explicitly compute the correlation structure and calibrate the model to market data.

2.4.1 Model

In what follows we consider a benchmark model, where the-first-order price approximation is constant
and hence the second-order approximation is a martingale, that is, we suppose that

p=p"—p*=0.
13
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We consider the total standing volume as our volume indicator, i.e. we set h = 1(_ . In order to
reduce the infinite dimensional dynamics to a finite dimensional system, we take

p=h= ]1(700,0]-

Moreover, we assume that the aggregated volume placement and cancellation function is independent of
the price. Considering the total volume throughout the whole book, this assumption does not seem to
be too restrictive.

Dropping the dependence of the volume dynamics on the constant first-order price approximation in
what follows, the dynamics of the aggregate volume is given by

Y(t) = F(Y (1), (2.12)

=/ Ooof@,x)dx

denotes the aggregated conditional first moment of order placements. Similarly, we denote the aggregated

where

conditional second moment of order placements by

To determine the covariance operator, we also need the dynamics of the top-of-the-book volume, which
is given by

w(t,0) = F(Y(8),0) = fo(Y (1))

If the first-order price approximation is constant, the covariance operator of the second-order approxi-
mation of (B(™,Y (™) conveniently reduces to a 2 x 2 matrix

(1) = 5(1)5(t) = (1? ®) QE?) , _ (VPO - @ /A \/\ﬁﬁ

Q) R(t
where ~
P(t) = p" (Y (1))
Q(t) = p"FAY (%)) - u(t, 0),
R(t) := pPHA(Y (1) - u?(t,0) + G(Y (1) — F2(Y (1))

The second-order approximation reduces to a two-dimensional Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process
dZ, = D(Y (t)) Zdt 4 &(t)dW;, (2.13)

0 0
0 F'(y)
covariance structure is explicitly given by

where b(y) = < ) and W is a two-dimensional standard Brownian motion. In particular, the

Var (ZF) = /t P(s)ds,
0
Var (2)) = /O t exp (215’(Y(t - s))) R(s)ds, (2.14)

Cov (ZP,2)) = /Ot exp (F’(Y(t - s))) Q(s)ds

Some observations about the simplified model dynamics are in order: first, in out current setting price

and volume fluctuations are correlated because the driving Brownian motions are. If the driving noises

were independent as in [BHQ17, HK18| HK19b|, the fluctuations were independent as well. Second,
14



while we considered a one-sided book for simplicity, our analysis easily extends to two-sided books. In a
two-sided book the variance of the price process would depend on the standing volumes on both sides, for
instance on their difference. Third, price and volume fluctuations are correlated through the proportion
of market orders and spread placements among all orders as well as through the volume at the top of the
book. Since pP*4 is bounded by one, the top of the book volume turns out to be the key determinant
of price-volume correlations. The last two observations confirm many empirical findings showing that
volume imbalances, especially imbalances at the top of the book are an important determinant of price

movements.

2.4.2 Empirical implementation and correlation

Our simplified model easily lends itself to empirical calibrations. Our data set comprises time-stamped
snapshots of the limit order book of Deutsche Telekom AG stock from Oct 18, 2022 from 11:30 to
17:00, traded at the Frankfurt stock exchange (FRA:DTE), resampled to the frequency of 1 second, thus
amounting to I := 19800 samples. We collect limit order book data for 10 levels closest to the best
bid/ask price, respectively. We consider the model dynamics over 3 minute intervals, which amounts to
T,, = 180 observations. Since the stock is traded with a tick size of 0.002€, we choose A(™ = 0.002 and
hence T = 0.36 in what follows. Moreover, we estimate the functions pB+4, fo, F,and G, using a simple

linear model, i.e.

(2.15)

Estimated coeflicients for each side of the book reported in Tables [1| and [2] respectively.

pA+B fO F G
é. | 1.1670- 101 7.1715 - 10° 2.7365 - 106 1.7328 - 1014
(14.68) (18.19) (29.88) (24.19)
¢y | 8.5861 - 1077 | —1.1477-10' | —4.3782-10" | —5.8688 - 10°
(—9.82) (—18.32) (—30.09) (—26.64)
Eyy - - - 5.0276 - 10*
(29.89)

Table 1: Estimated regression parameters for the bid side model coefficients.

pAtE fo F G
é. | 1.0601-101 5.5391 - 10° 1.9873 - 10° 2.3727 - 1013
(14.68) (16.15) (24.60) (6.11)
&, | 9.7063-10"7 | —8.4154-10° | —3.0186- 10" | —8.4335 - 10°
(~9.82) (~16.30) (—24.82) (—7.43)
Eyy - - - 8.2821 - 107
(10.08)

Table 2: Estimated regression parameters for the ask side model coefficients.

Slicing the time series into 3-minute windows, we calculate the sample correlation for each timestep of the

window and contrast it to the mean (over all windows) of the correlation function p(ZZ2, ZY), resulting

from the covariance structure with F’ = Fu The theoretically predicted correlations will clearly

deviate from the sample correlations on short time intervals, due to the dependence on the initial data.

As the model evolves the first- and second-order approximations approach equilibrium and it makes

sense to compare predicted and the sample correlations away from the initial time. Figure [3| displays
15



the predicted and the sample correlations on the time interval [0.15,0.36]. Our (superficial) empirical
analysis suggests that the sample correlations estimated from the data do indeed fluctuate around the
mean correlation predicted by the model. Note, however, that the sample correlation is still quite noisy
due to the small number of samples.

Correlation (bid) Correlation (ask)

0.4 4 0.4 4

0.2 0.2

AM ~ ™M
0.0 MW V\N/V\/\’\/ \/\\M 0.0
N A M -
—0.2 —0.2 W W%

—0.4 1 0.4

0.150 0.175 0.200 0.225 0.250 0.275 0.300 0.325 0.350 0.150 0.175 0.200 0.225 0.250 0.275 0.300 0.325 0.350

Figure 3: Temporal evolution of the sample correlation (blue) and model correlation (yellow) for the
bid (left) and ask (right) side of the book, calculated from non-overlapping 3-minute windows. The
time frame on the z-axis corresponds to 180 time steps with A = 0.002, resulting in a time horizon of
T = 0.36. We depict plots starting from 7" = 0.15, when the dynamics is close to equilibrium.

3 Properties of the discrete dynamics

In this section we establish a series of auxiliary results on the discrete models that will be used repeatedly
in our subsequent analysis. We write C™ and K for any generic random variable such that in
probability C™ — 0 and K™ — K for some 0 < K < oo, respectively, and C for any generic constant
which may vary from line to line.

For notational convenience, we introduce for any function f : {k‘A(”)}keN — R, the short hands
Be=f(17)0 afe= g (1) = 7 (8) -
Since
VAW vz = v - v (1)), (3.1)
the dynamics of the volume fluctuations can be rewritten as
oz = {1 P (T = 1) + 1 (10 = 1)} 200+ Var {1 Pe ) - 1A b (1))
—12 —1/2 £(m
- (at) /( S usrydr+ (AM) (A - /( TSt dr
e t

(3.2)
The next proposition uses the above representation to rewrite the dynamics of the volume fluctuations
along the stochastic characteristic given by the best bid price process.

Proposition 3.1. For any k,¢ € N with k < ¢, the discrete scheme for the volume fluctuations can be

rewritten as
<Z£n)7u_Zl(€n)7u7<p> :Agn),k:,f+Aén),k7Z+A§n),k,€, (33)
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where

P o= (o0 = ()
AP =SS VAW ({1 Ay (4

i=k+1
1 ()

1 i
An) £

A Z JAm < o _ o F(S(r))dr, (:c - (B§"> _ B§n>))> .

A(") ()
i=k+1 i—1

p(S(r)) Opu(rq)dr, ¢ (m — (Blgn) _ Bl(n)))> ’ (3.4)

The term Agn)’k’z in the above decomposition corresponds to the initial value of the volume fluctuation
profile Z,gn)’u shifted along the stochastic characteristic Bén) — B,(cn). The term Aén)’k’z corresponds to

the difference between the transport term of the microscopic dynamics and the one of the deterministic

n),k,¢

first-order approximation. The term A corresponds to the difference in the source contributions of

the microscopic dynamics and the determlmstic first-order approximation. To apply standard tightness
criteria, we will have to derive moment estimates for all three terms. While this unproblematic for
A(Qn)’k’e and Agn)’k’e, the challenge is to control the term Agn)’k’z as it apparently requires a priori bounds
on Z,gn)’" itself. We will deal with this issue in Section

Proof of Proposition[3.1 We proceed by induction. For ¢ =k + 1 it follows from (3.2)) that
(242 - 2 - <Z£n>,u7 (o~ (612 - 57))) - (2% 0)
(g L W
ATt — Ry /t<"> f(S(r))ds, ¢
k
(n)
n),B n n n n n 1 tk+1
+VA < k+)1 V( ( )> ]l,(H_1 v ( ,g )> — m/t(n) p(S(r))@xu(s)ds,g0>.
k

Using the induction hypothesis, the desired result can be obtained as follows:

(7 = 2%, ) = (325 (2% - 20 )

_ <]l§i)1,3 (TJ(:L) _ 1) Z(n) uy ILxr)l,A (Tin) _ 1) Zén),u + Zén),u B Zl(gn)’ua@>

L[
A0 (- 50 /tw F(S(r)ds, ¢
4

(n)
" 1 2%}
A <1§1§Bv§?>u (t§">) — 1AV ™y (t;’”) - p(S(r))0pu(s)ds, ¢>

An) (n)

(2= 2% (o (B~ BE))) (2% (o= (B~ B))) — ()
(n)
AW <Jé.’il x| ;‘f 1 f<5<r>>ds,so>
e

n n n n),A n n 1 £+1
A<n><lg+>1 vy (tg >> 1AV (tg >) - < /( p(S(r))azu(s)d8,<p>
t

n)
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- (s = (s ) (27

+ éi \/W<JZ_<”>_ e f(S(r))ds’go(x— (Bﬁ{ Bf")))>

i=k+1 Alm ¢
£+1

n Z o) <1§n),3vf)u (tgﬁ)l) _ 1Ay, (tﬁf)l)
i=k+1

(™)

,ﬁ /A; p(S(1))0u(s)ds, ¢ (x B (Béz)l Bl(n))>> .
O

The following lemma will be used repeatedly throughout the paper. It allows to pass from discrete
coeflicient functions to their continuous counterparts.

Lemma 3.2. There exist real-valued random variables C’Z-(n)’1 and C’Z-(n)’2 (i € N), which converge to zero
in probability uniformly in i € N, such that for I € {A, B} it holds that

(n)

L (m o (s) - [ st dr)
A (A(")Pi( (1 ")))F Z ")BM("’P (s(17)) vamz)

An)

Likewise, there exist L*(R)-valued random variables 6‘1-(")’1 and 61-(")’2 (1 € N), which converge to zero in

probability uniformly in i € N, such that for (h7 h(”)) € {(f, f(”)) , (g,g(”))} it holds that

(n)

1 t71+1
() () (MY _
— (A h (Sz ) /tm h(S(r))dr)

- () VAT () )

= AWM ZE L A2 Z MY ot

Proof. We show the proof for the price drift p only, the volume drift f is handled analogously. Let
F(s) i=p (B(t) + s(B{" = B(t:), Y (t:) + s(" = Y (1))

Applying a Taylor expansion yields that
(n)

1 tiih
Al ) (g _ / _ pmd | p)2, p)3 |, pn)a
A(ﬂ)( p (™) [ SO | = R B2 R R

Rg”)’l NING) ( (n) (Sz.(”)) —p (Sz(n))) ’

o)

where

R(™):2 1 e 2p (S(r))drds
NN imJym Or ’
RM3 = /A F(

RM* = \/Am) / s)F"(s)ds.

It follows from Assumption that Rz(»”)’1 = o(1). Moreover, due to Assumption and the
regularity of B and Y, it follows that

R™? =0 (A(”))3/2 . (3.5)
18



Using the definition of F' we get that
R = Ap, (5 (6M)) 200 4 A, (s (47)) 20 (3.6)

Lastly, similarly to the proof of [HK18, Lemma 5.9], there exist random variables Ci(")’l and C’i(")72
converging to zero in probability uniformly in ¢ € N such that

R(_n),4 _ A(n) (C-(n)712(n)’B + C(n),ZZ_(n),Y) -

4 Growth estimates

In this section we derive moment estimates for the fluctuation processes. More precisely, our goal is to
show that for any 0 < k < ¢ < T,

E[|27 - 20081+ [(20 - 200 0) "] St Sl + e (4.1)

This estimate for arbitrary k < £ will be used in the tightness proof in Section Moreover, for k = 0,
the estimate yields a growth estimate for the moments of the fluctuations, which will be used to establish
martingale relations in Section [5.2

To derive the estimate for any 0 < k < £ < T, one would like to derive estimates on the increments
of Z(") | which allow for an application of Grénwall inequality. However, the presence of the initial value
"R the decomposition of the volume dynamics (cf. Proposition , which arises
from the transport dynamics of the system, precludes us from directly applying Grénwall inequalit(y )to
n),u

derive the above moment estimate for k£ > 0, since the growth of the volume fluctuation profile Z,
for k > 0 cannot be controlled a priori.

contribution Ag

To address this problem, we first provide pathwise estimates of A(Qn)’k’z and Aén)’k’e (cf. Lemmas and
4.3). Subsequently we derive a pathwise growth estimate for ¥ = 0 in Proposition relying on the
assumption that the initial volume fluctuation profile Zén)’u is vanishing. This will allow us to control
the initial value contribution Agn)’k’e and, ultimately, to obtain the moment estimate in Proposition
7%

We first introduce shorthand notations for some martingales that will arise later in the decomposition
of the fluctuation dynamics. For a fixed function p € L?(U) and k € N we define the processes

NEL S NR2 Gy NRR Gy with 0<k<e<T,
by
ON" = 62" P —E [52(77],

14
A§nﬁh1::: j{: 5Aé"%1’
i=k+1

BNLR3(g) 1o VBT (K5 i (509)) (90 (423) o (o (557~ B2)),

Y4
n),k, s
NI (o) = 3T N2 (),
1=k+1

SN () = VAW (5 — f0 (s o (2 + (B = BI))).

4
N ) = 3 AN ().
i=k+1
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Each of the processes above is a martingale starting at zero. For the sum of the m-th powers of the said
martingales we write

7

R () o= NPT 4 N2 )| 4 [ N3 )

‘m
This process is a submartingale starting at zero.

4.1 Pathwise estimates

We first establish a pathwise estimate of the price fluctuations in terms of a discrete integral, a sub-
martingale, and a residual term with the desired scaling.

Lemma 4.1. Let m € 2NU {1} and 0 < k < ¢ <T,. Then

£—1
|20 = 2P| S KO S Al (20087 [ 20077 4 [t p T et
i=k

Proof. Using the definition of Z(™-F Lemma and Holder inequality, we obtain

( z/: E [525")’B]> _ (2@ {Am)p(n) (sgm) - /tflp(s(r))dr})

i=k-+1 1

(£ a0 5 #2730 o 5 1) <o) 2 i)

1=k
-1 m
<< sup |po(b, )™ + sup [p, (b.y)|™ +C“’><Z( Az +A<”’Z£”)’Y+C§")))
(b,y)ER? (b,y)ER? —r

-1
< KOs, S A (|70 4 700" 4 gy,
1=k

Therefore, we obtain

z"P - 7P| < ( ze: (62" —E {52}")73})>m + ( i: E [521.(”)’3})7“

i=k+1 i=k+1

-1
m m m
< ’Né”)”“’l - N,g"W\ + KM N AM (’Z}")’B’ + ‘Z}")’Y‘ ) +Cmam,
i=k

O

Next, we establish a pathwise estimate for the transport contribution Aé")’k’z in the decomposition of the
volume fluctuations, cf. Proposition in terms of a discrete integral, a submartingale, and a residual
term with the desired scaling.

Lemma 4.2. Let m € 2NU {1} and 0 < k < { <T,. Then

4
n),k,l m n), m n), m n),k, n),k, m
A" S el D0 A (|28 42 4 [N ) - NP R )
i=k+1

+ 67 (ol +C™).
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Proof. We consider the decomposition

Aé”)”“’z = .é <\/m (11('”)7137/1 - P<") (Sff)l)) V(f)u (tﬁ’j}) , (m — (BI(C") — Bff)1>>>

T
.

+ i_%l (VA® (1054 o) (50)) 9 (1)) o (o - (B~ BO)) = p (o - (B - B)))

+~;ﬂ< AT (98 = 9 (1) o (o - (27 - 87))

» (VA (5 (5) = (5 (1)) 70 (122) o (- (B - B)))

+iél <\/W (P (S (ti’_”l)) v (t&_”l) - A}n) [ ;é:) p(S(r))azu(r)dr> " (;C _ ( B — B£n>))>

=K+ Ko+ K3+ K4+ Ks.

By definition of N():%:2(), we have that

m

™ = NP2 () = N )| (4.3)

Using Holder inequality and , we can write
e P M L C R R

i=k+1

£
< =R (A5 il (A0) ™ < K, el

i=k+1

leligs (B8 - B

Using Hoélder inequality and ([1.2)), we obtain

|Ka|™ < (¢~ k)™ (A<“>)m/2 i: (1) (utt), (V9 =) o (2 - (B = BI)))

< (=Kt (am)" e o Iz Z (79 =) (o= (B = BN

i=k+1

L2

< (- byt (a)™ annzz(A(")) = 670l

i=k+1

Using Holder inequality, Lemma, and (|1.2]), we have

Kl < (0= Ryt (a00)™ i ((p™ (s™) =p (5(47))) VDu )0 (2 + (B = BI)))

i=k+1

<o sup Ozl el S A ((m (s (£7)) + ™) 202)"

i=k+1
O s (Ol el e ; A ((py (8 (1)) + ) 2007 )"
i=k+1

o n),B|™ 4| gy m+cgn>)

l
Salel (s b+ s lny o)l + 00 ) 3 A0 (
(b,y)eR? (b,y)eR? i=k+1

Z.B™ | Z(n),Y

")+,

+

_K(n)5me kel Z A(n)(
i=k+1
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Using Hoélder inequality, (1.2]), and (3.5]), we obtain

Kol < (0 =yt (a00)™ 3 [ (5 (1)) " (V@u(t) - dautti), o (2 — (B - B )Y+ 0

i=k+1
S 0o (el +C™).

Putting all estimates together yields the statement. O

It remains to establish a pathwise estimate for the quantity Ag (MRL 4 the decomposition of the volume
fluctuations, again in terms of a discrete integral, a submartingale, and a residual term with the desired

scaling. The proof is similar to that of Lemma [£.2] above.

Lemma 4.3. Let m € 2NU {1} and 0 < k < { <T,. Then

A5 < KOs el 3 a® (|22 4 2 [7) | N3 ) = N )
i=k+1
+ K67l s
Proof. We consider the decomposition
AGIRE g:;l (VA (g0 = 5o (s0)) e (a4 (B = B™)))
5 (VA (2 () e (o ) e o o )
5 (VAT (0 () (5(62) o (o (55 - 57)
i=k+1
+ f: <m<f (S(Eﬂ))—ﬁ tti f(S(T))dr),Lp(x+(B,(c")—Bl.(n))>>
i=k+1 i—1

=: L1+ Lo+ L3+ Ly.

By the definition of N():%:3(p), we have

m

m n),k,3 n),k,3
L1l = [N ) = N )|

Using Cauchy—Schwarz and Holder inequalities, the fact that Ji(n) = 0 whenever ]lgn)’BfA # 0, and
Assumption we observe that

< (- (AW)™ S0 a0 = 0 () | et (B - B)™

m
).

i=k+1
— - (A) S 0 ()| e (B - B ™
i=k+1
m/2 ¢ m/2
S =R (AT ST il (AY) T = il
i=k+1
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Using Lemma [3.2] and Holder inequality, we obtain

i 3 80 (85 (1)) 0 oo (007 8)))
e S 80 [ (5 (7)) et o (a0~ 07

i=k+1

). B
1

"
e

(n),B‘m

+

m— q m n,Ym n
SOl s 1AGIE+ s 1,005+ S ac ( o)
(b,y)ER? (by)ER

i=k+1

¢
< K™ O Lol Z Alm (‘Zi(n)’B‘ +‘Zi(n>’y‘ ) +C(n)5msz~
i=k+1

Using Hoélder inequality, due to (3.5)) there exist random variables Dgn) =0 (A("))1/2 such that

— n m/2 : m m m n m
[Ls|™ < (€= k)™t (A) T 3 < sup [ fu(b )7 + sup2||fy<b7y>||p> el (D)

i=k+1 \(b:¥)ER (b,y)ER

= CMon kel

Putting all estimates together yields the statement. O

Combining the three lemmata proven above, we obtain the following pathwise growth estimate for the
fluctuations of both, price and volume.

Proposition 4.4. Let m € 2NU {1} and 0 <k < ¢ <T,. Then

4
n),B n),B|™ n),u n),u n) em n n),B|™ n),Y |
2P — 2P| (2 = 20 o) S KOs el S A (|20 4| 200
i=k+1
r(n),k,m n),k,l n) sm
+ MR ) 4 AT KO8l
(4.4)

Proof. Follows from Proposition [3.1] and Lemmas [£.1] -2} [£:3] O

We emphasize that the estimate in Proposition contains the term |A§")”“’f|m on the RHS, which
depends on the volume fluctuation Z ,in)’“. This precludes us from applying Gronwall inequality directly.
To bypass this problem, we first consider the pathwise estimate for ¢ = h and k = 0. Then, we can
apply the Gronwall inequality, since we know that the initial volume fluctuations Zén)’u

due to Assumption
Proposition 4.5. Let m € 2N and ¢ < T,,. Then,

are vanishing

‘Zé")7B‘ +‘Zé”)7y’ <KM™ 4+ sup /\/’n)om(@), (4.5)
Jjefo,...e}
(27 0)| S KONl + 1+ lelif) sup A5 o) (4.6)
7€10,...

Proof. Due to Assumption |[H1.3|and ’BE") - B(()") < T, it holds that

(n) _ g(n)
/OBZ h <Z(§n)’u,tp’(- +r)>d7“
< (A(m)mﬂ ol (Bé”) N B(()m)m (4.7)

m/2
S (A™) ™ lellg.
23
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n,O,Zm
AP =




Therefore, using Proposition (4.7), and the fact that 0, ¢ = (A < T we obtain

4
n,Bm n),u m n m A r(n),0,m m n n,Bm n,Ym
|27 + (20 0)| S KONl + N0 @) + llellza > A0 (|27 + |27 7).
i=1
(4.8)

Plugging ¢ = h into (4.8)), we have

14
m ~
- ‘Zﬁ")’y‘ SK® 4 N0 (o) + 3 AW (’ZJ(.")’B
=1

’Zlgn),B

’ m

m (n),Ym
+‘Zj ‘ )

Using Gronwall inequality, we obtain

4
|20 S KO L O (@) + 3D AR (o) S KO sup MO ().

‘Zén),B
j=1 j€{0,...4}

(4.9)
Using Proposition @7, [@9), and the fact that 6, , = LA™ < T, we observe that

4
n),u m n m r7(n),0,m m n n),B
(2 o)™ 5 K el + N0 () + el Yo A (|208]" +
i=1

‘ m

)

¢ 7
< K™l + N () + llolls D AW [ N0 () + 37 AN O™ ()
=1

Jj=1

SE™ gl + 1+ lelh) ( sup K@‘"*“M(@) :
j€{0,...0}

(4.10)

4.2 Moment estimates

We close this section with a series moment estimates for the submartingale part appearing in Proposition

z4

Lemma 4.6. For m € 2NU {1} and 0 < k < ¢ < T,, it holds that

vr(n),km m m
E[NR™0)] S ol ol (4.11)

Proof. Using the definition (4.2]), we obtain

E [(6Ni(n),k,1)m} _ (A("))m/2E [(]lz(_n)nyA _p(n) (Sz(f)l))m} < (A(n))m/2 .

Using the definition (4.2]) and Hélder inequality, we obtain

E [(av#2(0)) "] = (a0) "l el [ (124 -5 (500)) "] < (a0) ™ ol

Using the definition (4.2]), Assumption Cauchy—Schwarz and Jensen inequalities and (2.7)), we
observe that

sl ] - (o)

Ei:l ]l(vx),B—A m
()= e () o (o)) ) |
i-14(n),B-A p (A(")>m/2 ||¢||3f;1

<A%”) /I(m (ﬂg@l) (TL"))ZJ:D J (‘P)(@dm)
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Using Burkholder—Davis—Gundy inequality, Holder inequality, and the above estimates, we obtain

vr(n),km n),k, m n),k, m n),k, m
E [N*" ()] = E [| N+ N2 )|+ [N

‘ (n)k,1 o[ ¢ (n) k.2 |2 ¢ () o| ™
i:;l ()] i:;l (aN"2()) i:;l CREO)
< (k)™ i_z; E[(on 4" 4 (58042 (0) " + (a8 0)) "] < 60l el

O

Finally, we are able to give an estimate on the term Ag")’k’z, which still appears on the RHS in Proposition

z4

Lemma 4.7. It holds "
n),k,t n m m
E[|al*7] s KOs (Lol + I3 - (4.12)

Proof. Note that since Bé”’ - B,in) < Op,e—k, it holds

(n)_ g(n)

B@
AL /
0

By invoking Proposition [£.5| with m = 1, we obtain

/M,,e—k
—On,0—k

(n) Otk )
(27 anyars [ @0 )| an

_671,27k'

On,o—k _
@ )| dr S Kbl + A+ olm) sup [ R

J={0,..k} S =6, ok
(4.13)
Furthermore, the process
Btk (n),0,1, .
/6 NP (4 r))dr: 0< i < Ty o (4.14)
—On,t—k
is a submartingale. Thus, by Doob’s inequality, Jensen inequality, Lemma [4.6) and the fact that
m/2
§n’é_k <T"M? < o,
we obtain
On,b—k ~(n),0.1 m On,b—k ~(n),0,1 m
E sup / ,/\/'J" PP (- r))dr <E / NP (4 7)) dr
J={1,..k} J =6n o~k —On,e—k
1 Otk A7(n),00m, o m/2
<ot [ RIRO )] dr S 8 e S Bl
“Onl—k
Altogether, we obtain
n),k,l m n m m
E[[al*)7] $ KOsy (el + lel3e)
O
The final moment estimates now follows from a combination of the previous results.
Proposition 4.8. For m € 2NU {1} and 0 < k < £ <T,, it holds that
B[|2007 - 2P| 4w [|200 - 20| < kO (2 ). (4.15)

E[|[(Z = 20" )] < KO (8702 + 6m) (el + ell3R) - (4.16)
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Proof. Using Proposition Lemma [£:6] and Doob’s inequality, we obtain

N PR

sup NW&%w]

j€{0,...k}

S KM 4672 ol S K™ + |||

~

(4.17)

Plugging ¢ = h € H*(U) into Proposition and using Lemma 4.6} Lemmam7 4.7, and -, we obtain

sl s el

14
< KOG+ KOsk ooty 3 A (B[|207] +B (|20
i=k+1

n m/2
S K )(5 / B T k)
Analogously, we obtain

n),u n),u m nm2 n) sm m m
E[[(z" - 20" )| ] < K02 el + K05y (el + ll3)

+ 0o el s Ze: Al (EHZi(”)’B m} +EHZ§")’Y’"LD (4.18)
i=kt1

n m/2 m m
SEO (8712 + omes) (el + Il3) -

5 Martingale problem and weak solution

Using the moment estimates established in the previous section, we establish in this section the tightness
of the price volume fluctuations and prove that any weak limit is continuous. Subsequently, we prove a
series of martingale relation, both in the pre-limit and the limit. This allows us to show that the limiting
dynamics can be obtained as a weak solution of our evolution equation by a martingale representation
argument.

5.1 Tightness

We start by deriving from Proposition an estimate for the moments of the dual Sobolev norm, which
we will use to infer continuity of the limiting process.

Lemma 5.1. Let 0 < k < /¢ <T,. Then

4
o[ -2,

] SKM (68, 4062, 4). (5.1)

Proof. Let {e), : k € N} be an orthonormal basis of H5(U). Note that by Maurin’s theorem (e.g. [Don64]
or [Wal86, p. 334]) there exists L < oo such that

00
Z ||€i||§_14 S L. (52)
i=1

Also note that ||e;||%. < |les||7;s = 1 and thus

leillZra + llellzra < 2lleilla. (5:3)
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Using Proposition (5.2), and (5.3)), we obtain

E |:HZén),u . Z}gn),u

< K(") (6i)f—k +672L,€—k) Z HeiH%I‘*”ejH%I“

4,j=1

< LK™ (68, 40620 )

O

We now proceed to prove tightness of the fluctuation dynamics and continuity of the limit using the
moment estimates from the previous section. To this end, we consider probability measures Q™) n € N,
on the pathspace D([0,7],R x L?(R)) with canonical process denoted by Z = (ZB, Z%), such that for

alln € N,

(n)

2V (7) = P (Z(”)> .

Proposition 5.2. The sequence Q™) is tight in D([0,T],R x H=4(U)) and each limiting measure Q* is
supported on C([0,T],R x H=5(U)).

Proof. Let us put K, (t) := max {k € N: kA(™ <t AT}, and consider an arbitrary sequence of bounded
F(™)_stopping times (15,) and a vanishing sequence (4,,) C Ry. By the Markov inequality and Proposition
we obtain for ¢ € H*,

(n) B _ 7B u _ 7u
U (25, ) = 2Rt |+ (2 1180 = Zise )] > 2)
_ (n) 2 (n) u " 2
<272 (EQ UZI?',I,(TM&-&”) - Z}?n(m)’ ] +E° U<ZKH(T”+5") - ZKH(T")»SDM D (5.4)
< e 2K (gl + lpl32) (652 +6) — 0.

Thus Aldous’ criterion [Wal86, Theorem 6.8] implies tightness of the laws of (Z(-B (Z(™)¥ ) in
D([0,T],R?). Since ¢ is arbitrary, tightness in D([0,T],R x &) follows by Mitoma’s theorem [Wal86,
Theorem 6.13]. Moreover, from Proposition we obtain

EO [|208]] + B [|[(20)|] < K (lelan + llell) - (5.5)
Thus tightness in D([0,T],R x H=4(U))) follows from (5.5 and Corollary 6.16 in [Wal86].

Let us denote by Q* a weak limit of Q("). By Skorokhod’s representation theorem there exists a filtered
probability space
(D([0,T],R x H-*(U)), F,F,Q),

which supports random variables Z(") = (Z(”)’B, Z(")7“) and Z* = (Z*’B, Z*’“) such that
2027 = 2% (2)

and
ZM — 7* Q-as. in D([0,T],R x H=*(U))).
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Therefore, there exist continuous bijections +, on [0,7T] such that ~,(¢t) — ¢ and ZE/:)(,) converges to Z
uniformly. Using Lemma we obtain

Q 4 . Q (n : Q )
12 = Zullzw 5] < Jim B [Hzt Z, (t)‘ Rx H— J +,im E “ () R><H5:|
: Q (n) (n)
-l B U‘ZV ® = Znl) ]R><H—5:|

S lim (| (®) = (&) + Palt) = m()I?) = [t = 52 + [t = 5|,

from which C-tightness follows by Kolmogorov’s continuity criterion. Moreover, since both processes are
C-tight, the joint tightness in D([0,T],R x H~*(U)) follows from Corollary C.4 in [BHQ17|.

5.2 Martingale relations

In this section, we will prove that for all ¢ € H®(U) the following processes are continuous square-
integrable Q*-martingales:

MP=27ZP -7 - /U Z,dr,

LE = /P
M(¢) = (22, ¢) — (Zi,0) + / (Zy, ' )dr — /;<V<r>zr,so>dr, (5.6)
5o = M0 - [ (RO ol

No(g) = MP M (p) - / Q). g)dr.

To this end, we define discrete martingale relations, which are satisfied in the microscopic models, obtain
moment estimates for the discrete martingales, and then deduce martingale relations under the limiting
measure.

Let Q™ and Q* be as in Section and, as before, denote by Z = (Z2, Z") the canonical process on
the space D([0,T],R x L%(R)).

5.2.1 Martingale relations in the pre-limit

In the discrete setting it is more convenient to work with the following discrete scalar product:

(0 =AM " p(a)y (). (5.7)

For any ¢, € L*(R),

Moreover, we can rewrite the discrete scalar product in terms of the step function approximation

(etdn =l o) for  [eln(e) = 300 () 1y (o0 (@)

kEZ
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Since by construction Z* — [Z%],, = 0 Q™ -a.s., we conclude from Proposition that for any ¢ € H*,

EX™ [1(Z%, @) — (2%, o)™ SEQ (2%, 0 — @)™ + EQ [[(Z* = (2], []n)|™]
S O(lle = [@lnllme)-

Thus, the moment estimates from the previous section apply mutatis mutandis to the discrete scalar

(5.8)

product.

Our next goal is to define discrete drift and covariance operators for the discrete 2nd-order approximation.
To this end, we first introduce the discrete version

o™ (b,y)? = p B+ (b, y) — p (b, y)?

of variance function introduced in Section 2 and proceed by computing the building blocks of the desired
drift and covriance operator. Using Assumption we obtain

= [0 | A0 = (a0 | | X et ] |22
zeA(MZ

( A(n))2 Y OE [J,i”’ (z)J™ (y)’ F;i’i)l] o(z)p(y)

z,yeAMZ

5B 10 (o @ oy 0 ]ﬂ”ﬂ elx)e(v)

z,yeAM7Z

> E|:ll(cn)7c]]'l(n)(7rl(c"))() (n) ']:k 1] p(x)?

zEA(M)7Z

= Y Amg (s 2) ple)?

zeAMZ

= (o (8%). ),

Moreover, using that active and passive events are disjoint, we have o
B (150 () 0 (52 ) 72
—E [1,&”)’3’ <J(n),<p> f,@l} —p™ (S,ii)l) <f(”) (S,(Ji)l) ,s0>n (5.10)
o (52 (0 (52).5),
Also note that
B | (127 (5) )| A = (s2) = ()" = o (502)
(5.11)

Recalling that by definition, S (t) = S(t) + VAM Z Q™-almost surely, we define the discrete drift
operators

U (1. 7) (Aw)‘”( (570 = p(S(1) -

VO = (80) 0 (s00) (9 - V(”))“(")““”>n
4 (A0) 7 (0 (50 <v Dulltl)e) —p(SE) Beult), 0),)
() 0 50) =1 150.6),
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and discrete covariance operators
PO, 2) = o (S(0))
QU(t,2)(g) = o (S (VP ullel )0 — (s00) (17 (sV0) ) |
RO 2)(e) = o8 (S00) (Vu((t],).0). 2 (S0 0) (1) (s70) ¢) (TP ulle],). o)
(10 (5010, (1 (5710) )

Altogether, the definition of the discrete dynamics (2.2)), the first-order approximation (2.5)), the definition

of the fluctuations (2.8) and (2.9)), and equations (3.2), (5.9), (5.10), and (5.11]) imply that the following

are Q(-martingales:

n

t
M 2P -2~ [ Uz
0
2 t
L™ P = (M) - / P™(r, Z,)dr,
0
t
M) = (22,00 — (28, 9D, —/0 ™ (8™ 1) (VIz2,0) dr —/ VO (i Z,)(p)dr, (5.12)
t
H ) = a0 = [TRO Zo i ),
0
t
NE) = MM ) — [z )+ Ol
where the remainder terms are Ct(n) = O(AM)/2 uniformly in ¢ € [0, T].

The next proposition proves the integrability of the martingales defined in (5.12)) and their convergence
towards the continuous counterparts defined in (5.6]).

Proposition 5.3. Let p € H4(R).

(i) The following uniform bounds hold:

47
sup EQ™ UMt(n)’B < 00, sup EQ™ UMB‘ } (5.13)
neN,t€[0,T] i neN,t€[0,T]
o™ (), o [4] )
sup E ‘Mt )| | < oo, sup E [| } 00, (5.14)
neN,t€[0,T) | neN,te(0,T)
n 2- n
sup EQ" ULEn)’B < 00, sup EQ™ ULB’ ] (5.15)
neN,t€[0,T] i neN,t€[0,T]
2] N
sup EQ™ [’Lﬁ”)’“(@) < 00, sup EQ™ [| ] 00, (5.16)
neN,t€[0,T] i neN,t€[0,T]
n 27 n
sup EQ™ UNt(n)(ap) < 00, sup EQ™ [|Nt ] . (5.17)
neN,te€[0,T | neN,te(0,T)

(i) The following convergence results hold:
) (n),B 5|2 o™ (n),u BUENE o™ (n),B Nk
EO | [P - P — 0, EQ | [M () - M) | 0, B9 (LM - LB o,

EQ [‘Lgn),u((p) B L;‘(w)ﬂ 0 rQ™ UNt(")(tp) - Nt(cp)ﬂ — 0.
(5.18)
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Proof. We proceed in various steps, analyzing the M B, LB, M*, L*, and N part separately.
The M?Z part. We write
B (n),B —1/2 B Y
ME =3P = (A0 (5 (8090)) < p(S()) = (S()) 28~ py (S() 2) )
0
Using Jensen inequality and Lemma we conclude by Proposition [£.8] that

n 4 t n n
E@"“AQB-Aﬁﬁ%B‘} gl/'cﬂMJoﬁE@(’“Z§{1-+CﬂMJ@ﬁE@(’“fo}dr+wﬁmﬁ3——>0
0

(5.19)
Using Jensen inequality, Lemma [3.2] Proposition [£.§ and Assumptions [H4.2] and [H4.3] we have for all
n €N, t € [0,7T], and some K < oo,

n 4 n 4 n 4 ! "
EQ™ UMt(n),B’ ] gE@( ) DZt(n),B’ ] + Q™ Uz(g”)vB’ ] +/ EQ™ [U(”)(r, Zr)ﬂ dr < K. (5.20)
0

This establishes the first bound in (5.13]). The second bound in (5.13)) follows from (5.19)) and (/5.20)).

The L? part. We write
LB — B — g™ 4 R
with )
n 2 n),B
Rg):(MtB)_(Mt()>7

Rén) = /Ot oén) (S(")(T))2 dr — /Ot oo(S(r))%dr.

Using Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and noting that the first factor below vanishes due to (5.19) and the
second factor is uniformly bounded due to ([5.13)), we obtain

EQ™ URgn) ] < EO™ |:’Mt(n),B *MtB‘ ]]EQ( ) |:’Mt(n),B + MP

4
}—)0.

Using Jensen inequality and Lemma we conclude by Proposition [£.8] that

t
2o [jaf] = [/ conyee” |22+ 0298 12 Far 0005 0
0

Overall, we have

n 2
EQ()ULFL?%B‘}+O. (5.21)

Using Lemma Proposition Assumptions [H4.2| and [H4.3| and (5.20f), we have for all n € N,
t €10,7], and some K < oo,

/2 t
ﬁ/ﬂwﬁwmzﬂw<K (5.22)

1
EQ™ [’Lgn),Bﬂ S]EQ(n) l:‘Mt(n),B’4:|
0

This establishes the first bound in (5.15)). The second bound in (5.15)) follows from (5.21)) and ([5.22).

The M*" part. We write
M () = M (9) = " R ()

31



with

R () = (28, 0) = (Z8,0)n) — ({28, 0) — (2%, o))

R (p) = — / t (po (S()) ZE + py (S(r)) ZY) (Bzu(r), o) dr,

#(80) [ (o (500) (V0ullrd, ), ~ (S0 Geatr). ), ar,
RO = [ st 280~ [ 15,5000 2,

# (a0 [ (0 (50) = 1 (5600).0), 0

It follows from (5.8)) that
N 2
EQ™ UR@(@)’ ] 0.

Using Jensen inequality, Lemma Young inequality and Proposition 4.8 we obtain
o [|gm [ < [ e [(pm (g Lo e N\
B RO | < [ B | (0 (8™) —p(86)) (VP28 e) | dr
0
t " 4 4
5/ £ [(\/A(”)Zer\/A(”>ZX+C(”)(T)) (72, v{0) }dr
0
2 " (ma [| .85 @ [[ .y & () \®
< (a™) / (E@ UZk” ”JrE@ Uzk : (]HE@ (7:,v0) +C<”)(r)> dr
0
2
< KO (A0 gle.
By Hoélder inequality, (1.2), Proposition and Proposition we have
(n) 4 ) "2 T om n
227 [ ] < (a9) 7 sup ol [ B [|u0) - utr)
0

(b,y)ER?

T 4 2
< Q™ H (n) () _ ’ 4 (n)
< [ 8 || - u)| ] el (A) ar

2 n
<T (A(”)) sup EQ™ {Hu(") (r) —u(r)
r€[0,T]

2 " 4
5 (a™) <sup 52 [[u ] + sup ||u<r>||4m> Il — 0.
TE[OvT] L T‘E[O,T]

4
dr
L2

4 v(n) /
. + -

4
12| e

Using Jensen inequality, Holder inequality, and Proposition

4

RQ™ URT)(@)H <C (A(”))2 lll3 sup E {Hu(n)(r)’ L2

} — 0.
rel0,T]
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Note that we can write

= (80) [ 9 (5900) (1. (7))
+(am) ™ /O B (301 Guullr,) - Bau(r), ), dr
e (80) (0 (5900) Guntr), - (5069 Pentr), 4, )

- /0 (pb (S(r)) ZzB +py (S(r)) ZTY) (Ozu(r), @) dr.

The terms in the first two lines can be controlled using the regularity and integrability of the first-order
approximation, cf. Proposition 2.4l The terms in the last two lines can be controlled with Lemma [3.2
and (1.2]). Overall, we get from Proposition that

t
5 [ < f comm ] cost” 21 a4 05 s
0

Rén)(cp) vanishes analogously to Rén)(go). Altogether, we obtain

n)

52 |ate) - 2100 | — . (5.23)

From here, the bound ([5.14) follows by analogy with ([5.13)).

The L* part. We can write
Ly(p) = L™ (0) = Y R(M(p)

with ) )
R (@) = M () — M (),

#)= [ (o0 = (50 (s00) )’ ) ar

n

#0) = [ () (F(5(), ) (Drulr). ) dr,
- [ (s0) (59 (590) o) (Ul )),

Using Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, noting that the difference term vanishes due to (5.23) and that the
sum term is uniformly bounded due to (5.14)), we obtain

5™ [|ptm 2 ) u (n)u, |4 12 o™ u (n)u, |4 Yz
RV @) | 2B ([Mpe) - MM )| | B || M)+ M )| | —o

Other residuals vanish via calculations similar to the proof of the M™ part. Overall, we obtain

E@(ﬂ) |:

2
Lt - 1) | —o,

The bound (j5.16) follows by analogy with (5.15]).

The N part. We can write
N () = N (0) = 3O R(M(p)

i
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with (n) (n),B 3 7 ()
Rln (‘P) = MtBMgL(QO) - Mtn ' Mtn 7u(‘P)a

R$N¢)=042%m<SWWT02<V$”uQﬂn%@>ndr—l£t@%UW%¢>mﬂSUﬂfdn
R0 = [ ot glar— [ 50 (s0) (59 (590) ) ar.

Again, using Cauchy—-Schwarz inequality and ab — c¢d = (a — ¢)(b + d) + 3(a + ¢)(b — d), noting that
the difference term vanishes due to (5.19)) and (5.23) and that the sum term is uniformly bounded due
to (5.13]) and (5.14]), we obtain

1/2
(n) /

(n) n 2 u " 4 ) . 411/2
52 ||| s B2 |aster - s | s a2 4 o]

Q™ B (n),B|* 1/2 o™ u (n)yu, ~|* 1/2
+ B | [Mf = P B M) + M) | 0,

Again, other residuals vanish with calculations similar to the proof of the M* part. Overall, we obtain
Q™ u (n),u 2
EY | |Ni () = N ()| | — 0.

The bound (5.17)) follows by analogy with (5.15)).

5.2.2 Martingale relations in the limit

In order to show that the martingale relations are satisfied under the limiting measure, we employ [JS03|
Proposition IX.1.12], cf. Theorem in the appendix.

Proposition 5.4. For any ¢ € H°(U), all processes defined in (5.6) are continuous square-integrable
Q*-martingales.

Proof. We only show the proof for M ()% () for a fixed ¢ € H°(U). The proof for other processes is anal-
ogous. To this end, we want to apply Theorem m Denote by X the canonical process on D([0, 7], R?)
and X = (ZM:B ZMY (7w G)) Then, it holds that £2™ (X)) = £9°(X) and condition
(ii) of Theorem [B.1|is trivially satisfied. The uniform integrability of the family (Mt(")’u(cp)) -
neN,teo,

follows from Proposition i) and the de-la-Vallée-Poussin criterion. Thus, condition (i) is also satis-
fied. Note that by Proposition the law L2 (Y) is supported on C([0,T],R?), which allows to deduce
the validity of condition (iii) from the definition of M"(y). Moreover, this also implies the continuity
of the limiting process M“(y). Finally, condition (iv) is satisfied by the virtue of Proposition ii).
Square-integrability follows by Proposition [5.3| and Fatou’s lemma. O

5.3 Proof of the main theorem

In this subsection we show that the limiting dynamics can be obtained as a weak solution of the evolu-
tion equation by a martingale representation argument. To this end, we construct a cylindrical
Brownian motion on the probability space satisfying the martingale relations using an appropriate
representation theorem. We first need to ensure that the variance operator is positive and trace class as
required for the quadratic variation of a Hilbert space-valued martingale. This can be directly deduced
from the obtained moment estimates of Section [l
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Proposition 5.5. For all t € [0,T], the operator %(t) is non-negative and fo s)ds is a trace-class
!

operator. In particular, the square root o(t ) of 3(t) exists, i.e. o(t)o(t) = 3(t), and o(t) is a Hilbert-
Schmidt operator for each t € [0,T) with fo llo(t)||3dt < oo.

Proof. Note that for (a,p) € R x L*>(U), we have

= lim <Y [((aM5 + Mits(e)) — (@M + M ()] > 0.

Thus, the operator X(¢) is non-negative for all ¢ € [0,7]. Recall from Remark that we may re-
strict the space variable to U = [—L, L] and, hence, let us consider the orthonormal basis {ey(z) =
(2L)~1/2emike/L ;| € Z} of L2(U). We have for s > 1,

k:z_:oo<g’ek> - ﬁ k;m<g762k>
1/2 1/2
1 e ) s 0 o\ —s (5.24)
<L <k§fg’e%> (1+ ) ) (zw 1+ (2k7) )
< llgll--

Using non-negativity of R(t), Assumptions [H4.3] [[15.3] [H6.4] (5.24), and Young inequality, we obtain

> (R(t)ex,ex) < Z {08(02u, ex)® + 20(f, ex) (Duu, ex) + (9, €3) + (frex)?}
k=—o0 k=—o0 (5.25)
S s AL+l + oo} {1517+ 10aulF + lolfy} < oo
y)ER?

Therefore, considering an orthonormal basis {(1,0)} U {(0,ex) : k € N} of R x L?(U), we have

IZ(@®)h = Te(2() =05 + D (R(t)er,ex) < +o0
k=—o00
uniformly in ¢ € [0, 77, i.e. £(¢) and thus also fo s)ds are trace class operators. Moreover,
oo o0
lo@®l2= Y (o) ex,o®)er) = D (B(t)ex, ex) = [S(t)]1 < +oo.
k=—oc0 k=—oc0

Thus, o(t) is a Hilbert-Schmidt operator, and since the bound is uniform in ¢ € [0, 7] it follows that

T
/ llo(t)]|3dt < oo.
0

We are now ready to prove the main result of the paper.

Proof of Theorem[2.8 We want to apply Theorem with U = H = L?(U). Consider M" as a linear
map

MY : CP(U) = ME(R).

Using non-negativity of R(s), Hélder inequality, Assumptions [H4.3] [[15.3] [H6.2] and Proposition
it follows that

T
/0 (R(s)¢, ¢)ds < / (02000, 0) + 20(F 0) @i, 0) + (9. 0%) + (£.)?} ds S TllplZa.  (5.26)
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Using Doob’s inequality, 1t6’s isometry, and (5.26)), we have for all ¢ € C§°,

EY | sup |M{(p)?

T
< 9B [|M(p)?] =2 / (R(s)p, @)ds < Tllgll2. (5.27)
t€[0,T] 0

Since M* is a linear operator and M?2(R), the space of all continuous, R-valued, square-integrable
martingales, is complete, by density we can extend M" to L?(U) such that holds for all ¢ € L3(U),
ie. M“(p) € MZ(R) for all ¢ € L*(U). For an orthonormal basis {ej, : k € N} of L?(U), we define
a process M" := ), , M"(ex)e, and its approximations MM = S0 MY(ex)ey for all n € N.
Obviously, M(™-* ¢ MZ2Z(L?*(U)), i.e. each M is a continuous, L?(U)-valued, square-integrable
martingale. Using Parseval’s identity, monotone convergence, Doob’s inequality, and , we obtain

2
2 *
B s | M

HM M(n)u 1 -n,
M (L (L )) te 07,1] kEZ\{ n n} I2

=EY | sup Z | M (ex) P
t€[0,T7] keZ\{—n,...,n}

<2 ) EY [[Mp(en))]
kezZ\{—n,...,n}

T
=2 Z / (R(s)eg, ex)ds — 0.
kezZ\{-n,...n} "0

Since MQT(LQ([{)) is a Banach space, we have M* € MZ(L?(U)). By Proposition for all t € [0, 7]
the operator [; X(s)ds € Li(H) is trace class. Thus we can define an H-valued martingale My :=
(ME, M*) € M2(H) with quadratic variation given by

(MY, = /O "S(s)ds = /0 ' o(s)o(s)*ds.

By Proposition for all ¢t € [0,T] the operator o(t) is Hilbert-Schmidt. Thus by Theorem [B.2
there exists an extended filtered probability space (Q X (~2,]-' ®F ,Q® @) which supports an H-valued

cylindrical Brownian motion W such that Q ® @—a.s.
t
M, = / o(s)dW,, e [j0,T]. (5.28)
0

Moreover, since the martingales defined in (5.6) are linear in ¢ € H®(U), it holds Q ® @—a.s. for any
¢ eRx H3(U) and t € [0,7T] that

<€,/Ota(s)dWs> = (0, M) = <z,zt>—</z,zo>—/0t<A(s)*e, Zs>ds—/0t(€,F(s)Zs>ds. (5.29)

Since W is a cylindrical Brownian motion over H, by pathwise uniqueness of Z, cf. Proposition the
relation (5.29) holds for all £ € R x H(U), which concludes the proof.

O

A Growth estimates on the discrete LOB dynamics

In the proof of the moment estimates in Section [4] we need the following uniform growth estimates on
the discrete state dynamics.
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Proposition A.1. For any m € 2N U {1}, it holds that

(m)||I™ (m)|™
sup sup E |||u, < 00, sup sup E ||B,
neN k<T, L2 neN k<T,

| <o (A1)

Proof. We only show the proof for the volume dynamics. The estimate for the price dynamics is obtained
similarly, but the proof for the volume dynamics is more involved. Since only events of type C' contribute
to the change in the volume profile (other events merely shift it), it is more convenient in this context
to work with absolute volume density functions

k
,(cn) (x) == ugcn) (a: - B,(Cn)) = Uén)(l‘) + Z A(")Ji(") (x - Bl(ﬁ)l) , k=0,...,T,,
i=1

so that the events of type A and B can be omitted, while Hu;")

_ |l
o=

L2’
Preliminaries. Note that with

B 14

S(n,k,0) :==E /(ZA J(")< Bf"1)>2dx

20 2
] x|l

4
LJ +S(n, k, ). (A.2)

it holds that

Denote K (i,7) (A(”)) [ ( Z(n)l) Jm (m - B](-ﬁ)l) dz. Then,

14
14

k k
Sk, ) =E || Y K(i,j) | | =E| Y ][] KG2j-1,i27)] - (A.3)

i,j=1 i1yedae=1j=1
We list some estimates that we will use below. First, note that
E[K (i, )] = (A(”))2 E { / Jm (az - Bfﬁ{) T (x - B]@l) dx}
< MAME [ / I (2~ BM) dx} (A4)
< A pr2
Also note that for i < j, using the tower rule and the fact that f(") is supported on a compactum, we
E[K (i, )] = (A(”)>2 E [ / g™ (g; - Bi@l) £ (S§’j>1; x— B}’i)l) dx}
< (&™) s sy E [ / I (2= B) dx} (A.5)

(b,y)ER?

A’ (n) ?
<
_( ) sup || f (b,y)HLm

(b,y)eR?

can write

Finally, note that

E/A(")Ji(n) (x — Bz(f)l) do = A(”)E/f(" (S(")l, T — Bff)l) dz <A™ sup f(”)(b, y)HL1 . (A.6)

K3
(b,y)€R?

Induction proof. We want to show by induction that

S(n, k) = O(*). (A7)
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For ¢ = 1, using (A4), (A5) and kA < T, we have

k k k
Stk 1) =E| > K(ii)| =E | Y K(in,ia)+ Y K(ir,ia)

i1,i2=1 i1,i2=1 i1,i2=1

11742 i1=12
k 2
<y (Am)) sup || £ (b, H Z A2 = O(1).
11,i2=1 (b,y)ER2 11,12 1
11742 i1=12

Now we proceed to the induction step. Using (A.3]), we can write

I 041
S(n,k,l+1)=E E HK i2j—1,1425)

Lé15e-t2e4y =1 j=1
[ & ¢ k

=F E H (i2j-1,12;) E K (2041, 120+42)
P15 i2e=15=1 i20+41,82042=1

=K E HK(Z'Qj,l,Z'Qj) ( E K(i2€+1ai2€+2)> ’
i1,...00¢=175=1 i€l Ul UIzUly

where I U I, U I3 U I, is a partition of {1,...k}? which depends on J := {i1,...i2¢}, such that

Iy = {(i2e41,92042) : G041, 92012 ¢ T and igpq1 # 2042},
I = {(i2e41,72042) : T2041, 02002 € T and igeq1 = doera},
I3 = {(i2041, 92012) : foep1 € T yioer2 & T Or dgpqr & Jyinesn € J},
Iy = {(i2041, 92042) * 2041, 92042 € T}
For I; and I, using the tower rule, , and , we get that

[ & ¢ ) )
E Z H K(izjfl, igj) (Z K(i24+1, 7:2[+2)> < S(n, k‘, Z) Z (A(”)) sup , f(n)(b7 y)‘ L ,
[i1,mize=1j=1 i€ly = (by)eR
- , -
E Z I K Gizj-1.i2;) (Z K(izet1, i2£+2)> < S(n,k,0) Y AWM,
i1, i20=1j=1 i€l | i€l
Furthermore, using the tower rule, (A.6), and (A.4]), we obtain for I3
k ¢
El > [ K(is1.i2) <Z K(i2e+1,i22+2)> < S(n,k,0) Y AWM sup ] F b, y)’ o
i1yeaize=1j=1 i€ls iels (b:y)eR
Moreover, using (A.4)) we obtain for I
k ‘
E Z H K (igj—1,12;) (Z K(ize+17i2£+2)> < S(n, k,0) Z A2
i1,...02¢=17=1 i€y i€1y
Thus, it follows that
2 2
S(n, k, +1) < S(n, k, 0) {Z (A(”)) sup |[f™ b,y H + ZN” sup  ||F0 (b, y H 3 Amar2
i€l (by)eR? (by)eR? 1€l2Uly
(A.8)

Using that |I;| = O(k?), |I| = O(k), |I3] = O(kf), |I4] = O(?), the constraint kA™ < T, and
Assumption we obtain

Z (A(")>2 sup f(”) b,y) H2 + Z AMM? 4 ZA sup

i€l (by)ER? i€ls (by)ER?

£ (b, y)HLl +3AMM2 = 0(?).
i€ly

(A.9)
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By the induction hypothesis, (A.8]) and (A.9)), it follows that

S(n, k£ +1) = O(F2).

Conclusion. Since we consider ¢ = m finite, due to (A.2)) it follows that

B i

| + 80, k,m/2) = 0(1).

m
L 2

m
SE [[”
LZ] ~ Yo

Since the asymptotic estimate does not depend on &k and n, the bound holds uniformly in £ and n. O

B Auxiliary results

Theorem B.1 (|JS03], Proposition IX.1.12). For eachn € N, consider a stochastic basis (Q™, F™ F* P™),
on which there are defined an R™-valued, cadlag process X™ and a martingale M™ . Furthermore, let
M be a cadlag adapted process on the space D([0,T],R™), endowed with the usual augmentation of the
filtration generated by the canonical process X. Let D be a dense subset of [0,T]. Assume that:

(i) the family (Mt(n))neN - s uniformly integrable;

(ii) X = X, where P = L(X);
(i1i) for allt € D, the map X — My(X) is P-a.s. continuous on D([0,T],R™);
(iv) Mt(n) — My (X ™) — 0 in P-probability for all t € D.

Then the process M o X is a martingale with respect to the canonical filtration generated by X .

Theorem B.2 ([DZ14], Theorem 8.2). Let U and H be separable Hilbert spaces. Assume that M is an
H-valued, continuous, square-integrable martingale on a filtered probability space (2, F,F,Q), starting
from M(0) = 0, with

t
(M), :/ o(s)o(s)'ds, t€0,T], and E| sup | M?*| < oo,
0 t€[0,T

for a predictable Lo (U, H)-valued process o. Then, there exists a filtered probability space (f~2, ]t', F, @) and
a cylindrical Brownian motion W with values in U, defined on (Q X (Nl,}' X f,IE‘ X @,Q X @), adapted
to F x F, such that

t
M(t,w, @) = / o(s,w,w)dW(s,w,w), te€[0,T], (w,w)e€NxQ,
0
where

M(t,w,&) = M(t,w), o(t,w,d)=o(tw), tel0,T], (w,&)ex
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