
Patil, Ashok Chanabasangouda; Rastogi, Shailesh

Article

Multifractal analysis of market efficiency across structural
breaks: Implications for the adaptive market hypothesis

Journal of Risk and Financial Management

Provided in Cooperation with:
MDPI – Multidisciplinary Digital Publishing Institute, Basel

Suggested Citation: Patil, Ashok Chanabasangouda; Rastogi, Shailesh (2020) : Multifractal analysis of
market efficiency across structural breaks: Implications for the adaptive market hypothesis, Journal
of Risk and Financial Management, ISSN 1911-8074, MDPI, Basel, Vol. 13, Iss. 10, pp. 1-18,
https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm13100248

This Version is available at:
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/239309

Standard-Nutzungsbedingungen:

Die Dokumente auf EconStor dürfen zu eigenen wissenschaftlichen
Zwecken und zum Privatgebrauch gespeichert und kopiert werden.

Sie dürfen die Dokumente nicht für öffentliche oder kommerzielle
Zwecke vervielfältigen, öffentlich ausstellen, öffentlich zugänglich
machen, vertreiben oder anderweitig nutzen.

Sofern die Verfasser die Dokumente unter Open-Content-Lizenzen
(insbesondere CC-Lizenzen) zur Verfügung gestellt haben sollten,
gelten abweichend von diesen Nutzungsbedingungen die in der dort
genannten Lizenz gewährten Nutzungsrechte.

Terms of use:

Documents in EconStor may be saved and copied for your personal
and scholarly purposes.

You are not to copy documents for public or commercial purposes, to
exhibit the documents publicly, to make them publicly available on the
internet, or to distribute or otherwise use the documents in public.

If the documents have been made available under an Open Content
Licence (especially Creative Commons Licences), you may exercise
further usage rights as specified in the indicated licence.

  https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.zbw.eu/
http://www.zbw.eu/
https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm13100248%0A
https://hdl.handle.net/10419/239309
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.econstor.eu/
https://www.leibniz-gemeinschaft.de/


Journal of

Risk and Financial
Management

Article

Multifractal Analysis of Market Efficiency across
Structural Breaks: Implications for the Adaptive
Market Hypothesis

Ashok Chanabasangouda Patil * and Shailesh Rastogi

Symbiosis Institute of Business Management, Pune, Maharashtra 412115, India; krishnasgdas@gmail.com
* Correspondence: mrashokp@gmail.com; Tel.: +91-90362-63503

Received: 29 September 2020; Accepted: 16 October 2020; Published: 20 October 2020
����������
�������

Abstract: The primary objective of this paper is to assess the behavior of long memory in price,
volume, and price-volume cross-correlation series across structural breaks. The secondary objective
is to find the appropriate structural breaks in the price series. The structural breaks in the series
are identified using the Bai and Perron procedure, and in each segment, Multifractal Detrended
Fluctuation Analysis (MFDFA) and Multifractal Detrended Cross-Correlation Analysis (MFDCCA)
are conducted to capture the long memory in each series. The price series is persistent in small
fluctuations and anti-persistent in large fluctuations across all the structural segments. This confirms
that long memory in the series is not affected by the structural breaks. Both volume and price-volume
cross-correlation are anti-persistent in all the structural segments. In other words, volume acts as
a carrier of the information only in the non-volatile (normal) market. The varying Hurst exponent
across the structural segments indicates the varying levels of persistence and signifies the volatile
market. The findings of the study are useful for understanding the practical implications of the
Adaptive Market Hypothesis (AMH).

Keywords: market efficiency; price-volume; adaptive market hypothesis; structural breaks; multifractality;
long memory

1. Introduction

Prices in an informationally efficient market have no memory and therefore present no
opportunities for investors to make excess returns for the level of risk taken (Fama 1970). The presence
of long memory in a series thus contradicts the tenets of the Efficient Market Hypothesis (EMH)
and implies the inefficiency of a market. In an inefficient market having long memory properties,
prices are dependent on past values, making it possible to forecast the returns and make excess
returns. The focal point of the weak form of market efficiency is the past value of prices, trading
volume (Rizvi and Arshad 2017). Since investors make their allocation decisions based on the market
information, the presence of an inefficient market affects their investment horizon and portfolio
allocation decisions (Lo 1991).

The weak form of the market efficiency is studied in terms of linear auto-correlation, unit root,
and variance ratio tests in a return series (see (Gozbasi et al. 2014; Kim 2009; Konak and Şeker 2014))
and in terms of contemporaneous and causal studies in the price-volume relationship (e.g., (Chen 2012;
Gupta and Yang 2011; Lee and Swaminathan 2000)). Mandelbrot et al. (1997) claimed that asset returns
are multifractal in nature. Many studies have been conducted to capture the market inefficiency using
this multifractal nature of the assets (Kantelhardt et al. 2002; Zunino et al. 2008, 2009).

In an inefficient market, the investment decisions are conditional on the behavioral facet of
the investors (De Bondt and Thaler 1985) and are limited by their rationality in understanding
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the time-varying market environment (Lo 2004, 2012). Thus, investors adapt to the changing
business environments and change their investment decision, which leads to the adaptive market
hypothesis as proposed by Lo 2004. Di Matteo et al. (2003, 2005), Cajueiro and Tabak (2004, 2005),
and Eom et al. (2008) have found that in many cases, under-developed markets exhibit long memory.
The presence of long memory has implications for the policymakers of a country as they have to draft
policies that reduce this investment imbalance. Therefore, the policymakers need to be sure of the
presence of long memory in a series before the policies are implemented.

Diebold and Inoue (2001) showed that the structural breaks in a series are misinterpreted as the
presence of long memory in a series. Long memory in a series is represented by an auto-correlation that
decays asymptotically hyperbolically and represents dependence on its past values. Structural breaks
in a series may instigate the slow decay in the auto-correlation (Lamoureux and Lastrapes 1990),
and it may be construed as the presence of long memory in a series (Granger and Hyung 2004).
Thus, assessing the role of the structural changes in the models that estimate the long memory is
essential before the conclusions are drawn.

Structural breaks may be an artifact of the regulatory or environmental factors such as a change in
the trading system to a country’s FIIpolicy. India too has seen these changes in its stock market, and it
has impacted the efficiency of the market (Shah 1999). The efficiency of the Indian market was studied
by Hiremath and Kumari (2014); Razdan (2002); Stošić et al. (2015) among others using the past price
series. Very few studies have been conducted in the price-volume relationship to assess the Indian
market efficiency (Dutta et al. 2016; Hasan and Salim 2017). No multifractal study has been carried out
to test the relation between price and volume across structural breaks in India. This is the motivation
for conducting this study with the following objectives:

1. To assess the impact of structural breaks on the long-memory in the price, volume,
and price-volume relationship;

2. To detect the possible change in the price-volume relationship among these breaks.

The following Section 2 covers a brief literature review, and Section 3 elaborates on the
methodology used to capture the long memory in the market. Section 4 describes the data used
and explains the analysis conducted, while Section 5 discusses the results. Section 6 concludes
the study.

2. Literature Review

2.1. Multifractality and Price-Volume Relationship

Fluctuation in a time series is heterogenic in nature (Cont 2001). Mandelbrot et al. (1997)
found that the fluctuation of the series over different time segments is fractal in nature.
This fractal nature of the series was further established by Kantelhardt et al. (2002) and studied
by Zunino et al. (2009). Zunino et al. (2008) argued further that multifractal analysis has been
used empirically extensively to capture market efficiency. The multifractality in prices was
studied by Arshad and Rizvi (2015); Horta et al. (2014); Stošić et al. (2015); Tiwari et al. (2019),
and Ferreira et al. (2017), to name a few.

In an inefficient market, the volume contains information that can be derived by the investors
(Blume et al. 1994; Suominen 2001). Since the seminal study of Karpoff (1986, 1987), the price-volume
relationship has been studied by researchers using different models such as Sequential arrival of
Information Flow (SIF) by Copeland (1976) and the Mixture of Distribution Models (MDM) by
Clark (1973) and Epps and Epps (1976). There is no agreement on the exact relationship between the
price and volume.

In the multivariate version of the MFDFA, the cross-correlation between price and volume was
studied by Bolgorian and Gharli (2011); Rak et al. (2015), and El Alaoui (2017).
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2.2. MFDCCA and the Adaptive Market Hypothesis

In the context of the time-varying market efficiency, Lo (2004) presented the concept of
the adaptive market hypothesis based on the behavioral aspect of the investors. The series
exhibiting the time-varying dependence structure adheres to the principles of the AMH
(Kristoufek and Vosvrda 2013). A few studies that conducted multifractal cross-correlation analysis to
corroborate the AMH were by Ferreira (2019); Hasan and Salim (2017); Ruan et al. (2016); Sukpitak and
Hengpunya (2016), and Stošić et al. (2015). For an exhaustive review of the literature on the market
efficiency and price-volume relationship, readers are directed to Patil and Rastogi (2019).

3. Methodology

3.1. Structural Breaks

Optimal breakpoints are required to be calculated in regression relationships in order to identify
the segments on which further analysis can be performed. In this study, structural change is identified
based on the regression-based method. Bai (1994) provided the base for calculating breakpoints in
regression models, which was further modified by Bai (1997) and Bai and Perron (1998 and 2003) to
identify multiple breakpoints. This study employs the procedure detailed in Bai and Perron (2003).
The procedure tests the fluctuation from stability in the regression modeling given by:

yi = xT
i β + ui (1)

The procedure to identify breaks begins with an assumption that there are m breakpoints, which
is equivalent to having m + 1 segments. The coefficients are shifted from one balanced regression to
another as shown in Equation (2), and segments are chosen that have the minimum Residual Sum of
Squares (RSS) and have the lowest Bayesian Information Criteria (BIC) value.

yi = xT
i β j + ui, (i = i(j−1) + 1, · · · , ij, j = 1, . . . , m + 1) (2)

where j indicates the segment number.

3.2. Detrended Fluctuation Analysis

Detrended Fluctuation Analysis (DFA) captures the structure of a series and determines the
properties that define the long memory in a series. The DFA was developed by Kantelhardt et al. (2002)
to address the issue of series having a trend. The modified version called the multifractal-DFA
(MFDFA) can be applied to a nonstationary time series. Fundamentally, the method calculates the
Hurst exponent and constructs a multifractal spectrum. Kantelhardt et al. (2002); Peng et al. (1995),
and Jiang et al. (2019) described the method of calculating the multifractal spectrum.

3.3. MFDFA

This method involves calculating the detrended residuals of a random walk-like time series,
which are split into same-size segments such that the segments are not overlapping. In each segment,
the root mean square of these residuals is calculated, the average of which is termed the local detrended
fluctuation function. Further, the qth order of this local detrended fluctuation function is calculated.
The relationship between the segment size and fluctuation function is governed by the power law.
This power law relationship is captured in the Hurst exponent and explained with a multifractal
spectrum. The above steps are carried out using the following equations:

a The detrended residuals are calculated using the following equation:

ε(i) = Xi − (X̂) (3)
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b The fluctuation function is calculated as the RMS of the detrended residuals:

[Fv(s)]2 =
1
s

s

∑
j=1

[ε((ν− 1)s) + j]2 (4)

c The qth order of the fluctuation function is calculated for a given value of q.

[Fv(s)]q =
1
s

s

∑
j=1

[ε((ν− 1)s) + j]q (5)

d The power law relation is then described by the equation:

Fq(s) ∼ sh(q) (6)

The singularity spectrum f (α) explains the fractal dimension of these multifractals, where α is the
singularity strength. This fractal dimension expressed in terms of f (α) is calculated as:

f (α) = qα− τ(q) (7)

where τ (q) is expressed in terms of generalized Hurst exponent H (q):

H(q) = lim
q′→q

[
τ(q′) + 1

q′

]
(8)

or:
τ(q) = q ∗ h(q)− 1 (9)

3.4. MFDCCA

The multivariate version of the MFDFA was improved by Zhou (2008) after the work of
Podobnik and Stanley (2008). This method was described by Jiang et al. (2019) and is explained
next. As with the MFDFA case, the detrended residuals of these two series are divided into segments
of equal size, s. In each segment, the root mean square of the residuals is calculated, the average of
which is termed the cross-correlation. The qth order of the cross-correlation follows the power law.
This power law relationship is captured in the Hurst exponent and explained with a multifractal
spectrum. Similar steps for cross-correlation are calculated as in the MFDFA case, and the fluctuation
function is calculated using equation:

F2
v (s) =

1
s

s

∑
k=1

[Xv(k)− X̂ν(k)][Yv(k)− Ŷν(k)] (10)

The qth order cross-correlation between the series is calculated as:

F2
xy(q, s) =

[
1
m

m

∑
ν=1

Fq
v (s)

]1/q

(11)

and the scaling relation is expressed by:

Fxy(q, s) ∼ Hxy(q) (12)
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4. Data and Analysis

4.1. Data

The price and volume (number of trades) data are obtained for the Indian stock market index,
Sensex, from 13 July 1995 to 6 August 2019. The natural logarithms of the price and volume series
are taken to calculate the return and volume change. Further analysis is done using these data.
The following Table 1 gives the summary statistics of the data used for the analysis. A cursory glance
at Figure 1 shows that the volume series has higher volatility.

Table 1. Summary statistics of the data.

Price Volume Return volChange

Number of observations 5957 5957 5957 5957
Minimum 2600.12 423 −0.11 −5.68
Maximum 40,267.6 1,166,709 0.17 5.29
Median 13,156.7 148,410 0 0
Mean 14,153.1 167,683 0 0
SE of mean 136.58 1513.21 0 0
CI of mean 0.95 267.74 2966.44 0 0.01
Standard deviation 10,541.3 116,792 0.01 0.29

Note: SE and CI stand for the Standard Error and Confidence Interval of the mean.
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Figure 1. Visualization of the data.

Figure 1 shows the price, return, volume, and volume change of the Sensex data. Figure 1a shows
the rising trend in the price, and Figure 1c shows the high volatility in the volume. Figure 1b,d shows
the evidence for volatility clustering.

4.2. Analysis of Structural Breaks

In identifying structural breaks, generally, the first break dates are found by determining a change
in the linear coefficients (or error variance), and then, on these break dates, the error variance (change in
coefficients) is tested (Perron and Yamamoto 2019). The Cumulative sum of Squares (CUMSQ) tests for
testing the changes in the variance only (elaborated by Chen and Gupta (1997); Inclan and Tiao (1994),
and Wied et al. (2012)) is adequate under the assumption of no change in the coefficients for a normally
distributed time series. In the present study, we do not comply with the assumptions. Therefore, first,
the structural breaks are identified using changes in the coefficients, and then, the variance (fluctuation)
in each break is tested using the MFDFA method.
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Structural breaks were identified using strucchange package (Zeileis et al. 2002) in the
R software (R Core Team 2020). The breakpoints were calculated using the method prescribed
in Zeileis et al. (2003) based on the procedure of Bai and Perron (2003). The optimal number of
structural breaks was chosen at the lowest BIC value. The lowest BIC was obtained at four breaks
(i.e., five segments), as shown in Figure 2.

0 1 2 3 4 5

11
50

00
12

50
00 BIC

RSS

10
00

00
00

00
00

50
00

00
00

00
00

Figure 2. BIC and residual sum of squares.

The break dates were obtained on 10 October 2002 (Market crash of 2002, Enron fraud, etc.),
25 January 2006 (China and India estimated to grow at 7–8%), 7 September 2009 (the Financial Crisis),
and 30 May 2014 (the Russian Crisis). Based on the break dates, the data were split into segments
to conduct further analysis. The primary analysis produces the summary statistics of the structural
breaks in the series as shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Break-wise summary statistics of the data.

Price Segments [1995-07-17,
2002-07-10]

[2002-07-10,
2006-01-25]

[2006-01-25,
2009-09-07]

[2009-09-07,
2014-05-30]

[2014-05-30,
2019-08-06]

Number of observations 1710 893 895 1178 1280
Minimum 2600.12 2834.41 8160.4 15,175.1 22,951.83
Maximum 5933.56 9648.08 20,873.3 24,716.9 40,267.62
Median 3575.04 5358.35 13,799.5 18,342 28,798.47
Mean 3742.69 5341.6 13,614.1 18,536.4 30,533.3
SE of mean 15.11 60.62 98.07 49.89 124.99
CI of mean 0.95 29.64 118.97 192.47 97.89 245.22
Standard deviation 624.87 1811.44 2933.86 1712.46 4471.93

Note: SE and CI stand for the Standard Error and Confidence Interval of the mean, respectively. The confidence
interval is at the 95 percent probability level.

Figure 3 shows the structural breaks at these breakpoints superimposed on the price series with
the corresponding linear regression lines.
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Figure 3. Visualization of segment-wise structural breaks.

Next, a multifractal analysis of these segments is conducted and is covered in the next subsection.
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4.3. Multifractal Analysis

The multifractal analysis was done using the MFDFA package (Laib et al. 2019). The series was
transformed into a random walk-like structure before the DFA test was applied. As the return and
volume change series are noise-like structures, they were transformed into random walks by deducting
the mean and integrating the series. Each segment identified was further analyzed using MFDFA by
setting the values of a sample size of non-overlapping segments, called scale, to vary from 10 to 100.
The order of moments, q, in each such sample was then set to vary between −10 and 10. The order of
the polynomial for detrending, m, was set to one.

Interpretation of the Graphs

Each figure contains four panels: Panel (a) covers the price; Panel (b) covers the volume; Panel (c)
covers the price-volume cross-correlation; and Panel (d) covers the comparison of the spectrum. Panel
(a) and Panel (b) further include the fluctuation function (refer to Equation (5)), Hurst exponent
(refer to Equation (8)), mass exponent (refer to Equation (9)), and singularity spectrum (refer to
Equation (7). Panel (c) includes only the fluctuation function, Hurst exponent, and singularity spectrum.

Each graph is then interpreted in terms of the fluctuation function, Hurst exponent,
and multifractal spectrum as detailed in Kantelhardt et al. (2002) and Zhang et al. (2019). The fluctuation
function indicates the change in the fluctuation in the time series across different time segments for
different q values. The Hurst exponent indicates the persistent and anti-persistent properties. The mass
exponent indicates the structure of the series, and the spectrum represents the fractality dimension.

(a) The value of the Hurst exponent between zero and 0.5 indicates that the series is anti-persistent,
i.e., they have no long memory. At H = 0.5, the data are random, and this corroborates the EMH.
For the values between 0.5 and one, the series are fractal and indicate the presence of long memory.
(b) The mass exponent is nonlinear when the series exhibits multifractality. (c) The spectrum of the
series that have no long memory (anti-persistent) is left-shifted from α = 0.5.

Further, Kantelhardt et al. (2002) proved that small fluctuations are represented by h(q) when q is
negative and large fluctuations when q is positive.

The range of h(q) indicates the multifractal strength of the series, and the range of α indicates the
intensity and complexity of the time series data. The higher range of α implies the higher fluctuation
and uneven distribution.

5. Results and Discussion

5.1. Entire Data

The price spectrum in Figure 4a shows that large fluctuations in price with positive q values
are anti-persistent, i.e., having values of Hq between zero and 0.5. In the case of both volume and
price-volume cross-correlation, the spectrum in Figure 4b,c confirms that both series are anti-persistent
in large, as well as small fluctuations. The comparison of the spectrum in Figure 4d shows that
price-volume cross-correlation is more anti-persistent than volume series.

5.2. Segment 1–Segment 5

The price spectrum in Panel (a)s of Figure 5 on page 9, Figure 6 on page 10, Figure 7 on page 12,
Figure 8 on page 13, Figure 9 on page 14 shows that large fluctuations in price with positive q values
are anti-persistent, i.e., having values of Hq between zero and 0.5. In the case of both volume and
price-volume cross-correlation, the Panel (b)s and Panel (c)s in Figure 5 on page 9 through Figure 9 on
page 14 confirms that both series are anti-persistent in large and small fluctuations. The comparison of
the spectrum in Panel (d)s of Figure 4 through Figure 9 shows that the price-volume cross-correlation
is more anti-persistent than volume series across all segments.
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Figure 4. Whole data price, volume, and price-volume cross-correlation spectrum.
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Figure 5. Segment 1 price, volume, and price-volume cross-correlation spectrum.
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Figure 6. Segment 2 price, volume, and price-volume cross-correlation spectrum.

In summary, the results of the MFDFA show that only the small fluctuations in price series across
all segments and in all the data are persistent, i.e., small fluctuations have long memory. This signifies
that small positive (negative) fluctuations are expected to precede small positive (negative) fluctuations.
This implies that when the volatility is low, the markets are inefficient. This further establishes the fact
that long memory in the series is not affected by the structural breaks.

The volume and price-volume cross-correlation have no long memory, and they are
mean-reverting, i.e., large positive (negative) fluctuations are expected to precede large negative
(positive) fluctuations. This implies that volume and price-volume cross-correlation are efficient and
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support the EMH. Put another way, volume acts as a carrier of the information only in the non-volatile
(normal) market and does not influence the price in a volatile market.

In the volatile market, large positive fluctuations are followed by large negative fluctuations
in all price, volume, and price-volume relationships. For example, large positive cross-correlation
between price-volume is likely to be followed by large negative cross-correlation. It is in this context
that volume may carry information about the price.

The time-varying Hurst exponent for both large and small fluctuations indicates the changing
level of persistence. It can be seen that large fluctuations (both positive and negative) do arise in each
segment, and the level of persistence for both large and small fluctuations changes in each segment.
The changing dynamics implies the volatility in the market. This has implications for the AMH as
the high volatility period is seen in each segment and market efficiency varies across each segment.
This indicates the opportunity to achieve excess returns from time to time. Alternatively, it can be said
that markets are efficient only when the market fluctuations are large.

A Comparison of long memory across segments is summarized in Table 3, and a comparison of
multifractal strength and intensity is summarized in Table 4.

Table 3. Segment-wise comparison of results.

Segment Fluctuation Type Price Is Persistent Volume Is Persistent
Price-Volume
Cross-Correlation
Is Persistent

Entire Data Large fluctuations No No No
Small fluctuations Yes No No

1 Large fluctuations No No No
Small fluctuations Yes No No

2 Large fluctuations No No No
Small fluctuations Yes No No

3 Large fluctuations No No No
Small fluctuations Yes No No

4 Large fluctuations No No No
Small fluctuations Yes No No

5 Large fluctuations No No No
Small fluctuations Yes No No

One can observe from Table 4 that both multifractal strength and the intensity and complexity of
volume and price-volume correlation increased up to Segment 3 (i.e., up to the Financial Crisis) and
decreased after the Financial Crisis. The increasing complexity and multifractality denote an uneven
distribution and higher fluctuation. In other words, the volume and price-volume cross-correlation
became unstable up to the crisis period. Thus, increasing complexity in volume may indicate the
signal of the impending crisis period. However, price is indifferent to the segments and continues
to decrease over the period, which indicates that the distribution of price is becoming stable with
decreasing fluctuation. This signifies that price is becoming efficient over the period.

Table 4. Strength and complexity across structural breaks.

Segment
Multifractal Strength Intensity and Complexity

Price Volume Price-Volume Correlation Price Volume Price-Volume Correlation

All Data 0.322 0.714 0.493 0.506 0.991 0.752
1 0.518 0.749 0.273 0.749 1.030 0.430
2 0.412 0.430 0.238 0.601 0.597 0.387
3 0.367 0.811 0.527 0.548 1.063 0.710
4 0.363 0.550 0.231 0.518 0.717 0.356
5 0.212 0.426 0.251 0.354 0.617 0.416

Note: multifractal strength = range of h(q), intensity and complexity = range of alpha.
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Figure 7. Segment 3 price, volume, and price-volume cross-correlation spectrum.
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Figure 8. Segment 4 price, volume, and price-volume cross-correlation spectrum.
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Figure 9. Segment 5 price, volume, and price-volume cross-correlation spectrum.
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6. Conclusions

This paper conducts a multifractal analysis of price, volume, and price-volume cross-correlation
across structural breaks. The MFDFA is conducted on the all the data from 1995 to 2019 and also across
four structural breaks identified using the procedure of Bai and Perron (2003). The results indicate
that the prices have long memory in both a normal and volatile market; however, the complexity
and intensity of prices is decreasing, indicating that the prices are becoming efficient over the
period. On the other hand, volume and price-volume correlation have low or no memory during
the normal period and thus conform to the EMH. However, during the volatile period, volume
and price-volume cross-correlation increase in complexity and thus indicate the conformance to the
principles of the AMH.

The Hurst exponent varies across each segment, which implies a volatile market, and prices show
long memory in such a market, creating opportunities for excess return occasionally, which is in line
with the tenets of the AMH. Further research could be directed to compare the performance of various
markets across different market indices within a country and across different countries.
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