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Abstract We consider estimation of the quadratic (co)variation of a semimartingale
from discrete observations which are irregularly spaced under high-frequency asymp-
totics. In the univariate setting, results by Jacod for regularly spaced observations
are generalized to the case of irregular observations. In the two-dimensional setup
under non-synchronous observations, we derive a stable central limit theorem for the
Hayashi—Yoshida estimator in the presence of jumps. We reveal how idiosyncratic and
simultaneous jumps affect the asymptotic distribution. Observation times generated
by Poisson processes are explicitly discussed.

Keywords Asynchronous observations - Co-jumps - Statistics of semimartingales -
Quadratic covariation

1 Introduction

Estimating the quadratic variation of a semimartingale X probably is one of the
main topics in today’s high frequency statistics. Starting with the pioneering work of
Andersen and Bollerslev (1998) and Barndorff-Nielsen and Shephard (2002) on the
use of realized volatility (also called realized variance) as a measure for integrated
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volatility over a trading day, an enormous number of articles has been dedicated to the
development of estimation techniques in this area. Historically first is the extension
to power variations which allows for a consistent estimation of integrated quarticity
as well—a necessary task when establishing a so-called feasible central limit theorem
for realized volatility that allows to construct confidence sets; see Barndorff-Nielsen
and Shephard (2004).

Estimation approaches for deviations from the idealized setting of observing a
continuous semimartingale at equidistant times have attracted a lot of attention since
then. For models incorporating jumps, for example, integrated volatility does no longer
coincide with the quadratic variation of the underlying process, as it comes from
the continuous martingale part of X only. Econometricians, however, are typically
interested in estimating integrated volatility due to the belief that this quantity reflects
cumulative intrinsic risk of an asset whereas jumps come as external shocks. In the
presence of jumps the realized volatility as a discretized quadratic variation converges
in probability to the entire quadratic variation under high-frequency asymptotics as the
maximum distance between successive observation times tends to zero. This motivated
estimators which filter out jumps, like bipower variation by Barndorff-Nielsen and
Shephard (2004) and truncated realized volatility by Mancini (2009). Another topic is
the treatment of additional microstructure noise in the data; among various proposals
see e.g. Zhang et al. (2005), Barndorff-Nielsen et al. (2008) or Podolskij and Vetter
(2009). Non-regular observation times have been discussed in various situations: In the
univariate context, limit theorems under irregular sampling schemes have been derived
both in case of deterministic and random observations times; see e.g. Mykland and
Zhang (2009), Hayashi et al. (2011b) or Fukasawa and Rosenbaum (2012). In multi-
dimensional settings, asynchronicity comes into play which makes the situation more
complicated. Let us mention here the approach involving overlapping intervals by
Hayashi and Yoshida (2005) and the concept of refresh times from Barndorff-Nielsen
et al. (2011).

Where typically less focus has been laid on is statistical inference on the entire
quadratic variation of X when jumps are present, though the latter is not only of
some importance in economics as a measure of risk comprising jumps and volatility,
but also a central quantity in stochastic analysis. Asymptotics in the case of equidis-
tant observations of X are provided as a special case in Jacod (2008) who focuses
on a number of functionals of semimartingale increments. A similar result for Lévy
processes dates back to Jacod and Protter (1998). Results on an estimator for the
quadratic variation when jumps and noise are present are given in Jacod et al. (2010)
for their pre-averaging estimator. Apart from that, at least to the best of our knowledge,
no work has dealt with central limit theorems on the entire quadratic (co)variation of
X, and in particular very few is known in the framework of non-regularly spaced
data.

We aim at filling this gap to a certain extent. In a first step, we generalize the
asymptotic theory from Jacod (2008) on realized volatility and equidistant observations
to non-equidistant (univariate) schemes. As a basis for the more involved situations
we illuminate how proofs of limit theorems work for general semimartingales in the
vein of Podolskij and Vetter (2010) who explained limit theorems for the continuous
case. In a two-dimensional setting the quadratic covariation
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(xM, x®, :/ psoNo® ds+ZAX(1)AX(2) (1)

s<t

is the sum of the integrated covolatility and the sum of products of simultaneous
jumps (called co-jumps). The asymptotic theory for co-jumps entails new intriguing
attributes and provides deeper insight in the multi-dimensional asymptotic properties
of standard estimators.

For non-synchronous observations of continuous It6 semimartingales, the promi-
nent estimator by Hayashi and Yoshida (2005) for integrated covolatility attains the
minimum variance in the general semiparametric situation. We discuss its properties
extended to the case of observing a general Itd semimartingale possibly admitting
jumps. Consistency for the entire quadratic covariation is established under mild reg-
ularity assumptions. We deduce sufficient conditions on the observation times design
to establish a central limit theorem. In particular, we illustrate the formal expressions
for the important (and included) setup of exogenous observation times generated by
homogenous Poisson processes.

The paper is organized as follows: we review the one-dimensional results by Jacod
(2008) for realized volatility in Sect. 2. The first generalization to non-equidistant
observation times is pursued in Sect. 3. In Sect. 4 we develop the asymptotic theory for
the Hayashi—Yoshida estimator and non-synchronous two-dimensional observations.
The case of Poisson sampling is treated as an explicit example. Section 5 demonstrates
the finite sample accuracy in Monte Carlo simulations. The proofs are given in the
Appendix.

2 The baseline case: univariate regular observations

Letus start with revisiting the central limit theorem for realized variance in the presence
of jumps for the regular univariate setting which has been found by Jacod (2008).
Suppose in the sequel that X is a one-dimensional It6 semimartingale on (£2, F, P)
of the form

t t
X, _Xo+/ by ds+/ o dW; + / /K(5(S 2))(n — v)(ds, dz)
/ / k' (8(s, 2))u(ds, dz), )

where W is a standard Brownian motion, u is a Poisson random measure on R™ x IR,
and the predictable compensator v satisfies v(ds, dz) = ds ® A(dz) for some o -finite
measure A on R endowed with the Borelian o -algebra. « denotes a truncation function
with k (x) = x on a neighbourhood of zero and we set ' (x) = x — K« (x), to separate
the martingale part of small jumps and the large jumps. « is assumed to be continuous
here, which helps to simplify notation and further regularity conditions, and with
compact support. We impose the following fairly general structural assumptions on
the characteristics of X.
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710 M. Bibinger, M. Vetter

Assumption 1 The processes by, oy and s — §(s, z) are continuous. Furthermore,
we have [6(s, z)| < y(z) for some bounded positive real-valued function y which
satisfies [(1 A y2(2))A(dz) < 0.

Our target of inference is the quadratic variation of the semimartingale X at time
0 < t < 1 which becomes

t
(X, X], = / olds + ) (AX,)?,
0

s<t

the sum of the integrated variance and the sum of squared jumps, in the setting above.
Here, AX; = Xy — Xs—, Xs— = lim;,5 ;<5 X;, denotes the possible jump at time s.
In the baseline case of equidistant observations, that is we observe X at the regular
timesi/n,i =0, ..., |nt],Jacod (2008) establishes a stable central limit theorem for
the natural estimator realized variance. With A;’X = Xi/n — X(i—1)/n. the latter term
is defined as

Lt ]
RV) =D (A7 X).
i=1

Before we state the result, let us shortly recall the notion of stable convergence. A
family of random variables (Y;,) defined on (§2, 7, P) is said to converge F-stably in
law to Y defined on an extended space (£2, F, P), if

Elg(Y,)S] — E[g(Y)S]

for all bounded, continuous g and all bounded F-measurable random variables S. For
background information on the notion of stable (weak) convergence we refer interested
readers to Jacod and Shiryaev (2003), Jacod and Protter (1998), Jacod (1997) and
Podolskij and Vetter (2010).

In our context, the limiting variable depends on auxiliary random variables. We
therefore consider a second space (£2/, 7', P’) supporting a standard Brownian motion
W' and a sequence (U ;,) p>1 of standard normal variables, all mutually independent.
The extended space (§, F , @) is then given by the (orthogonal) product of the two
spaces where all variables above are extended to it in the canonical way. The limiting
variables in the central limit theorem for quadratic variation are then defined as follows:
let (Sp) p>1 be a sequence of stopping times exhausting the jumps of X and set

t
Z =2 > AXs,os,U, and vtz«/i/ o2dW..
. 0
p:Sp=<t

The stable limit theorem for quadratic variation adopted from Jacod (2008) now reads
as follows:
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Quadratic covariation of an asynchronously observed semimartingale 711

Theorem 1 Suppose that X is a one-dimensional It6 semimartingale with represen-
tation (2) for which Assumption 1 is satisfied. Then for each 0 < t < 1 we have the
JF-stable central limit theorem

W 2RV - (X, x1) =8 v vz, 3)

Remark 1 Even though Z; might depend on the particular choice of the stopping
times, it is shown in Jacod (2008) that its F-conditional law does not. By definition of
stable convergence, this is all that matters. Note also that the result above only holds
for a fixed ¢+ > 0, but not in a functional sense, except X is continuous. This is due
to the fact that a large jump at time 7 is by definition included in [X, X];, but usually
not in RV}, as the latter statistic only counts increments up to time |nt|/n. For a
fixed ¢, this is not relevant, as the expectation of large jumps close to time ¢ is small,
but in a process sense this issue becomes important. One can account for this fact by
subtracting [X, X]|,;)/n in (3) instead, however.

We give a proof of Theorem 1 in Appendix B and C, basically for two reasons: First,
the analogue of Theorem 1 is only a special case of the much more general discussion
in Jacod (2008), and we believe that it is interesting to highlight how proofs of stable
central limit theorems concerned with jumps work in this special (but nevertheless
important) situation. In this sense, the first part of this paper can be understood as
a follow-up to Podolskij and Vetter (2010) where the focus was on explaining limit
theorems for continuous semimartingales. Second, the proof serves as foundation for
all other setups where we employ the results provided for the baseline case discussed
in this section.

Throughout the paper, we restrict ourselves to continuous o. This condition can
be weakened in the sense that it might be some Itd semimartingale itself. We refer to
Jacod (2008) to an extension of (3) allowing even for common jumps of ¢ and X, in
which the limit Z; is slightly more complicated. Since we shall focus on the effects of
irregular sampling, and also on the impact of jumps on the Hayashi—Yoshida estimator
in the multivariate case, which furnish several new interesting effects, we believe this
slight simplification helps to keep the asymptotic results readable and clear.

3 Asymptotics for irregular sampling schemes

The situation changes when the observations do not come at regular times anymore.
In general, at stage n one observes a one-dimensional process X at arbitrary times
0 =1; < t{ < ..., which may either be deterministic or random (stopping) times,
and a further distinction in the random case regards independent and endogenous
sampling schemes. The latter are by far the most complicated, and it is well-known
that already in the continuous case central limit theorems become non-standard for
observations based e.g. on hitting times of X ; see Fukasawa and Rosenbaum (2012) and
related papers. For this reason, we restrict ourselves in this work to either deterministic
observations times or those coming from independent random variables. Even in this
case, it is hard to derive asymptotics in general, and this becomes particularly virulent
in the multi-dimensional framework discussed in the next section.
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712 M. Bibinger, M. Vetter

We use the notation m” (t) = max{i : ¢ < t},t"(¢t) = max{t! : ' < t} and
m'i (t) = min{i : ¢! > t}, 7/ (t) = min{¢]' : ¢! > ¢t} for an arbitrary 0 < ¢t < 1,
referring to the number of observations around time ¢ and to the previous and next
ticks. A necessary condition in order to infer on the quadratic variation of X is to secure
that the mesh of the observation times 7, = max{|¢ —¢" |||i =1, ..., m" (1)} tends
to zero (in probability) as n increases. Standard results from stochastic analysis then
ensure consistency of realized variance as an estimator for the quadratic variation,
which becomes

m™ (1)
P
RV" = Z |AMX |2 — [X, X],
i=1

in this context. Here we have set A”X = X o= X again.

In order to derive a central limit theorem for RV}, we need sharper bounds on the
order of m, as well as two regularity conditions on increments of the observations
times. The first assumption is concerned with the variance due to the continuous
martingale part, whereas the second one is about local regularity around possible
jump times. It looks rather complicated, but reflects precisely what is needed to prove
stable convergence later on.

Assumption 2 Suppose that the variables " are stopping times which satisfy E[r!]1 =
o(n~®) forallg > 1 and any 0 < @ < ¢. Furthermore, we assume

(1) that there exists a continuously differentiable function G : [0, 1] — [0, c0), such
that the convergence

m" (1)
G@) = lim G,(t) = lim n > -y’ 4)

i=1

holds pointwise (in probability)
(ii) thatforany O < ¢ < 1 and any k € IN we have convergence of

k
/[O,t]k glxy, ..., xk)E[ H hp(n(Tli(xp) — tf(xp)))]dxk ...dx 5)

p=1

to

k
g(xl,...,xk)H hp(NP(xp, dy)dxy ... dx; (6)
[0,11* p1 /R

as n — 00, where the @(x, dy) denote a family of probability measures on
[0, oo) with uniformly bounded first moment and g : RF > Rand h » R—>R,
p=1,...,k, are bounded continuous functions.
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Quadratic covariation of an asynchronously observed semimartingale 713

Assumption 2 (ii) above looks rather technical, but has an intuitive meaning: given
any finite number k of jumps of a Poisson process, the lengths of the intervals around the
jumps times (denoted by x,) are assumed to converge jointly after standardization with
n. Here, the functions &, refer to the usual conditions for convergence in distribution,
while we need g for the stronger claim on stable convergence. Integration with respect
to x, is due to the fact that jump times of a Poisson process are uniformly distributed.
Also, that the expectation of products in (5) becomes a product of expectations in
(6) means that the lengths of the intervals around the (jump) times x, converge to
independent variables, whose distributions may in general depend on x,. The latter
property reflects for example that there might be periods in which observations come
more often than in others.

Example 1 Suppose that the sampling scheme is deterministic with #' = f(i/n) for
some strictly isotonic, deterministic function f : [0, 1] — [0, 1]. If f is continuously
differentiable, then Assumption 2 is satisfied with the deterministic limits

m () m™ (1)

1 t
Gy = limn > (¢ =1 )%= lim ~ > (f'(E)° = /0 (f'(@))*dx.
i=1 i=1

In order to prove the representation (6) set n(x) = f/(f ~1(x)). Since the design is
deterministic, the expectation in (5) can be dropped and we obtain

n() (x) — v (x))

=nlf ([nr @)= £ ([ | )] > £ @) =ne.

Therefore (6) holds with the deterministic @ (x, dy) = §;(x)(dy). The bound on E[x]]
is trivially satisfied as well.

Example 2 Alternatively, one might want to work with a random observation scheme.
Classical is Poisson sampling, where (N"); is a Poisson process with intensity nX for
A > 0 fixed and each n, and the observations time #" is equivalent to the time of the
ith jump of N”. In this case, we have

m™ (1) [nAt]

nY =t =0 ) @ =1 ) +op(1) =2t/x +0p(1),
i=1 i=1

since the ¢! — ' | form a sequence of i.i.d. exp(n))-variables. We have used both
Lemma 8 in Hayashi and Yoshida (2008), which states that Elz]] = o(n™®) is
satisfied, and arguments from the proof of Lemma 10, which show that m”" (¢) is
close to [nAt], to obtain the first relation above. Let us now derive the limit of

k
E[ []hp o) — 2]

p=1
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714 M. Bibinger, M. Vetter

for any fixed xi, ..., xr, and we start with k = 1. First, due to memorylessness
n(t} (x1) — x1) ~ exp(1). On the other hand, a standard result in renewal theory (see
e.g. Cox (1970); page 31) gives the distribution of the backward recurrence time of
the Poisson process:

1, U =nxy,
l—e ™, 0<u<nx.

Pn(x; —t2(x1)) <u) = H

Therefore, n(x; — " (x1)) LN exp(A) as n — oo, and from the strong Markov
property, which secures independence of the two summands, we have n(z} (x1) —

" (x1)) N I"(2, 1). Similarly, for a general k, one can show that the n(z! (x;) —
" (x1)) are asymptotically independent, and all sequences of random variables obvi-
ously have the same limiting distribution. Condition (6) is therefore valid with
@ (x, dy) being the distribution of a I"(2, A) variable for all x.

Example 3 As a third example we consider a deterministic irregular scheme with
a truly random limiting distribution @ (x, dy). Consider the sequence of observation
times?' =i/n,i =2,4,..., forevennumbersand ¢’ = (i +a)/n,i =1,3, ..., for
odd numbers with some 0 < o < 1. For fixed x1, interval lengths n (74 (x1) — 7—(x1))
can alternate between (1 +«) and (1 —«) and do not converge. This is where a random
limit comes into play: Let us again discuss k = 1 in detail. Setting [0, 7] = A, U B,;,
where A, denotes the subset on which n(74(x1) — 7—(x1)) = 1 + « and B, the one
with n(t4(x1) — 7—(x1)) = 1 — «, we obtain from continuity of g

/[0,:1 gxp)hy(n(t] (x1) — 2 (x1)))dx; = hi (1 +Ot)/An g(x1)dx;
+hi(1 — a)/Bn g(x1)dx
F(h1(1+a)A(Ay) + (1 — a)k(Bn))/Ot g(x1)dx
-»mu1+m%#+ma—aﬂ¥%4}@gmh

where A denotes the Lebesgue measure. Thus, @ (x, dy) is again independent of x
and has two atoms taking the value (1 4 «) with probability (1 + «)/2 and the value
(1 — ) with probability (1 —«)/2. A generalization to arbitrary k is straightforward.
Note also that the condition on 7, is satisfied by definition and that (4) holds with
G(t) = (14 o).

Let us now extend (3) to this framework. Thereto, denote with (.QO, FO, ]P’O) a
probability space on which X is defined, and we assume all observation times ;' to
live on (2!, F', P!). We can now define (£2, F, P) as the product space of these two,
while (£2/, F', ') is defined similarly as before, but it is assumed to accommodate
independent random variables (7(x))o<x<: as well, with distribution @ (x, dy) as in
(6). (2, F.P) finally is the orthogonal product of the latter two spaces again.
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Quadratic covariation of an asynchronously observed semimartingale 715

Theorem 2 Suppose that X is a one-dimensional It6 semimartingale with represen-
tation (2) for which Assumption 1 is satisfied. If also Assumption 2 on the observation
scheme holds, then for each 0 < t < 1 we have the FO-stable central limit theorem

W 2RV - (X, X1) =8 T+ 7, %)

where
t
V, = ﬁ/ 02(G'(s))"/2dw!
0

and

Zo=2 > AXs,(n(Sp) %05, U,

p:Sp<t

Here, the S, are stopping times exhausting the jumps of X, n(Sp) denotes the random
variable 1n(x)(«), ' € 2/, with x = Sp(a)o), o € 2°, and the (UI’,) are i.id.
standard normal on (2", F', ') as before.

This theorem has already been known in the literature, if X is a continuous process;
see e.g. the survey by Mykland and Zhang (2012).

Remark 2 Both limiting processes look similar to the ones obtained in Theorem 1,
apart from different standardizations due to irregular sampling. What is interesting,
however, is the nature of the scaling in the part due to jumps. The schemes considered in
Example 1 are locally regular, which leads to deterministic 7(S,) as well. On the other
hand, both the Poisson sampling and the deterministic design in Example 3 show local
irregularities, resulting in random (but time-homogeneous) limits (S, ). Nevertheless,
we still have regularity on a global level even for these sampling schemes, leading to
a deterministic limit of G, (¢) in all three cases.

4 Asymptotics in the multivariate case

This section is devoted to non-synchronous discrete observations of a multi-
dimensional Itd semimartingale with jumps. It is informative to stick to a two-
dimensional setting and an underlying semimartingale of similar form as (2) before:

X, = (X(l), )((2>)T

t

t t t
=Xo+/ bsds+/ osdws+// (305, 2)( — v)(ds. dz)
0 0 0 R2

t
+// K" (8(s, 2))pu(ds, dz), (®)
0 JR?2
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716 M. Bibinger, M. Vetter

T . . . .
where W = (W, W) denotes a two-dimensional standard Brownian motion,
and we assume without loss of generality

1 )y2 D _@
( () 0 ) T . ((6()) ps§)())
oy = su at og0, = ,
2 2 s @ 2
o552 — p2o! 2 ,Os(fs( V6P (05( ))
while the other characteristics are defined analogously to Sect. 2 with two-dimensional
jump measures. Denote with || - || the spectral norm. We develop a theory for general
jump measures comprising co-jumps (X" and X® jump at the same time) and
idiosyncratic jumps of the components.
We investigate the estimator by Hayashi and Yoshida (2005), called HY-estimator

in the following, under the influence of jumps. The HY-estimator is the sum of products
of increments with overlapping observation time instants:

———  (HY)n
[xD, x®],

=2 2 (XT& X;&)(Xt(;% —X;;z}l) {min (40 4@) >max (0,.2,) ) O

(Dt 1P <

when X, ] = 1, 2, is observed at times ti(l),i =1, ..., n;. The HY-estimator has been
proposed and is well-studied for integrated covolatility estimation from asynchronous
observations of a continuous Itd semimartingale; see Hayashi and Yoshida (2008)
and 2011a. Our structural hypothesis for the characteristics of X reads similar as
Assumption 1 in Sect. 2:

Assumption 3 Assume that by, a(l) ( ), ps and s — §(s, z) are continuous and

that ||5(s, z)|| < y(z) for a bounded posmve real-valued function y which satisfies
[ A y2(2)r(dz) < 0.

By It6 isometry, we may expect that in the presence of jumps the HY-estimator is
suitable for estimating the entire quadratic covariation (1). Yet, there are several open
questions which we address in this section and an asymptotic distribution theory of
the HY-estimator with jumps is unexplored territory.

In the sequel, we shall develop this asymptotic theory starting with some useful
notation and preliminary reductions. Then, the essential concepts and ideas for the limit
theorem are introduced. As in the one-dimensional setup, we decompose the general
semimartingale X in its continuous part and jumps. The limiting variance is triggered
by terms from the continuous part and cross terms of increments of the continuous
part and (large) jumps; see the Appendix for details. Here, it turns out to be insightful
to thoroughly prepare the asymptotic analysis by exploiting different perspectives
on the HY-estimator (9). For the sake of completeness we start with considerations
for the limit of the continuous semimartingale part revisiting the methodology of
Bibinger (2011) in the paragraph 4.2 which leads to an asymptotic stable central limit
theorem equivalent to the one by Hayashi and Yoshida (2011a). In paragraph 4.3
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Quadratic covariation of an asynchronously observed semimartingale 717

we address terms which occur due to idiosyncratic jumps. Finally, the effect of co-
jumps is discussed in paragraph 4.4 which constitute the fundamental difference in
the asymptotics of terms involving jumps compared to the one-dimensional case.

4.1 Preparations

We introduce the notion of several interpolation functions and sequences dependent
on the observation times. Let 7, = max;, 1{|t(l) U) 11} denote the mesh. Define

rﬁ) () = {ronin : (ti(1)|tl.(l) > s), mﬁ) (s) = min (i|ti(l) > s) and
1e40,...,n

tg)(s) ' {1(1)1ax }( (l)|t(l) ) mg)(s) = max <i|tl.(l) < s)

..... n

for/ =1,2,and s € [0, 1]. Let us further introduce the shortcuts
D@ =P () ad ) = ()

and T(r D (s), ! )(s) analogously. A synchronous grid serving as a reference scheme
is given by the sequence of refresh times

T = max (o) (1), o2 (T, k=0, M7(D),

with the convention 7_; = 0 and where we denote with M"(¢) the number of refresh
times smaller than or equal to ¢ € [0, 1]. Each increment T} — T} thus is the waiting
time until both components of X have been observed again. The use of refresh times
is adopted from Barndorff-Nielsen et al. (2011) where the same synchronous scheme
is employed in a more general way. For notational convenience, indices referring to
dependence on n for sampling times are often suppressed in the multi-dimensional
setup. To simplify notation a bit, let us introduce the shortcuts

| Dy D _ (y@ _ x0
Aan( )= (X((l)) X (1)) Aan( )= (X (2) XI((Z)) )
Jj—1
apx® = (xP - x) ). 1=1.2,
k—1

and for previous and next-tick interpolations with respect to the refresh time scheme

Ty _ (xD  _xD) A=y _ (5O _ 5O _
af"x® = (x' b xXP). armx® = (x§) X&m_.))’l_l’z'

Also, we denote with A} the refresh time instants (7; — T;—1) and A,:“"’ = (tﬁ) (Ty)—
Ty) are the next- and Ak_’"’ = (Tx—1 — ril) (Tx—1)) the previous-tick interpolations.
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718 M. Bibinger, M. Vetter

4.2 Considerations for the continuous part

Based on telescoping sums, the HY-estimator (9) can be rewritten

—  _(HY)n
[xD, x®],

M (t)—1
M (1 @ @
_ X X )(X X ) . (10
Z’ ( Dy T @/ TP @y TP + Op(a). (102)

The O, () term is only due to possible end effects at time f. Apart from this, the
above equality holds exactly. This illustration reveals that the estimation error of the
HY-estimator can be decomposed in the one of a usual synchronous-type realized
covolatility and an additional error induced by non-synchronicity and interpolations.
Thus, the limiting variance will comprise one addend which is analogous as under
synchronous observations at times 7y, k = 0,..., M"(1). In general the variance
increases by two additional terms due to non-synchronous observations, one from
the increased variances of the addends above by interpolation terms and one due to
covariances by 1-dependence of the interpolation terms. The main technical reason
to employ the reference scheme of refresh times and (10a) is that it allows for a very
convenient expression of the estimation error as sum of martingale differences; see
Bibinger (2011) for details.

4.3 Considerations for idiosyncratic jumps

We can rewrite the HY-estimator (9) as well by tracing out all increments of X M and
sum up products with the interpolated increments of X?, and vice versa. This means

m®@)—1

—  _HY)a
_ (eY] (eY) (2) (2)
(XD, x®], = Z (X M —Xu))(X @ m, = X 2w )"‘Op(nn)
P 3 12 () )
(10b)
m? (1)—1
2 2 M (1
= X5 — X )(X - X ) + O, (y).
2 (X8 X8 )(Xhp, ~Xihyp,) + Ortrn
(10c¢)

So, when decomposing X in different terms by the continuous part, jumps and cross
terms, we can use any of the illustrations (10a)—(10c) to analyze those terms. It is
convenient to consider the partition [tl.(i)l, ti(l)), i=1,... m(_l)(l), when we trace out
jumps of XV, while we use [tj(.z_)l, t](.z)), i=1,..mP0), for jumps of X . Simi-
larly to the univariate case, the part due to jumps in the limiting variable is coming from
a mixture of the particular jump of one process and the continuous increment of the
other. As can be seen from representations (10b) and (10c), a jump in one component
is multiplied with the increment of the continuous part of the other component over an
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Fig. 1 A co-jump and intervals that determine the covariance structure

interpolated interval. Therefore, quantities like the length of [riz;l)(Sp), rf_;l)(Sp)]
determine the contribution of one particular jump in the asymptotic variance. More
precisely, if a idiosyncratic jump of X7, r = 1,2, occurs at time § p» the interval

[tﬁl‘_r)(Sp) 1'([ r)(S )] triggers the resulting variance.

4.4 Considerations for co-jumps

Say a co-jump occurs at time S),. Then, the jump in X () is multiplied in the cross
term with the increment of X@® over the interpolated interval [r( D Sp). t (2 D Sp)l.
and for the jump of X® symmetrically. The products are marked in Fig. 1 by the arcs
and dashed segments, respectively. Idiosyncratic jumps are included in the following
general consideration by setting the jump in one component equal to zero. An intrigu-
ing effect now arises by co-jumps in the multi-dimensional setting induced by the
covariance of the two respective cross terms, since d[X M x (2)]‘ = a(l) @ ps ds.
The covariance hinges on the length of the intersection of both interpolated 1ntervals
in the two cross terms. In Fig. 1 this intersection is highlighted by the segment with
bars. This covariance structure enters the asymptotic limiting variance and results in
an auxiliary condition such that the variance of the HY-estimator converges. In any
case, the following five intervals determine the variance of the HY-estimator by one
particular co-jump at s € [0, 1]:

(Rh+ ) ) = max (¢ ). 2P @) = min (V). 2P @), 1w
R2s) = 147 (s) = max (), 77 ), (11b)

R =36 = max (1), 77 ), (11c)

2 =min (zV), 7 9) = 12 0), (11d)

£y =min (2, 7% 9)) = 2D (9). (1le)

Either (11b) or (11c¢) is zero (both only in case of a synchronous observation), and the
same is true for (11d) and (11e). Yet, at each jump arrival S, we need to distinguish
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TO ‘ T, T7
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
ot o) ot ‘ ) e ()

Jump of X
.t(()2) 't(12) .t(22) .th) 'tf) 't?) .t<62) o2

7
1o D T3 15 T 17

Fig. 2 Example of observation times allocation

if ’Rﬁ(S p) > 0or Rz (Sp) > 0. In the example depicted in Figure 1, the segment
with bars which marks the intersection of both interpolated intervals corresponds to
(R1 + El)(Sp) The remaining sub-intervals of these interpolations on the right are
captured by (11b) or (11c) and on the left by (11d) or (11e).

Example 4 To illuminate the impact of a jump on the variance of the HY-estimator
and our strategy to pursue the asymptotic analysis based on the different illustrations
(9) and (10a)—(10c) by rearranging addends, we examine a small example displayed
in Figure 2. First, assume there is one idiosyncratic jump of X1 at the highlighted
time. Focusing on the increment AZ‘ XM that contains the jump, (9) tells us that this
increments is considered in three addends:

AZIX(l)AngX(Z) + AZIx(l)AZ2x(2) + AZIX(I)AgZX(Z).
If we start with illustration (10b), we directly obtain

1 2 2 1 2 2 2
Aan( )(X((;)(t(l)) Xi(;)(t(l))) — AZIX( )(Ang( ) + AZZX( ) + A22x( )).
- \3

This is the illustration we prefer to analyze the jumps in X (D Tt shows that the length
of the interpolated interval [t£2) (t?gl)) @ (t41))] [t @ l)(Sl) r++ )(Sl)] enters the
variance of the estimator, when S denotes the jump time. Now, suppose at S; a co-
jump would occur. Consider (10c), the symmetric illustration compared to (10b) in
which the same terms appear, but rearranged in a different way. Concerning the jump
of X® according to (10c), we only need to consider

n (2 (1) 1 n2 3 (2) An1 y(1
A 2x“(x b, Xf@(zgz))) = AlX@pAmx D)

since [11”, 1] < [15",

in X®. The intersection of both interpolated intervals would be hence given by

jl) ] Mlustration (10c) simplifies the treatment of jumps

[t(l) (1)], which determines the covariance that enters the asymptotic expressions.
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4.5 The stable limit theorem

To derive a central limit theorem for the HY-estimator, already in the purely continuous
case certain regularity conditions on the sequences of observation times are required;
see Hayashi and Yoshida (2011a). The analogous conditions using illustration (10a)
from Bibinger (2011) and additional conditions that ensure convergence of the variance
in the presence of jumps are gathered in the next assumption:

Assumption 4 Assume the ti<l),l = 1, 2, are stopping times such that E[x]] =

o(n~¥) forallg > landany 0 < o < gq.

(i) Suppose that the functional sequences

Gu(t) =n Y_ (A% (12a)

T <t

Fa@ =n Y (A + A0 AL + AP Af + a0™)

T <t
FAI (AL 4 A;’"Z)), (12b)

Hyt)=n D (A AS" + A RAT™), (12¢)

Tip1=t

converge, i.e. satistfy G,(t) — G(¢) pointwise for some continuously differen-
tiable limiting function G, and analogously for H,,, F;,, with limits H, F.
(i1) Assume, for any 0 < ¢ < 1 and any k € IN, convergence of

/ glx1, ..., xk)
[0.¢]%

k
E[ I1 hp((n(R; + LY, nR2, nL2, nR3, ncz)(xp))]dxk dxy, (13)
p=1
with the expressions introduced in (11a)—(11e), to

k
g x) [T [ hpGr v v3. ya. y9) @ (xp. dy)dig .. dxy, (14)
[0.1]¥ p=1 /R

for some family of probability measures @ on [0, 00)> with uniformly bounded
first moments, holds true as n — oo, for all bounded continuous functions g :
RF > Randh, R’ > R,p=1,... k.

We now introduce limiting variables for the central limit theorem in the two-
dimensional case. They rely on the functions from Assumption 4. Denote

1
V; = / Vg dWS/
0
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with the variance process
2 _ Mm@\ 2 L g M@\ / Mm@\
vs=G(s)(aS o )(l—l—ps)—i—F(s)(as o ) +2H (s)(,osas o! )
(15)

The limit of the cross term is

2= % s« AXY 0P (JR 4 LHSHULY + RIS US
+,/£3(SP)Q§,3)) +aXGol) ( JR! + ﬁl)(s,,)(pgp ush
1 2) 2
+ 1= 03,01") + JRAS)US +,/£2(5,)0F), (16)

where S, denotes some enumeration of all times where at least one process
jumps (so certain addends may become zero if a jump is idiosyncratic). Again,
we need a second probability space (£2, 7', ') on which mutually independent
standard normal variables (UI(,I), UI(JZ), UI(,S), QE,I), Qg), Qg)), p > 1,and (R1 +
LY R2 L2 R3, L3 (x) ~ D (x, dy) for all x € [0, ¢] are defined. Hence, the vectors
(R + £Y, R2, £2, R3, £3)(S p) for different jump arrival times S, take the role of
the 1(S,) from Theorem 2, and their entries are multiplied with independent normal
variables.

The second and third summand of (15) give the limiting asymptotic variance of the
error due to asynchronicity in the continuous part, i.e. the second term comes from the
variance of the interpolation steps in the addends of (10a) and does not depend on the
correlation whereas the third addend comes from the covariance between successive
summands in (10a). We refer to Bibinger (2011) for further details and examples for
the asymptotic theory concerning the continuous semimartingale part.

Theorem 3 Suppose we observe a two-dimensional Ité semimartingale (8) whose
characteristics fulfill the structural Assumption 3. If the mesh of discrete observations
tends to zero in both components, for each 0 < t < 1, the HY-estimator consistently
estimates the quadratic covariation

HY).n
t

¢
[x(D, x@)] Lix® x@y, . (17)

On Assumption 4, an FO-stable central limit theorem applies:

(HY).n
t

— [ -~ ~
n2([x® x@] " - x®, x@),) £ 9, 4 3, (18)

Example 5 Let us discuss a particular example again. By virtue of the symmetry,

| 1, u =ns,
P(nﬁn(s) = u) - {]P’(nR,ll(s —u) < u) 0 <u < ns,

@ Springer



Quadratic covariation of an asynchronously observed semimartingale 723

which holds whenever observation times are modeled by time-homogeneous renewal
processes, we may conclude that under high-frequency asymptotics the distributions
of backward and forward waiting times are asymptotically equal. Consequently, this
is valid for time-homogenous Poisson sampling. Furthermore, by the strong Markov
property both the R,L and E,‘Z, and the ’R,L and (R? R3) variables are independent.

n’
Precisely, suppose that (Nl"),, [ = 1,2, are independent Poisson processes with

intensities nA; for A; > 0 fixed and each n, and that the observations times are
equivalent to the jump times of the respective processes. We find that constantly in
time

]P’(R,ll < ul) = (1 — exp(—nklul)) (1 — exp(—nkzul)),

since the two Poisson processes are independent. Note further that one of the com-
ponents of (722 R3) is zero, depending on which process is observed first after time

max ('C 1 )(s) 1(2) (s)) = r. The other one follows an exponential distribution then.
Precisely, we have

}P’(rfrl)(r) > rf)(r)) = /Ooo /Oy A1 exp(—nAiy)is exp(—niox) dx dy
=0+ 227
thus
(RZ <us, R < u3) M+kz (1 — exp(—nkluz)) + Mi—zkz(l — exp(—n)»gm)),
from which we obtain

IE”(R,‘z <ui, R% < uz,Rz < u3) = (1 — exp(—nklul))(l —exp(—nkzul))

X (1 )\}ix exp(—nijuy) — M+A2 exp(— nkzug))

This joint law enters the random limiting variance of the HY-estimator with jumps for
Poisson sampling, that is

]P’(R1 <up, R? < uo, R3 < u_a,) = (l — exp(—klul)) (1 — exp(—kzul))
X (1 /\1+>~2 exp(—Ajuz) — 1+A2 exp(— A2u3))
and the vector (E] L2 £3) follows the same distribution. For example, if .| = A, =
. (e8] 2))2 2) (1)\2 1 _@ () ) .
1, we 0bta1n4(asp AXSP) +4(0Sp AXSP) +6ps,05 /05 ' AXg AX " ateach jump

time S, as the conditional expectation of the induced variance of the HY-estimator.
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In this case the covariation of time functions (12a)—(12c) are G(¢t) = (14/9)t, H(t) =
2/9)¢, F(t) = (10/9)¢; for the latter compare Bibinger (2011) and Hayashi and
Yoshida (2011a).

An estimator for the asymptotic variance of the HY-estimator facilitating a so-called
feasible limit theorem to construct confidence intervals can be deduced similarly as in
the continuous framework, pursued in Hayashi and Yoshida (2011a) by a kernel-type
and Bibinger (2011) by a histogram-type approach. See also Veraart (2010) for the
univariate setting including jumps with regular observations.

5 Simulations

In this section we inspect the HY-estimator’s finite-sample accuracy and confirm our
theoretical findings in a Monte Carlo simulation study. For this purpose, we implement
a two-dimensional semimartingale model with constant drift » = (0.1,0.1)T and
oM = 6@ =1 and a correlation parameter p. As a jump component we generate
from a conditional Poisson process—with a fixed number of jumps at times uniformly
distributed on [0, 1] and jump heights 1, which allows for a simple tracking of the
estimator’s variance for different parameters and a comparison to the theoretical values.
The non-synchronous observation times are randomly generated from two independent
homogenous Poisson processes with expected time instants 1/30000 for each (such
that in average mg)(l) = m(f)(l) = 30000 observations on [0, 1]).

In each iteration the observation scheme is newly generated. We run 500 Monte
Carlo iterations for each configuration. From the simulated continuous component we
evaluate the HY-estimator without jumps and from the whole process the HY estimator
with jumps. We consider three simple setups:

[Sc1] One co-jump (size one in both components) occurs.

[Sc2] One co-jump and one idiosyncratic jump in XV and one in X® (all size
one) occur.

[Sc3] Only one idiosyncratic jump in XV and one in X® (all size one) occur.

The results are displayed in Table 1. First of all they confirm that the HY-estimator
is eligible to consistently estimate the entire quadratic covariation in each scenario.
In particular, the Monte Carlo averages show that the HY-estimator closely tracks
the integrated covolatility in Scenario 3, robustly to the simulated large idiosyncratic
jumps. We draw a comparison between the empirical finite-sample values and theoret-
ical quantities obtained from the expectation of the random asymptotic variance and
the convergence rate. Theoretical expected values are given in parentheses in Table 1.
The variances of the continuous part and the variance due to the cross term by jumps
and the continuous component are close to their theoretical counterparts. In Scenario
3 empirical variances are slightly larger than expected. The estimator’s variance does
not depend on the correlation here, since only idiosyncratic jumps occur. This is appar-
ent also for the empirical figures. In Scenarios 1 and 2 one addend of the variance of
the cross term increases linearly with the correlation what we witness as well for the
finite-sample results.
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Appendix

A. Preliminaries and some notation

Throughout the proof K and K, denote generic constants, the latter dependent on
¢. On the compact time span [0, 1], we can reinforce the structural Assumption 1
replacing local boundedness by uniform boundedness which precisely means that b
and o as well as the jumps of X may be assumed to be bounded by K. Such a standard
procedure is provided in Section 3.6.3. in Jacod (2012), among others.

The following notation is analogously introduced for the one-dimensional and two-
dimensional setting. For any integer ¢ we define the auxiliary (drift) process

b{ = by — /(K(5(S, 2) = 8(s, Dy )<1/gPA(d2),

which satisfies ||b?| < K 4- We consider discretized versions b(g, r)s and o (r)s of b7
and o for some integer r. We set

b(q,r)s = b((ik_l)/zr1[(k71)/2’,k/2’), k=1,...,2",

locally constant on intervals [(k — 1)/2", k/2") and analogously for o (r). For any
fixed pair (g, r), we define

B(q.r); z/otb(q,r)sds, B'(q.r): z/ot(b? — b(gq,r)y) ds,
COry, = /0 (AW, Clry = /O 0y — 0 (r)s) W,
N(q): =/OI/S(S,Z)l{y(z)>1/qw(ds,dz),

M(g), = /0 t / 55, Dy @=1/g) (1 — W) (ds, da).

Up to Xg, which does not matter in terms of increments anyway, X; can be written
as the sum of the six quantities above. Therefore each increment A7 X is the sum of
six respective increments as well, and using the multinomial formula we see that RV}
(or the HY-estimator) becomes a sum of 21 addends. For the quadratic variation (for
dimension one), we have

t t t
(X, X], = / o(r)ds + / (05 — o (r)s)?ds +2 / o (r)s(og — o (r)s)ds
0 0 0

+[N(@@), N(@]: +[M(q), M(q)]:

and analogously for [X(D'| X®7] in the two-dimensional setup. Next, we state some
standard estimates for the terms from the above decomposition of X which will be
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used frequently in the analysis below. See e.g. Section 4.1 in Jacod (2008):

Vpz st 200 E[IC0) - GOIP|R] = K2 (1)
V.12 03 E[IM(@)ss — M@ 17| 5]
(s+1)
<KE / / yz(z)v(ds, dz)
s {zeR9ly (2)<1/q}
< Kie,, (19b)

Vs, t € [(k—1)27",k27") for some k :

E[IC, ¢ - CIP|R] < KE [(/ﬂ lo: - os||2dr) ]f]

<Kt sup Jlor — oyl (19¢)
T€[s,t+s]

V.12 00 E[IN@ss — Nl

Flzar [V <k a9

where ¢; = f{z Rl |y (1)<~ y2(z)k(dz). From Assumption 1 we may conclude that

Ik y2(2)A(dz) is bounded, so by Lebesgue’s theorem we have

eq — 0 as g — oo. (19e)

B. Proof of Theorem 1

We decompose the left hand side of (3) with the terms introduced in Appendix A. The
only addends responsible for the limiting variance are

Lt |nt]
nl/z[(z(A;zC(r))z_/IU(F)%dS)+22A:}C(r)Al’~lN(q)i|. 20)
0

i=1 i=1
For the other terms converging to the quadratic variation the approximation errors

[nt] t [nt]
(D arcer- /0 (0 = 0(r)ds) + ( D (AIN@)? - [N @), N@))
i=1 i=1
|nt] ¢
+ 2(240@)4’0’@) —/ o (r)s (05 — cr(r)s)ds)
i=1 0
Lnt]
+ (D @rm@n? - M@, M@ |, @

i=1
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are proved to be asymptotically negligible. The other remainder terms will be shown
to be small as well. We state an overview which terms are treated jointly at this point:
The pure drift parts are

[nt]
n'2 > (A!B(q.r) + A} B'(q. 1) (22)

i=1
and we also treat
Lnt]
2n'2 37 (A1 B(g.r) + A} B/(q. n)(A}C() + AIN(g) (23)
i=1

together. The mixed martingale part is

Lnt]
2n' 2" AT M(9)(AFC(r) + ALC (). (24)
i=1

The remainder terms involving C’(r) are now

[nt]
2'2 D" AIC (r)(A} B(g. 1) + ATB'(q. 1) + A} N(q)). (25)
i=1

and finally the remainder terms involving M (¢) become

[nt]
22> ATM(@)(A!B(q.7) + AlB'(q, 1) + AIN(q)). (26)
i=1

Asymptotics will always work in the sense that we let n — oo first, then the auxiliary
r — oo and finally ¢ — oo. The proof of Theorem 1 is divided in two parts which
are given in the following propositions:

Proposition 1 On the assumptions of Theorem 1:

20) =9 v, + 7, @7)

Proposition 2 On the assumptions of Theorem 1:

lim lim suplimsup P(](21) + (22) + (23) + (24) + (25) 4+ (26)| > €) =0

4= y500 n—oo

forany e > 0.
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In this section, we show the claim of the latter proposition only. We will prove an
analogous claim for Theorem 2 later, which includes Proposition 1 as a special case.
To establish Proposition 2 we show that it holds for each of the remainder terms (21) to
(26) separately, which implies our claim. Note by Markov inequality that it is sufficient
to obtain bounds for moments of the respective terms.

Proof (Proof of Proposition 2)
elim,_,  limsup,_, ,, limsup,_, .. P (](22)| > €) = 0 for any € > O:
Since we have |A” B(g, r)| < K, /n and also for A B'(q,r)

[nt]
n'/? Z(AZ-’B(q, r)+ A'B'(q,1))? £, 0for any fixed g and r.
i=1

elim, o limsup,_, , limsup,_, ., P (](23)| > €) = 0 for any € > O:

[nt]
n'/2>" A'B(q.r)ATC(r)
i=1
[2"2]
=n"2 > b (COar = C( 1) + R(g. 1)},
k=1

where the error due to increments over intervals with i — 1)/n < (k — 1)27" <i/n
and boundary effects is denoted by R(g, )" and satisfies E[|R(g, r)"|] < K,n~1/2,
thus becomes small. The first term on the right hand side above is a sum of martingale
differences. Therefore

1271) 2

n'E Z b?k_l)zfr (C(io—r — C(r)k=1)2-7)
k=1

[271]
2
<K,/n z E (C(Nia—r — C(r)ge—1yp—+)" < Kq/n — 0.
k=1

For the treatment of the analogous term involving A?B/ (g,r) let w(f,h) =
sup{| f(s) — f(®)|; |s — t] < h} denote the modulus of continuity of a function f.
Several applications of Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and It6 isometry give

[nt] Lnt]
n'2 > "EIATB (q. ) AICEH)| < n” 2D Elw®?,27) A} C(r))|
i=1 i=1
< KE[w®?, 27"/,

By construction, b7 is bounded and continuous. Therefore, w(b?,2™") converges to
zero for each w as r — o0, and the entire term becomes small due to Lebesgue’s
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theorem. The claim for (23) now follows using the bounds on the drift and (19d).
elim, o limsup,_, , limsup,_, P (](24)| > €) = 0 for any € > O:
Integration by parts formula gives

i/n
AlC(r)AYM(q) =/(. D) (C(r)s— — C(r)i—1ym) AM(q)s
i/n
+/(_ b (M(q)s — M(q)i—1y/n) dC(r)s, (28)

with expectation zero. Applying Burkholder—Davis—Gundy inequality yields

i/n 2
B([ (€00 = Crrmnym b))
(i=D/n .

i/n
< KE /( O = CO AN @), M)

i/n
< KE /( ) [ €0 = Crmn s e 8
11— n

i/n
<Key( [ BCOL- -~ Ciynlds) < Keyn?. 29)
@i—=1/n

Similarly, we obtain

i/n 2 )
B( [ M@ - M@ dC0)) < Key/n
i=D/n

and altogether

[nt | |nt]
nE(Z A?M(q)Al’-‘C(r))z <n Z]E(A;?M(q)A;?C(r))z < Ke,,

i=1 i=1

and the same bound holds for the term involving A”C’(r). Our claim now follows by
virtue of (19e).
o lim,_ o limsup,_, limsup,_, P (|(25)] > €) =0 for any € > 0:

A"B(q,r)+ ATB'(q,r) + ATN(q) = f(’/_"l)/n b?ds

+ f(li/—nl)/n J 86, Dy )=1/q11(ds, d2)

i/n
- / (bs 4 / K'(a(s,z)),\(dz))ds
@i-1)/n

=A"B
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i/n
+/ /a(s, Oy oo 1/g) (1 — v)(ds, d2)
@i—1)/n

=A"M(q)
By two applications of Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and It6 isometry, we conclude

|nt] [nt]
2> E[‘A?C/(r)A?EH < Kn 2> E[AIC (A2
i=1 i=1
< KE[lw(c?, 27212

Convergence to zero as r — 00 can be deduced from Lebesgue’s theorem again. On
the other hand, we have a similar decomposition for A:.’ C’ (r)A;’M (g) as in (28). The
arguments from (29) yield

Lt ifn ~ 2
nk Z/ (C'(r)s— = C'(Nii-1y/n) dM(CI)s) < KE[Jw(o?, 271,

i=1 7/ =D/n

so it remains to focus on

Lnt] i/n _ _

n'2y" (M(q)s— — M(@)i-1)/) (05 — 0 (r)s) dW.
1/ =D/n
i=1

We have that A;’M(q) = A'N(q) — (li/_nl)/n f&(s, 2) 14y (2)=¢-112(dz)ds, where the
absolute value of the second addend is bounded by K,/n. Since o5 — o (r)s — 0

pointwise for r — 00, all we need to discuss is

|_ntJ i/n

n'2>" 1y V@ = V@i (0s =0 ()s) dWs.
i=1 11— n

Let S1, S2, ... be a sequence of stopping times exhausting the jumps of N(g). Then

Lnt] i/n
n2 3 | (N(@)s— = N@—1y/n) (05 — 0 (r);) AW,
= Ji-nm
|nt]
B ZZE‘l{(i1)/n<S,,5i/n}|N(l])S,, — N@s,-|
p>1li=1

[nSp]/n
« / (05 — o)) AW, (30)
S

P
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732 M. Bibinger, M. Vetter

Using the strong Markov property of Brownian motion we obtain

EH /SIHS”/n(Gx —o(r)s)dW; .7"5,,] S([Sfﬂsﬂ/n E[(os — U(r)s)zlj:s],]ds)l/2

P

<Kn V?E[w(o, Z_r)2|f5p]l/2~

Therefore, using Cauchy—Schwarz inequality several times, (30) can be bounded by
a constant times

[nt]

E> 2. (1{<i71>/n<spsi/n} lis,=nElw(o, 2_’)2|fsp]1/2)
p>1li=1

[nt]

= E[ ; (Z 1{<i71>/n<Spsi/n})2]I/ZE[ > lis,=nElw(o, 2_r)2|7-'s,,]]1/2

i=l1 p>1
(3D

The first factor is bounded by E[I7(¢)]'/?, where IT(q) = fol [ 1y @)=1/qyp(ds, dz)
denotes the number of large jumps on [0, 1]. It holds that

2 1 2
EI(T@)7) = KE[(fo [ 1iy@=1/01 (2 = v)(ds, do))
1 2
+ (fo fl{y(z)>1/q}/\(dz)ds) ]

2
= K(fy [ ty@=1/02@ds + (5 [ lyo=1/02d2ds) ) < K,

by the integrability assumption on y2. It remains to focus on the second factor, for
which

> Ellys,<yElw(o, 272 Fs,1'/]
p=1

< > Ellis, <y *EElw(o, 272 Fs, 1)/
p=1

< Elw(o, 274> P(s, < DY
p=1

using Holder and Jensen inequality, respectively. Finally,

D PS, < 1 =D PUI(g) > p)* < BIUT(@)* DY D p 1 < K,.
p=1 p=1 p=1

Continuity of o gives the claim again.
elim, . limsup, , limsup, , P (|(26)] > €) = O for any € > O:
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Quadratic covariation of an asynchronously observed semimartingale 733

With the previous notation we have
[nt] _ lnt]
a2 B[ |arm@arB|] < kn 2 Y ElAIM@) < Key = 0

i=1 i=1

as g — oo. The product M (@)M(q)isa martingale (no common jumps) and we may
proceed as in the proof for (24). In particular

i/n - 2
B[ M@ = M@ diia),)

i—1)/n

i/n

<k [ BM@. - M@ ( [ @) ds
(i=D/n
i/n Ky

= K/ / (/Vz(z)l{m)sl/q}k(dz))(/yz(z),\(dz))duds
=n/m =1y

< e K/n%. )

Changing the roles of M(g) and M (q) then gives the result.
elim,_,  limsup,_, , limsup,_, ., P (|(21)| > €) = 0 for any € > O:
We may replace [X, X]; with [X, X]|,)/n, since

n'PE(X, X1 — [X. X1 jeyn) < Kn™'/2%

Now, let £2(gq, r, n, t) denote the set on which each interval [i /n, (i + 1)/n] contains
either one or no jump of N (¢g) and no jump occurs on those intervals with (i — 1) /n <
k27" <i/n,k=1,...,2", and also not on [|nt|/n, t]. This is helpful, since

[nt]
”I/Z(Z(A?N(q))z —[N(qg), N(Q)]z) =0

i=1

identically on §2(q, r, n, t). For fixed g, r, t, we have £2(g,r,n,t) — §£2 asn — o0
which is why we may assume o to live on this set. (Note that we do not need the
condition involving r at this point, but the previously introduced set will be used
several times later again.) Proving that

[nt]
nl/z(Z(A?M(CI))Z — [M(q), M(Q)]z)
i=l
|nt] i/n

=m'?>" (M(q)s— — M(@)i—1)/n) dM (q)s
i1/ =D/n
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becomes small works similarly to (32). For the remaining terms in (21) let us exem-
plarily discuss

|nt] |nt] i/n

t
WP (@ - [ —omos) =22y [ o,
i=1 0 i=1 7 (=D

—C'(r)i—1)/n) dC"(r)s

which is again a sum of martingale increments. Several applications of Burkholder—
Davis—Gundy inequality and Cauchy—Schwarz inequality prove that the expectation
of its square is bounded by E[w(c, 277)*]'/? which converges to zero as r — co. A
similar argument applies to the cross term involving C(r) and C’(r). This completes
the proof of Proposition 2. O

C. Proof of Theorem 2

We have the same decomposition for nl/ Z(RV;’ — [X, X];) as in Sect. 5, where the
only difference is that sums run to m” (¢) rather than |nt |. Therefore, we have to prove
similar claims as Propositions 1 and 2, and the latter works in pretty much the same
way as before, up to using Assumption 2 in some places: To be precise, all claims
follow by simply using (4) where necessary, apart from the first term in (31) which
becomes the square root of

m™ (1) I1(q)
2
B[ DD i =5,z 26 =o' 2) | < B[ D2 n(@ls,) - (5]
p>1 =l p=1
1(q)

= ]E( > Eln(ri(S,) — rﬁ(Sp))])
p=1

in this context, where we have used the Wald identity to obtain the latter equality. If
we order the stopping times by the size of the corresponding jumps, i.e. S denotes
the time of the largest jump of N(g), S is the time of the second largest jump, and
so on, then each S, is uniformly distributed. Therefore E[n(t} (S,) — t”(S,))] < K
using Assumption 2 (ii), and we obtain the same bound as in (31).

For this reason, we focus in this proof on

Proposition 3 On the assumptions of Theorem 2, we have the FO-stable convergence

m" (1) . m (1)

L) ~ =
2D arce? —/0 o(r)2s) +2 > AlCmAN@]| =8 T+ 7
i=1

i=1

(33)

Recall that the missing proof of Proposition 1 is included as a special case in the
previous claim.
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Proof (Proof of Proposition 3) We begin with a proof of the F'-stable central limit
theorem for realized variance in the continuous case. For fixed r, we prove

m" (1)

t
V()" = nl/z( > @arcr)? —/0 o(r)fds)
i=1
t
L9 s / o (N2(G'(s)2dW] = V(r), (34)
0

first. Typically, one rewrites

mri(t) M

Vo= 3 & o, g =nP(arcor - [ awias).
tn

i=1 i—1

using E[r;/]] = o(n~%) from Assumption 2, and then exploits Theorem IX 7.28

in Jacod and Shiryaev (2003) for which several intermediate steps regarding the

behaviour of conditional expectations of functionals of & with respect to ]—”0 have
i—1

to be shown. However, as discussed in the proof of Proposition 5.1 in Hayash1 et

al. (2011b), one can equally well discuss conditional expectations with respect to

= fﬁ, v F!. This o-algebra represents knowledge of the entire sampling
i—1

scheme plus knowledge of X up to the stopping time #;_;. The proof of (34) then boils
down to prove

m" ()

| 3 EIEIG =0, (35)
m’l(l) P P

> EIEDG! 1 — 2 / o (r){G'(s)ds, (36)
i=I 0

m” (t)

> B[ ATMIG) ] —> O forall M € M, (37)
i=1

m” (1) P

> EIENHG 1 — 0, (38)

where M is the set of all martingales that are either bounded and orthogonal to W or
equal to W. Note that (35) is satisfied identically by construction, whereas (38) holds
using (19a) and the assumption on 7,,. The orthogonality condition (37) follows from
standard arguments as e.g. laid out in Example 2 of Podolskij and Vetter (2010). What
remains to show is thus (36). First, let i be such that (k — 27" <" | <! < k27"
for some k. Then

ELEDIG] 11 = 2n0 () _yyp-r (! — 1127
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736 M. Bibinger, M. Vetter

Since all other choices of i correspond to at most 2" summands and the length of the
intervals between successive observations is bounded by m,,, we obtain

m" (t) or m" (k27" Am™ ()
DUEIEDIGE =D 2001y D, nG =) +0p(1),
i=1 k=1 i=m" ((k—1)277)

where empty sums are set to be zero. Therefore, since 7, , — s for any s uniformly,
the term becomes
2r _ B
2263 (GUR2T) = Gtk — 127
+20(r)‘L‘2r,J24 (G() —G([2't]27") +0p(1) = 2[0’ o (N*dG(s) +0,(1)

using (4), which finishes the proof of (34) by continuous differentiability of G.

On the other hand, we need a joint result regarding V (r)} and the term involving the
jumps. Thus, for a fixed ¢, let S1, Sz, . .. be a sequence of stopping times exhausting
the jumps of N(q). We set a(n, p) = nl/z(W,;v_(Sp) — Win(s,)), and what we discuss

in a first step is the F0-stable convergence

VY @, plp=n) =8 (V) (S)2U D) pe), (39)

asn — oo.

The proof is close to the one of Lemma 5.8 in Jacod (2008) for most parts, which
is why we do not give all details but focus on the intuition behind the steps. Let
us begin with several remarks: First, we order the stopping times by the size of the
corresponding jumps again. Second, it is enough to prove the result for a fixed k, that
is we show

L—(s)
V@ a, prep=) —> V@) S PUD12p=) (40)
only. Formally this means that we have to prove

k k

E[we(v) [T hp@n, pp)] = E[weven [T nptrisp2up1 @
p=1 p=1
for any F°-measurable ¥ and for all bounded continuous functions g, A1, ..., hy.

However, it is sufficient to focus on G-measurable variables, which is the o-algebra
generated by the measure p and the processes b, o, W and X, as one may otherwise
replace ¥ with E[¥|G] and use measurability with respect to G of all other variables.

The first step to obtain the previous relation is to replace V ()} by some V (r, £)}
which is defined over those intervals only that do not intersect with those on which the
a(n, p) are defined. This approach secures conditional independence of the limiting
Brownian motion W’ and the normally distributed U [’, later. Precisely, let Sf,_ =
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(S, —1/0)7 and Sf;+ = §, + 1/¢ denote intervals around the jump times and set
B, = Uk>1[Sf)_, Sff]. Let A, (£, t) denote the set of indices i such that i < m" (¢)
and [tf_lftf] N By = @. It is rather simple to see that both V (r)} and V (r, £)] =

Yien, & and V(r), and V(r, 0, = V2 [g 1ge ()0 (r)3(G'(s))/2dW, are in a
suitable sense close for large £, which means that it suffices to prove

k k
E[we(v(r 0f) [T hptatn. p)| = E[wsv .00 ] np(sp)'?up)]

p=1 p=1

for each fixed £. Fix one such £ in the following.

Introduce the filtration F%-¢ which is the smallest one containing F° and is defined in
such away that W (¢), = fot 1p,(s)dW; (and the times Sy, ..., Sk)is fg’e-measurable.
We will now work conditionally on .7-"(()) ’6, so let O, denote a regular version of this

conditional probability. Since AW is independent of .7-'8 . (for n large enough) and
remains normally distributed for i € A, (¢, t), which contains all but a finite number
of indices, reproducing the proof of (34) yields

Eg, [Wg(V(r, 0);)] — IEQw[Wg(V(r, 00l
Thus, using .7-'8 ’e-measurability of H/;: 1 hp(a(n, p)), we obtain
k k
E[wg(V(r. OF) [] hplan, p)] =E[Eg, [¥g(V (. O[] hplan. p))]

p=l1 p=l1

k
~E[Es, [We(V(r, O[] hplatn, p))].
p=1

Since Eéw[llfg(V(r, 0] is fg’e—measurable again, everything then boils down to
prove

k k
E[I [] hplat. p)] = B[ ] hp((Sp)'2U))].
p=1 p=1
for any ]—'g **_measurable I". By conditioning, we may again restrict us to those vari-

ables generated by the jump times of N (g) and the Brownian motion W (£), and using
Lemma 2.1 in Jacod and Protter (1998) this means to prove

k
E[y (W@)x(S1.....S0) [ hplan. p)]

p=1
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k
> E[yW©ue(S1..... 80 [ [ hpn(sp) U]
p=1

for any bounded continuous functions y and «. Since W (¢) is independent of any
other quantity involved, this means finally that we have to prove

k k
E[e(St. .. S0 [ hptatn pn | = Efx(Sis ... S0 [T hpns) 20}

p:l p:l

On the set $2(q, r, n, t), introduced in the final step of the proof of Proposition 2,
the variables «(n, p) are defined over non-overlapping intervals which explains inde-
pendence of the limiting variables. Since §2(g,r, n,t) — §2 for n — o0, we may
add (and subtract again) an indicator function over §2(g, r, n, t) on the left hand side
above. Then,

k
E[c(S1..... S0 [ | hpte, p)] ~ E[x(S1..... S0
p=1

k
[ 7o (@(S,y) = 2SN 2U))]. 42)
p=1

We are therefore left to prove the stable convergence of (n(z} (Sp) — T (Sp))1<p<k
to (n(Sp))1<p<k which is exactly condition (6) using the joint uniform distribution of
the jump times of N (g).

Finally, on £2(q, r, n, t) all of the jumps occur on intervals of piecewise constancy
of o (r). Thus we obtain easily

m™ (1)
L—(s)
V(4202 DT ATCAIN(q) = V(A2 D AN(@)s,0 (M)s,1(Sp) U,
i=1 P

The proof can be finished by first letting r — oo and then ¢ — oo: since o is
continuous, we have both E[|V (r); — V; |2] — 0 and

> ElIAN(q)s,llo(r)s, — 05, 11n(Sp) /11U, ]
P

< K > Ellis,<ylo(r)s, — 05,1 > 0
P

by successive conditioning and boundedness of the first moments of n(S,) and I1(q).
Finally,

_ 2
EHZ: — ZAN(Q)SPUSpn(Sp)l/ZU;; ] < KE[Z |AXS|21{\AXS|§l/q}] — 0,
P t
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again from Lebesgue’s theorem. O

D. Proof of Theorem 3

We decompose X (1 and X in the same way as above and denote the single addends
likewise. The first part of the proof establishes the limit theorem for the leading variance
term:

Proposition 4 On the assumptions of Theorem 3, the term

> > (e marc@e) + AN @arc o)

(1) 2
nostel st

+ Al ND (@A ()
l{mm(tm <2))>max(t(1> (2) ) /(po(l) @) (r)s ds) (43)

satisfies:

(43) Vz + 2. (44)

Proof In order to prove Proposition 4, we shall require and build upon the preliminary
considerations and concepts developed in Sect. 4. The claim draws on the stable central
limit theorem for the continuous semimartingale as one building block. For the local
parametric approximation with fixed r

V)] =n ( > > (A"'C(l)(V)AnZC(Z)(l’))l{mn(t(n (D) max (10,1 2))
oy t<2>
t
- / (po Do @)(r)s ds),
0
we have that V(r)” — V(r), Based on illustration (10a), this follows from two

results. First, we have

M™ (1)

1/2( z A”C(l)(r)A"C(Z)(r) /(pa(l) (2))(}’) ds)
k=1

L— ’
C=6) / W@ (1 + p)G/(s)) Paw D,
0
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which is the standard stable convergence for the synchronous version. Second, as
already stated in Sect. 4, the errors due to non-synchronicity become

M" (1)
n‘/2( > (A;“c(‘>(rm’;2c<2>(r)) - ( > Agc<1>(rm;;c<2>(r)))

Dt <t k=1

s ‘ 1/2 /
=) / oM@ (F'(s) +2H'()2) " aw('?),
0

using the notation from Sect. 4, A7CD (r) = C(le) (r) — C(TQ_I (r),l =1, 2. Note that

the two standard Brownian motions W+ 1) , w2 are independent of each other and of
W. A detailed proof of these results is given in Bibinger (2011). The result is equivalent
to the functional stable central limit theorem by Hayashi and Yoshida (2011a). Thus,
the proof affiliates to the proof of Theorem 2 based on an extension of Lemma 5.8 in
Jacod (2008). A major difference regards the terms involving the (co-)jumps, as more
quantities are of interest now. Set

_ 1/2(( (1 _w® )
an, n W W )
(n, p) w{52(s,) max (z37(5,), 7.2 ()

(Wr;lll Vs, Wr(il‘)f’(sp))’
(Wr(?;” Sp) rfa)x (ri”(sm,rf)(sp)))’ (fou)a @Vt 2 Wr(izz);lksp))’
(Wr(ntl)x Vst s, Wrilllzl (ri”(sp),ri”(sp)))’
(Wélzgl)x(ri”(sp),ff)(s,») B erlil (ri”(sp),ri”(Sp))))’

a vector with six entries for each (n, p), according to the intervals motivated in (11a)—
(11e) above. The convergence of a(n, p) to mixtures of independent normal limiting

variables and the joint convergence

(P, @, p)p=1)
(Ve ((R2s) U (22sp) o, (R sp) U,

(£3(5,))"* 09,
(R +£565) ™ (ps, U0 + /1= 93, 80). (R' + £105p) U V)
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are proved following an analogous strategy as for Theorem 2. We have to prove that

k
E[!I/ gV H hp(e(n, p))]

p=1

k
_ E[Wg(f/(r)t) H hp<(R2(Sp))1/2Uf,2), (ﬁz(Sp))l/ZQ(Z),
p=1

(R3S) U, (£3(5,) 2 0. (RY + £1(5,) " (o5, UL
#1203, 00). (R + £55,) o) ).

for any F 0_measurable ¥ and bounded continuous functions g, h, ..., hy for some
fixed k. This generalizes (41) to the more complex two-dimensional non-synchronous
setup including co-jumps. The asymptotic independence of limits of the continuous
part and the terms induced by jumps is established in the same way by excluding
intervals with lengths tending to zero around jump times (S),)1<p<k. The treatment of
the different terms with the generalized more complicated (c(n, p))1<p<k, is along
the same lines as above and hence we directly proceed with the analogue of formula
(42):

1/2 1/2

k
E[ecsi, ..., 50 [] hptetn, ]

p=1
k
~ E[K(sl, o]l h,,((nnﬁ(s,,))”zU,@, (nL2(s,))"? 0@,
p=1

(1R (S) U, (1£3(8,)) 7 0 (n(R), + £3)(8,))

(b3, U +\JT= 13, 00). (aRL + £ (5) U )

with a bounded continuous function « using the notation introduced in (11la)-
(11e). Then, the stable convergence of the corresponding lengths of the intervals
((MRE(Sp)). (nL2(Sp)), (MRI(Sp)), (NL3(Sp)), (n(R) + L1)(S,))) suffices to con-
clude our claim. (Note that even though «(n, p) has six components, it is only a
five-dimensional vector which is responsible for the lengths of the respective inter-
vals.) The latter convergence is ensured by the assumption (14). In contrast to the
proof of Theorem 2, (a(n, p))1<p<k here denotes a vector which is why we end up
with stable convergence of a multi-dimensional vector associated with the rescaled
interval lengths. O

Proposition 5 On the assumptions of Theorem 3:

_———  _(HY)
lim lim sup lim supn'/? (XD, x@]
47X r>00 n—>00

" _wy| o 45)
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742 M. Bibinger, M. Vetter

and, moreover; the right hand side of (45)-n~'/?

assumptions as long as the mesh w, — 0.

tends to zero in probability on milder

Proof Based on the decomposition of X as before and illustration (10a), the terms
can be treated analogously as in the proof of Theorem 1. Most upper bounds can be
deduced along the same lines, with the exception that based on the illustration (10a)
one has also to account for interpolated terms and dependence of adjacent addends.
When (T — Ti—1) and the interpolation intervals which are non-zero are denoted by
Ag, AZ‘, A, , we may employ the simple estimate

AL+ ARAL + M AL + AL AL < A7+ A1 Ak + Ak D+ Di1 Aea,

where Ary1 = Ti41 — Ty are the refresh time instants. After an application of
the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and/or measurability arguments the addends of the
remainder terms have the same structure as in the synchronous case and we are able to
pursue the same strategy as in the proof of Theorem 1 to show that terms are asymptot-
ically negligible. Hence, consistency of the HY-estimator and the CLT readily follow
with the standard estimates (19a)—(19e). O

Acknowledgments Markus Bibinger gratefully acknowledges financial support from the Deutsche
Forschungsgemeinschaft via SFB 649 “Okonomisches Risiko”, Humboldt-Universitit zu Berlin. Math-
ias Vetter is thankful for financial support through the collaborative research center “Statistik nichtlinearer
dynamischer Prozesse” (SFB 823) of the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft. Both authors are grateful to
an anonymous referee whose valuable comments helped improving the paper considerably.

References

Andersen, T. G., Bollerslev, T. (1998). Answering the skeptics: Yes, standard volatility models do provide
accurate forecasts. International Economic Review, 39(4), 885-905.

Barndorff-Nielsen, O. E., Hansen, P. R., Lunde, A., Shephard, N. (2008). Designing realized kernels to
measure the ex post variation of equity prices in the presence of noise. Econometrica, 76(6), 1481-1536.

Barndorff-Nielsen, O. E., Hansen, P. R., Lunde, A., Shephard, N. (2011). Multivariate realised kernels:
consistent positive semi-definite estimators of the covariation of equity prices with noise and non-
synchronous trading. Journal of Econometrics, 162(2), 149-169.

Barndorff-Nielsen, O. E., Shephard, N. (2002). Econometric analysis of realized volatility and its use
in estimating stochastic volatility models. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Series B Statistical
Methodology, 64(2), 253-280.

Barndorff-Nielsen, O. E., Shephard, N. (2004). Power and bipower variation with stochastic volatility and
jumps. Journal of Financial Econometrics, 2, 1-48.

Bibinger, M. (2011). Asymptotics of asynchronicity. Technical Report, Humboldt-Universitit zu Berlin,
URL:http://sfb649.wiwi.hu-berlin.de/papers/pdf/SFB649DP2011-033.pdf.

Cox, D. (1970). Renewal Theory. London: Methuen Co.

Fukasawa, M., Rosenbaum, M. (2012). Central limit theorems for realized volatility under hitting times of
an irregular grid. Stochastic Processes and Their Applications, 122(12), 3901-3920.

Hayashi, T., Yoshida, N. (2005). On covariance estimation of non-synchronously observed diffusion
processes. Bernoulli, 11(2), 359-379.

Hayashi, T., Yoshida, N. (2008). Asymptotic normality of a covariance estimator for nonsynchronously
observed diffusion processes. Annals of the Institute of Statistical Mathematics, 60(2), 367-406.

Hayashi, T., Yoshida, N. (2011). Nonsynchronous covariation process and limit theorems. Stochastic
Processes and Their Applications, 121, 2416-2454.

@ Springer


http://sfb649.wiwi.hu-berlin.de/papers/pdf/SFB649DP2011-033.pdf

Quadratic covariation of an asynchronously observed semimartingale 743

Hayashi, T., Jacod, J., Yoshida, N. (2011). Irregular sampling and central limit theorems for power variations:
The continuous case. Annales de ’Institut Henri Poincaré (B) Probabilités et Statistiques, 47(4), 1197—
1218.

Jacod, J. (1997). On continuous conditional gaussian martingales and stable convergence in law. Séminaire
de Probabilitiés, Strasbourg, tome, 31, 232-246.

Jacod, J. (2008). Asymptotic properties of realized power variations and related functionals of semimartin-
gales. Stochastic Processes and Their Applications, 118(4), 517-559.

Jacod, J. (2012). Statistics and high frequency data. In M. Kessler, A. Lindner, M. Sgrensen (Eds.) Proceed-
ings of the 7th Séminaire Européen de Statistique, Cartagena, 2007: Statistical methods for stochastic
differential equations (pp. 191-308). CRC Press: Boca Raton.

Jacod, J., Podolskij, M., Vetter, M. (2010). Limit theorems for moving averages of discretized processes
plus noise. Annals of Statistics, 38(3), 1478-1545.

Jacod, J., Protter, P. (1998). Asymptotic error distributions for the euler method for stochastic differential
equations. Annals of Probability, 26, 267-307.

Jacod, J., Shiryaev, A. N. (2003). Limit theorems for stochastic processes, volume 288 of Grundlehren der
Mathematischen Wissenschaften [Fundamental Principles of Mathematical Sciences] (2nd ed.). Berlin:
Springer.

Mancini, C. (2009). Non-parametric threshold estimation for models with stochastic diffusion coefficient
and jumps. Scandinavian Journal of Statistics, 36(2), 270-296.

Mykland, P., Zhang, L. (2012). The econometrics of high frequency data. In M. Kessler, A. Lindner, M.
Sgrensen (Eds.) Proceedings of the 7th Séminaire Européen de Statistique, Cartagena, 2007: Statistical
methods for stochastic differential equations (pp. 109—190). CRC Press, Boca Raton.

Mykland, P. A., Zhang, L. (2009). Inference for continuous semimartingales observed at high frequency.
Econometrica, 77(5), 1403-1445.

Podolskij, M., Vetter, M. (2009). Estimation of volatility functionals in the simultaneous presence of
microstructure noise and jumps. Bernoulli, 15(3), 634-658.

Podolskij, M., Vetter, M. (2010). Understanding limit theorems for semimartingales: a short survey. Statistica
Neerlandica, 64(3), 329-351.

Veraart, A. E. D. (2010). Inference for the jump part of quadratic variation of It6 semimartingales. Econo-
metric Theory, 26(2), 331-368.

Zhang, L., Mykland, P. A., Ait-Sahalia, Y. (2005). A tale of two time scales: determining integrated volatility
with noisy high-frequency data. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 100(472), 1394-1411.

@ Springer



	Estimating the quadratic covariation of an asynchronously observed semimartingale with jumps
	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 The baseline case: univariate regular observations
	3 Asymptotics for irregular sampling schemes
	4 Asymptotics in the multivariate case
	4.1 Preparations
	4.2 Considerations for the continuous part
	4.3 Considerations for idiosyncratic jumps
	4.4 Considerations for co-jumps
	4.5 The stable limit theorem 

	5 Simulations
	Appendix
	A. Preliminaries and some notation
	B. Proof of Theorem 1
	C. Proof of Theorem 2
	D. Proof of Theorem 3

	Acknowledgments
	References




