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Abstract

The analysis of high-frequency financial data is often impeded by the presence
of noise. This article is motivated by intraday transactions data in which market
microstructure noise appears to be rough, that is, best captured by a continuous-time
stochastic process that locally behaves as fractional Brownian motion. Assuming
that the underlying efficient price process follows a continuous Itô semimartingale,
we derive consistent estimators and asymptotic confidence intervals for the roughness
parameter of the noise and the integrated price and noise volatilities, in all cases
where these quantities are identifiable. In addition to desirable features such as serial
dependence of increments, compatibility between different sampling frequencies and
diurnal effects, the rough noise model can further explain divergence rates in volatility
signature plots that vary considerably over time and between assets.
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1 Introduction
One of the stylized features of high-frequency financial data is the presence of market
microstructure noise (Black 1986). In financial econometrics, the observed (logarithmic)
price process Y of an asset is therefore often modeled as a sum

Yt = Xt + Zt, (1.1)

where X, called the efficient price process, reflects the value of the asset according to some
economic theory and Z is a microstructure noise process that captures deviations of Y
from X. Typical noise sources include bid–ask bounces, discreteness of prices, informa-
tional asymmetry or transaction costs. As both X and Z are of economic interest but not
observable, a major challenge is to develop statistical procedures to disentangle the two
based on observations of Y only. For example, given a continuous Itô semimartingale

Xt = X0 +
∫ t

0
as ds+

∫ t

0
σs dBs, (1.2)

a key quantity of interest is the integrated (price) volatility CT =
∫ T

0 σ2
s ds for some fi-

nite time horizon T . In the absence of noise, estimating CT is a straightforward mat-
ter: given observations {Xi∆n : i = 1, . . . , [T/∆n]}, the realized variance (RV) defined by∑[T/∆n]
i=1 (∆n

iX)2, where ∆n
iX = Xi∆n −X(i−1)∆n , is a consistent estimator of CT as ∆n → 0

(Andersen et al. 2001, 2003, Barndorff-Nielsen & Shephard 2002).
However, in practice, RV typically explodes as the sampling frequency increases, indi-

cating the presence of noise at high frequencies (see, e.g., the volatility signature plots of
Andersen et al. (2000)). In order to construct noise-robust estimators of CT , a common
approach in the literature is to model (Zt)t≥0 at the observation times i∆n as

Zi∆n = εni , (1.3)

where for each n, (εni )[T/∆n]
i=1 is a discrete time series. Examples for εni include rounding noise

(Delattre & Jacod 1997, Li & Mykland 2007, Robert & Rosenbaum 2010, 2012, Rosenbaum
2009), white noise (Bandi & Russell 2006, Barndorff-Nielsen et al. 2008, Podolskij & Vetter
2009, Zhang et al. 2005), AR- or MA-type noise (Aït-Sahalia et al. 2011, Da & Xiu 2021,
Hansen & Lunde 2006), and certain non-parametric extensions thereof (Jacod et al. 2009,
2017, Li et al. 2020, Li & Linton 2022).

The current paper is motivated by statistical properties found in certain samples of high-
frequency financial data that cannot be explained by the aforementioned noise models. For
instance, if the noise Z is independent of X and takes the form (1.3), where ε = (εni )[T/∆n]

i=1
is a stationary time series with a distribution that does not depend on n,1 it is a simple
consequence of the law of large numbers (LLN) that

∆n

[T/∆n]∑
i=1

(∆n
i Y )2 P−→ 2 Var(ε)(1− r(1)),

where r is the autocorrelation function (ACF) of εni ; cf. Jacod et al. (2017), Zhang et al.
(2005). In particular, the RV of the observed process Y blows up at a rate of ∆−1

n . However,
1 These assumptions can be substantially relaxed; see Da & Xiu (2021), Jacod et al. (2017).
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(a) Volatility signature plots
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(b) Variance plots

Figure 1: Volatility signature plot (a) and variance plot (b) for INTC transaction data on
November 30, 2007 (top). The same plots on a log–log scale (middle) reveal a divergence
rate of −0.40 and a shrinkage rate of increments of 0.72 on this particular day. The
histograms (bottom) show the daily divergence rates in volatility signature plots and the
daily shrinkage rates of price increments in 2007 INTC transaction data.

as Figure 1 (a) shows, the divergence rate of RV in daily Intel (INTC) transaction data
from 2007 is typically much slower (e.g., around ∆−0.40

n on November 30, 2007). An almost
equivalent way of illustrating this observation is to consider variance plots, in which the
sample variance of increments of Y is computed as a function of the sampling frequency.
In our data sample, we observe shrinking price increments; see Figure 1 (b). By contrast,
in the noise model above, the shrinkage rate is 0 since

Var(∆n
i Y ) ∼ Var(εni − εni−1) = 2 Var(ε)(1− r(1)), (1.4)

It is, of course, not possible to tell from volatility signature plots or variance plots
whether these observations constitute statistically significant findings. To address this issue,
we perform four different statistical tests on our data set, the results of which are shown
in Figure 2 (a)–(d). Panel (a) shows the histogram of logH3n, where H3n is the Hausman
statistic introduced by Aït-Sahalia & Xiu (2019), demonstrating that the presence of noise
is highly significant on almost all trading days in the considered sample. Similarly, Jacod
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et al. (2017)’s point estimators and 95%-confidence bands for Var(ε) in panel (b) indicate
that Var(ε) is significantly different from 0 throughout 2007. This suggests that

Var(Zi∆n) = Var(εni ) is bounded away from 0. (1.5)

Next, panel (c) shows a histogram of the test statistic
∑[T/∆n]
i=1 (∆n

i Y )2√
2∑[T/∆n]−2

i=1 (∆n
i Y )2(∆n

i+2Y )2

(∑[T/∆n]−1
i=1 (∆n

i Y + ∆n
i+1Y )2∑[T/∆n]

i=1 (∆n
i Y )2

− 1
)
,

which is asymptotically N(0, 1) if εni is a (possibly modulated) white noise. The white
noise model for εni can thus be safely rejected on each day of our sample in favor of a
colored noise model. This is further confirmed by the plots in panels (e) and (f): there is
significant second-order autocorrelation in price increments, which would be absent in the
case of white noise (cf. Aït-Sahalia et al. (2011)). To obtain an idea of what dependence
structure may be appropriate for εni , we compute Jacod et al. (2017)’s point estimators and
95%-confidence intervals for the first-order autocorrelation r(1) of the noise. As panel (d)
shows, there is a high correlation between εni and εni+1, which is not significantly different
from 1 on many days.2 By (1.4), it follows that Var(εni − εni−1) ≈ 0, which we interprete as

Var(∆n
i Z) = Var(εni − εni−1)→ 0. (1.6)

In conclusion, there is strong empirical evidence that market microstructure noise in our
data sample is non-shrinking (because of (1.5)) but with shrinking increments (because of
(1.6)).3 To our best knowledge, all microstructure noise models that have been considered
so far in the literature are either non-shrinking with non-shrinking increments (as in (1.3))
or shrinking with (necessarily) shrinking increments (Aït-Sahalia & Xiu 2019, Da & Xiu
2021, Kalnina & Linton 2008).4 The goal of this work is to fill in this gap.

2 Model
We will now derive our noise model from the desired properties (1.5) and (1.6) and some
mild regularity conditions. In what follows, both the noise and the efficient price process are
defined on a filtered probability space (Ω,F ,F = (Ft)t≥0,P) satisfying the usual conditions.

Assumption (C1). The noise process (Zt)t≥0 in (1.1) is a stochastic process indexed by
a continuous-time parameter t and is continuous in probability.

While modeling microstructure noise as a continuous-time process is a change of paradigm
compared to the existing literature, it is a natural way of implementing the shrinking in-
crements property (1.6) observed in our data. If the noise variables Zi∆n do not change

2 This is not a contradiction to Figure 2 (e), since r(1) is the autocorrelation of the noise, while the
figure shows the autocorrelation of price increments.

3 We do not claim that this is universally true. In fact, Figure 8 below shows that the classical noise
model (1.3) gives a very good fit for INTC transaction data from 1997–2000. This is in line with Aït-Sahalia
& Xiu (2019) who found that noise has decreased over time due to improvements in market efficiency.

4 In Aït-Sahalia et al. (2005), Hansen & Lunde (2006), continuous-time noise models are considered for
which RV does not diverge.
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Figure 2: (a), (c) Histograms of the Hausman test statistic and of the white noise test
statistic; (b), (d) estimators of Var(ε) and r(1) including 95%-confidence intervals; (e), (f)
average ACF of observed price increments and histogram of their second-order autocorrela-
tion coefficient. The analysis is based on 2007 INTC trade data sampled at ∆n = 5 seconds.

much on average from i to i+ 1 (not just in a distributional but in a pathwise sense), this
implies some form of continuity (e.g., in probability) between them. Together with the fact
that {i∆n : i, n ∈ N} is a dense subset of [0,∞), the observations {Zi∆n : i ∈ N}, at least
for large n, essentially determine a continuous-time process (Zt)t≥0.
Remark 2.1. Under Assumption (C1), the noise process is, by definition, compatible be-
tween different sampling frequencies, a property that is typically hard to satisfy for colored
noise models with non-shrinking increments (see, for example, Section 7.1.2 in Aït-Sahalia
& Jacod (2014) or Remark 2.7 in Jacod et al. (2017)).

Assumption (C2). The noise process (Zt)t≥0 is a mean-zero second-order stationary
stochastic process.

The (rather strong) stationarity assumption on the noise reduces technicalities in the
subsequent exposition and will be relaxed in our final model, where a time-varying and pos-
sibly non-stationary stochastic noise volatility is permitted. By the Wold–Karhunen rep-
resentation of second-order stationary processes (Doob 1953, Chapter XII, Theorem 5.3),
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Assumption (C2) implies that, up to deterministic or finite-variation components, Z takes
the form

Zt = Z0 +
∫ t

0
g(t− s) dMs (2.1)

for some kernel g ∈ L2((0,∞)) and some process (Mt)t≥0 with second-order stationary and
orthogonal increments. Let us now consider the variance function

γ(t) = E[(Zs+t − Zs)2], t > 0, (2.2)

which, by stationarity, does not depend on the value of s. Because Z is continuous in
probability by Assumption (C1), we have γ(t) → 0 as t → 0. Our next assumption
quantifies the speed of this convergence.

Assumption (C3). As t→ 0, we have that γ(t) ∼ t2HL(t) for some H ∈ (0, 1
2) and slowly

varying (at 0) function L that is continuous on (0,∞).

The condition H < 1
2 is not restrictive for the purpose of modeling microstructure noise:

if H = 1
2 , then Z has the same smoothness as Brownian motion, so in general, there will

be no way to discern Z from the efficient price process X; if H > 1
2 , then Z is smoother

than X and RV remains a consistent estimator of CT .
By a simple covariance computation (Barndorff-Nielsen et al. 2011, Equation (4.14)),

Assumptions (C2) and (C3) imply that the ACF of noise increments satisfies

Γnr = Corr(∆n
i Z,∆n

i+rZ)→ ΓHr (2.3)

for every r ≥ 0, where

ΓH0 = 1 and ΓHr = 1
2
(
(r + 1)2H − 2r2H + (r − 1)2H

)
, r ≥ 1. (2.4)

The family of ACFs displayed in (2.4) can therefore be seen as prototypical for the incre-
ments of noise processes satisfying Assumptions (C1)–(C3). This observation motivates
our final noise model.

Assumption (Z). The process (Zt)t≥0 is given by

Zt = Z0 +
∫ t

0
g(t− s)ρs dWs, t ≥ 0, (2.5)

whereW is a d-dimensional standard F-Brownian motion and (ρt)t≥0 is an F-adapted locally
bounded Rd×d-valued process. The kernel g: (0,∞)→ R is of the form

g(t) = K−1
H tH−

1
2 + g0(t) (2.6)

for some H ∈ (0, 1
2), where

KH =

√
2H sin(πH)Γ(2H)

Γ(H + 1
2) (2.7)

is a normalizing constant and g0: [0,∞)→ R is a smooth function with g0(0) = 0.
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In principle, the function γ in (2.2) might satisfy γ(t) ∼ t2HL(t) with H = 0 and
L(t)→ 0. In this case, Γnr → Γ0

r = 1{r=0}− 1
21{r=1}, which is exactly the ACF of increments

of white noise. Because the case H = 0 is special and, at least for white noise, has been
extensively studied in the literature, we only consider H > 0 in the following.

As g0 is smooth, the kernel g in (2.6) produces exactly the same limiting ACF as in
(2.4). We dropped the slowly varying function L to simplify the subsequent analysis (and
also because such an extension can hardly be distinguished statistically).

In the special case where g0 ≡ 0 and ρs ≡ ρ is a constant, Z is—up to a term of finite
variation—simply a multiple of fractional Brownian motion (fBM). If further Xt = σBt

with constant volatility σ, then the resulting observed process Yt = σBt + ρZt is a mixed
fractional Brownian motion (mfBM) as introduced by Cheridito (2001). Our model for
the observed price process, as the sum of X in (1.2) and Z in (2.5), can be viewed as
a non-parametric generalization of mfBM that allows for stochastic volatility in both its
Brownian and its noise component. We do keep the parameter H, though, which we refer
to as the roughness parameter of Z (or Y ). In analogy with mfBM, we call

Yt = Xt + Zt = Y0 +
∫ t

0
as ds+

∫ t

0
σs dBs +

∫ t

0
g(t− s)ρs dWs, t ≥ 0, (2.8)

the observed price process in our model, a mixed semimartingale.
Remark 2.2. It is important to note that fractional Brownian motion and other fractional
models were also considered as asset price models in the literature, often in the context
of long-range dependence; see Mandelbrot (1997), Bayraktar et al. (2004), Bender et al.
(2011), Bianchi & Pianese (2018), for example. In those works, it is typically the behavior
of the kernel g at t =∞ that is of primary interest, as this determines whether the resulting
process has short or long memory. Our interest, by contrast, is the behavior of g around
t = 0, which governs the local regularity, or roughness, of the noise process Z. In fact, on
a finite time interval [0, T ], there is no way to distinguish between short- and long-range
dependence (note that in our model, the behavior of g at t =∞ is not specified by (2.6)).
This is why in this work, we explicitly do not call H the Hurst parameter (as this is usually
associated with long-range dependence) but rather call it the roughness parameter of Z. Of
course, for fBM, both interpretations fall together, but for non-parametric generalizations
as we consider them in (2.5), this distinction is crucial.

2.1 Does microstructure noise exist in continuous time?
In the classical Roll (1984) model of transaction prices, deviations of the observed from the
efficient price are due to bid–ask bounces associated to each single trade. This raises the
question whether Assumption (Z), which postulates the existence of noise in continuous
time, is appropriate. Moreover, another important source of noise is the discreteness of
prices (see Harris (1990, 1991) and Delattre & Jacod (1997), Li & Mykland (2007), Robert
& Rosenbaum (2010, 2012), Rosenbaum (2009)), which is clearly not satisfied by (2.8).

These seeming contradictions between classical market microstructure theory and our
mixed semimartingale model can be resolved by taking into account the time scale at which
prices are observed. At low to medium frequency, say, if ∆n ≥ 5 min, it is well known that
noise is negligible and observed prices essentially behave as semimartingales.5 As ∆n enters

5 This property can be realized in our model: The size of increments of Z over large time intervals is
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Figure 3: Two paths of INTC transaction prices, one from 1997 and one from 2007.

a high-frequency regime, noise becomes noticeable and even dominates when ∆n approaches
a few seconds. Finally, at ultra-high frequency, eventually all trades are recorded tick by
tick and both transaction times and observed prices become discrete.

Without doubt, estimating volatility using tick-by-tick data (see, for example, Jacod
et al. (2019), Li et al. (2014), Robert & Rosenbaum (2010, 2012)) necessitates a careful
modeling of rounding effects and bid–ask bounces in prices. However, as we can see from
Figure 3, prices sampled at 5 seconds in our 2007 INTC data do not show much discreteness
or flat periods compared to, for example, a typical price path in 1997. This is in agreement
with our previous observation from Figure 1 (b) that price increments are still shrinking6

at the frequencies we consider (rounding errors would induce a flattening in variance plots).
As a result, rounding effects and bid–ask bounces do not seem to be the dominant source
of noise in the data we consider.

Next, we give two possible explanations for the existence of microstructure noise in
continuous time. Both are related to the very reason why the efficient price X is typically
assumed to be a semimartingale. First, according to the fundamental theorem of asset
pricing, the absence of arbitrage in an idealized frictionless market implies that prices
must be semimartingales (Delbaen & Schachermayer 1994). Real markets, of course, have
transaction costs (e.g., bid–ask spreads or commissions). Transaction costs do not only
generate trade-specific noise in the form of bid–ask bounces (as in the Roll (1984) model),
but have the effect that the absence of arbitrage no longer implies the semimartingale
property for prices. For example, both fBM and mfBM (which are special cases of our
model) are known to not admit arbitrage in the presence of transaction costs (Cherny
2008, Guasoni et al. 2008, Jarrow et al. 2009). In other words, even if noise due to trading
mechanisms is taken away, transaction costs may lead to an additional continuous noise
component.

Second, as shown by Aït-Sahalia & Jacod (2020), many microscopic models of tick-by-
tick data are compatible (i.e., functionally converge in law to) macroscopic semimartingale
models as time is stretched out. In this framework, microstructure noise can be viewed as
the difference between the limiting semimartingale process X and the microscopic tick-by-
tick observed price process Y (which evolves as a continuous-time but piecewise constant

determined by the behavior of the kernel g0 in (2.6) for large t, which is not further specified in our model.
For instance, if Z is a standard fBM with H ∈ (0, 1

2 ), Zs+t −Zs is of lower order than Xs+t −Xs for large
t, so the effect of noise is negligible.

6 An important detail: to calculate the variance of increments, we exclude periods of no observations
(as they would artificially lower the variance) but include zero returns between identical observed prices.
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process). In this approach, the microstructure noise process Z = Y −X is, by definition,
a continuous-time process. Moreover, since it bridges a microscopic model with a classical
white or colored noise as in (1.3) (“H = 0”) and a noise-free macroscopic model (“H = 1

2”),
it seems reasonable to assume a locally fractional nature for Z with some H ∈ (0, 1

2).
Finally, let us remark that including both a discrete and a continuous noise component

would probably yield the most satisfying solution; but this is beyond the scope of the current
paper. Also, a theoretical substantiation of the arguments in the previous paragraph (e.g.,
by exhibiting a tick-by-tick price model that converges to a mixed semimartingale on an
intermediate time scale) remains open and is left to future research.

2.2 Rough noise versus rough volatility
In recent years, there has been growing interest in rough volatility models (Gatheral et al.
2018, El Euch & Rosenbaum 2019). In these works, it is the volatility σ that is modeled
by a rough stochastic process. In this paper, by contrast, we are concerned with roughness
of observed prices, caused by market microstructure noise. It is important to note that
roughness on the price level and roughness on the volatility level imply distinct features
of asset returns and must therefore be modeled and analyzed separately. For instance, if
the observed price is simply

∫ t
0 σs dBs, without noise but with a rough volatility σ, we will

not see explosion of the RV measure in volatility signature plots. In fact, in the absence
of microstructure noise, the asymptotic behavior of RV does not depend on the roughness
of volatility (Jacod & Protter 2012, Theorem 5.4.2). Therefore, the empirical findings dis-
cussed so far and below can neither be explained by nor do they indicate rough volatility.
What is true is that the CLTs for our estimators (like many CLTs in high-frequency statis-
tics) all hinge on having a volatility process that is not rougher than Brownian motion; but
they do remain consistent irrespective of the roughness of σ.

2.3 The statistical problem and our methodology
On an abstract level, the statistical problem we are facing in this paper is a deconvolution
problem: given a semimartingale signal X and rough signal Z, how can we recover the two
(or certain interesting components of the two, such as volatility) based on observing their
sum Y = X + Z. The following result, due to Cheridito (2001) and van Zanten (2007),
puts a constraint on the identifiability of the (smoother) semimartingale signal:

Proposition 2.3. Assume that Y is an mfBM, that is, Y = X + Z where X = σB and
Z = ρBH for some ρ, σ ∈ (0,∞), B is a Brownian motion and BH is an independent fBM
with Hurst parameter H ∈ (0, 1

2). For any T > 0, the laws of (Yt)t∈[0,T ] and (Zt)t∈[0,T ] are
mutually equivalent if H ∈ (0, 1

4) and mutually singular if H ∈ [1
4 ,

1
2).

In other words, if H ∈ (0, 1
4), due to the roughness of the noise, there is no way to

consistently estimate σ on a finite time interval. This is conceptually similar to the fact
that the finite-variation part of a semimartingale cannot be estimated consistently in finite
time if there is a Brownian component. We will comment on possible pathways to estimate
σ if H < 1

4 in Section 7.
Remark 2.4. The case of white noise, which formally corresponds to H = 0 in terms of
roughness, is special in this context: it is rougher than Z in (2.5), but CT =

∫ T
0 σ2

s ds can
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still be recovered through subsampling (Zhang et al. 2005, Zhang 2006) or pre-averaging
(Jacod et al. 2009, Podolskij & Vetter 2009, Hautsch & Podolskij 2013). Indeed, if kn is
an increasing sequence and Z is a white noise, then k−1

n

∑kn
j=0 Y(i+j)∆n ≈ Xi∆n by the law

of large numbers. By contrast, if H ∈ (0, 1
2), the process Z in (2.5) is continuous (and

so is Y in (1.1)), which implies that k−1
n

∑kn
j=0 Y(i+j)∆n ≈ Yi∆n , so pre-averaging does not

remove the noise part at all! Even worse, if we average over increments of Y , then, by
some variance computations (not shown here), this actually removes the semimartingale
and not the noise component. Therefore, while classical noise-robust volatility estimators
work well if Z is a modulated white noise, they become inconsistent for CT if H ∈ (0, 1

2).
Against this background, we will first establish a CLT for variation functionals of mixed

semimartingales in Section 3 and then use this CLT in Section 4 to derive consistent and
asymptotically mixed normal estimators for H,

∫ T
0 σ2

s ds (if H > 1
4) and

∫ T
0 ρ2

s ds. A major
challenge here is the subtle interplay between the semimartingale X and the noise process
Z, leading to (a potentially large number of) intermediate limits between the LLN and
the CLT if H > 1

4 . While the LLN and the CLT limits only depend on the noise, these
intermediate limits depend on σ and H at the same time. On the one hand, this is desirable
as it permits us to identify σ in the first place; on the other hand, this creates a complex
dependence between estimators of CT and H, and we need to employ an iterative debiasing
procedure to obtain rate-optimal estimators. Section 5 contains a simulation and Section 6
shows further empirical results. Section 7 concludes. The supplement contains the proof
of the main results (Appendices A–E), the details of the iterative debiasing procedure
(Appendix F), our choice of tuning parameters for the simulation study (Appendix G) and
an empirical analysis of recent quote data (Appendix H).

3 Central limit theorem for variation functionals
As with most estimators in high-frequency statistics, ours are based on limit theorems
for power variations and related functionals. More precisely, given L,M ∈ N and a test
function f :Rd×L → RM , our goal is to establish a CLT for normalized variation functionals

V n
f (Y, t) = ∆n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=1

f
(∆n

i Y

∆H
n

)
,

where

∆n
i Y = Yi∆n − Y(i−1)∆n ∈ Rd, ∆n

i Y = (∆n
i Y,∆n

i+1Y, . . . ,∆n
i+L−1Y ) ∈ Rd×L. (3.1)

For semimartingales, this is a well studied topic; see Aït-Sahalia & Jacod (2014) and Jacod
& Protter (2012) for in-depth treatments of this subject. For fractional Brownian motion or
moving-average processes as in (2.5), the theory is similarly well understood; see Barndorff-
Nielsen et al. (2011) and Brouste & Fukasawa (2018). Surprisingly, it turns out that the
mixed case is more complicated than the “union” of the purely semimartingale and the
purely fractional case. For instance, as we elaborate in Remark 3.4, already for power
variations of even order, we may have a large number of higher-order bias terms.
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3.1 The result
Our CLT will be proved under the following set of assumptions. In what follows, ‖·‖ denotes
the Euclidean norm (in Rn if applied to vectors and in Rnm if applied to a matrix in Rn×m).

Assumption (CLT). The observation process Y is given by the sum of X from (1.2) and
Z from (2.5) with the following specifications:

(i) The function f :Rd×L → RM is even and infinitely differentiable. Moreover, all its
derivatives (including f itself) have at most polynomial growth.

(ii) The drift process a is d-dimensional, locally bounded and F-adapted. The volatility
process σ is an F-adapted locally bounded Rd×d-valued process. Moreover, for every
T > 0, there is K1 ∈ (0,∞) such that for all s, t ∈ [0, T ],

E
[
1 ∧ ‖σt − σs‖

]
≤ K1|t− s|

1
2 . (3.2)

(iii) Both B and W are independent d-dimensional standard F-Brownian motions.

(iv) The noise volatility process ρ takes the form

ρt = ρ
(0)
t +

∫ t

0
b̃s ds+

∫ t

0
ρ̃s dW̃s, t ≥ 0, (3.3)

where

(a) ρ(0) is an F-adapted locally bounded Rd×d-valued process such that for all T > 0,

E
[
1 ∧ ‖ρ(0)

t − ρ(0)
s ‖

]
≤ K2|t− s|γ, s, t ∈ [0, T ], (3.4)

for some γ ∈ (1
2 , 1] and K2 ∈ (0,∞);

(b) b̃ is d× d-dimensional, locally bounded and F-adapted;
(c) ρ̃ is an F-adapted locally bounded Rd×d×d-valued process (e.g., the (ij)th compo-

nent of the stochastic integral in (3.3) equals ∑d
k=1

∫ t
0 ρ̃

ijk
s dW̃ k

s ) such that for all
T > 0, there exist ε > 0 and K3 ∈ (0,∞) with

E
[
1 ∧ ‖ρ̃t − ρ̃s‖

]
≤ K3|t− s|ε, s, t ∈ [0, T ]. (3.5)

(d) W̃ is a d-dimensional F-Brownian motion that is jointly Gaussian with (B,W ).

(v) We have (2.6) with H ∈ (0, 1
2) and some g0 ∈ C∞([0,∞)) with g0(0) = 0.

To describe the CLT for V n
f (Y, t), we need some more notation. Define µf as the RM -

valued function that maps v = (vk`,k′`′) ∈ (Rd×L)2 to E[f(Z)] where Z ∈ Rd×L follows a
multivariate normal distribution with mean 0 and Cov(Zk`,Zk′`′) = vk`,k′`′ . Note that µf is
infinitely differentiable because f is. Furthermore, if Z ′ ∈ Rd×L is such that Z and Z ′ are
jointly Gaussian with mean 0, covariances Cov(Zk`,Zk′`′) = Cov(Z ′k`,Z ′k′`′) = vk`,k′`′ and
cross-covariances Cov(Zk`,Z ′k′`′) = qk`,k′`′ , we define γfm1 ,fm2

(v, q) = Cov(fm1(Z), fm2(Z ′))
for m1,m2 = 1, . . . ,M. We further introduce a multi-index notation adapted to the defini-
tion of µf . For χ = (χk`,k′`′) ∈ N(d×L)×(d×L)

0 and v as above, let |χ| = ∑d
k,k′=1

∑L
`,`′=1 χk`,k′`′ ,
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χ! = ∏d
k,k′=1

∏L
`,`′=1 χk`,k′`′ !, vχ = ∏d

k,k′=1
∏L
`,`′=1 vk`,k′`′

χk`,k′`′ and ∂χµf = ∂|χ|µf

∂v
χ11,11
11,11 ···∂v

χdL,dL
dL,dL

.
Finally, recalling (2.4), we define for all k, k′ ∈ {1, . . . , d}, `, `′ ∈ {1, . . . , L} and r ∈ N0,

πr(s)k`,k′`′ = (ρsρTs )kk′ΓH|`−`′+r|, c(s)k`,k′`′ = (σsσTs )kk′1{`=`′}, π(s) = π0(s). (3.6)

The following CLT is our first main result. We use st=⇒ (resp., L1
=⇒) to denote func-

tional stable convergence in law (resp., convergence in L1) in the space of càdlàg functions
[0,∞)→ R equipped with the local uniform topology. In the special case where Y follows
the parametric model of an mfBM and the test function is f(x) = x2, the CLT was obtained
by Dozzi et al. (2015).

Theorem 3.1. Grant Assumption (CLT) and let N(H) = [1/(2− 4H)]. Then

∆−
1
2

n

{
V n
f (Y, t)−

∫ t

0
µf (π(s)) ds

−
N(H)∑
j=1

∆j(1−2H)
n

∑
|χ|=j

1
χ!

∫ t

0
∂χµf (π(s))c(s)χ ds

}
st=⇒ Z,

(3.7)

where Z = (Zt)t≥0 is an RM -valued continuous process defined on a very good filtered exten-
sion (Ω,F , (F t)t≥0,P) of (Ω,F , (Ft)t≥0,P) which, conditionally on F , is a centered Gaus-
sian process with independent increments and such that the covariance function Cm1m2

t =
E[Zm1

t Zm2
t | F ], for m1,m2 = 1, . . . ,M , is given by

Cm1m2
t =

∫ t

0

{
γfm1 ,fm2

(π(s), π(s)) +
∞∑
r=1

(
γfm1 ,fm2

+ γfm2 ,fm1

)
(π(s), πr(s))

}
ds. (3.8)

Remark 3.2. In fact, it suffices to require f be 2(N(H)+1)-times continuously differentiable
with derivatives of at most polynomial growth. A decomposition as in (3.3) is standard
for CLTs in high-frequency statistics. But here we need it for ρ (instead of σ) as the noise
process dominates the efficient price process in the limit ∆n → 0. Condition (3.2) on σ is
satisfied if, for example, σ is itself a continuous Itô semimartingale.
Remark 3.3. Both the LLN limit

Vf (Y, t) =
∫ t

0
µf (π(s)) ds (3.9)

and the fluctuation process Z originate from the rough process Z. In other words, if σ ≡ 0
(i.e., in the pure fractional case), we would have (3.7) without the ∑N(H)

j=1 -expression; see
Barndorff-Nielsen et al. (2011). Even if σ 6≡ 0, in the case where H < 1

4 , no additional
terms are present because N(H) = 0. This is in line with Proposition 2.3, which states
that it is impossible to consistently estimate Ct =

∫ t
0 σ

2
s ds if H < 1

4 . If H ∈ (1
4 ,

1
2), the

“mixed” terms in the ∑N(H)
j=1 -expression will allow us to estimate Ct.

Remark 3.4. In the special case d = 1 and f(x) = x2p for some p ∈ N, (3.7) reads

∆−
1
2

n

{
V n
f (Y, t)− Vf (Y, t)−

N(H)∑
j=1

∆j(1−2H)
n µ2p

(
p

j

)∫ t

0
ρ2p−2j
s σ2j

s ds
}

st=⇒ Z,
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where µ2p is the moment of order 2p of a standard normal variable. Typically, one is
interested in estimating only one of the terms in the sum ∑N(H)

j=1 at a time (e.g.,
∫ t

0 σ
2p
s ds

corresponding to j = p). All other terms (e.g., j 6= p) have to be considered as higher-
order bias terms in this case. The appearance of (potentially many, if N(H) is large) bias
terms for test functions as simple as powers of even order neither happens in the pure
semimartingale nor in the pure fractional setting.
Remark 3.5. The following values for H are special:

H = {1
2 −

1
4n : n ≥ 1} = {1

4 ,
3
8 ,

5
12 ,

7
16 , . . .}. (3.10)

Indeed, if H ∈ H, then N(H) = 1/(2 − 4H). In particular, the term in (3.7) that corre-
sponds to j = N(H) is exactly of order ∆1/2

n . So in this case, (3.7) can also be viewed as
convergence to a non-central mixed normal distribution.

3.2 Overview of the proof of Theorem 3.1
In the following, we describe the main difficulties in the proof of Theorem 3.1 and defer
the details to the supplementary material. In addition to the usual steps that are common
to CLTs in high-frequency statistics, there are two new challenges in the present setting:

(i) The observation process Y is not a semimartingale (and not even close to one). This
is because the rough component Z dominates the efficient price process X in the
limit as ∆n → 0 (which cannot be remedied by pre-averaging; see Remark 2.4). In
particular, the increments of Y remain conditionally dependent as ∆n → 0.

(ii) If H is close to (but smaller than) 1
2 , the semimartingale part is only marginally

smoother than the noise part. So for the CLT, there will be an intricate interplay
between the efficient price process and the noise process.

To overcome the first challenge, we employ a multiscale analysis: by suitably truncat-
ing the increments of Y , we can restore, to some degree (not on the finest scale ∆n but
on some intermediate scale θn∆n where θn → ∞), asymptotic conditional independence
between increments of Y (see Lemma C.1). This in turn gives V n

f (Y, t), as a process in t,
a semimartingale-like structure on this intermediate scale, which is sufficient for deriving
the CLT when we center by appropriate conditional expectations (see (C.6)). However,
because increments are still correlated on the finest scale, the limiting process is not the
usual one for semimartingales but the one for (modulated) fractional Brownian motion (see
(3.8), in particular). Regarding the second challenge above, we find, to our surprise, that
the semimartingale component never enters the CLT limit of V n

f (Y, t) when centered by
conditional expectations (see Lemma C.2), no matter how close H is to 1

2 . By contrast,
it does affect the limit behavior of these conditional expectations (Lemmas C.3–C.9), pro-
ducing an H-dependent number of higher-order bias terms that neither appear in the pure
semimartingale nor in the pure fractional setting.
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4 Estimating the roughness parameter and integrated
price and noise volatilities

In this section, we assume d = 1 for simplicity. We develop an estimation procedure
for the roughness parameter of the noise and the integrated price (if H > 1

4) and noise
volatilities, that is, for H, Ct =

∫ t
0 σ

2
s ds and Πt =

∫ t
0 ρ

2
s ds. To avoid additional bias terms

(cf. Remark 3.4), we use quadratic functionals only, that is, we consider fr(x) = x1xr+1
for x = (x1, . . . , xr+1) ∈ Rr+1 and r ∈ N0, and the associated variation functionals V n

r,t =
V n
fr(Y, t) = ∆1−2H

n

∑[t/∆n]−r
k=1 ∆n

kY∆n
k+rY. Note that V n

r,t is not a statistic as it depends on the
unknown parameter H. Therefore, we introduce V̂ n

t = (V̂ n
0,t, . . . , V̂

n
R,t), a non-normalized

version of V n
r,t that is a statistic:

V̂ n
r,t = V̂ n

fr(Y, t) =
[t/∆n]−r∑
k=1

∆n
kY∆n

k+rY, r ∈ N0.

Clearly, ∆1−2H
n V̂ n

r,t = V n
r,t, so our main CLT (Theorem 3.1) immediately yields:

Corollary 4.1. Let V̂ n
t = (V̂ n

0,t, . . . , V̂
n
R,t) for a fixed but arbitrary R ∈ N0. For H ∈ (0, 1

2),

∆−
1
2

n

{
∆1−2H
n V̂ n

t − ΓH
∫ t

0
ρ2
s ds− e1

∫ t

0
σ2
s ds∆1−2H

n 1[ 1
4 ,

1
2 )(H)

}
st=⇒ Z, (4.1)

where ΓH = (ΓH0 , . . . ,ΓHR ), e1 = (1, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ R1+R and Z is as in (3.7). The covariance
process CH(t) = (CHij (t))i,j=0,...,R in (3.8) is given by

CHij (t) = CHij
∫ t

0
ρ4
s ds, (4.2)

CHij = ΓH|i−j| + ΓHi ΓHj +
∞∑
r=1

(
ΓHr ΓH|i−j+r| + ΓH|r−j|ΓHi+r + ΓHr ΓH|j−i+r| + ΓH|r−i|ΓHj+r

)
.

As we can see, if H ∈ (1
4 ,

1
2), only RV (r = 0) contains information about Ct =

∫ t
0 σ

2
s ds.

But to first order, V n
0,t = ∆1−2H

n V̂ n
0,t estimates Πt =

∫ t
0 ρ

2
s ds, the integrated noise volatility.

In order to obtain Ct, our strategy is to use V̂ n
r,t for r ≥ 1 to remove the first-order limit of

V̂ n
0,t . But here is a caveat: both ∆1−2H

n and ΓH contain the unknown parameter H, so we
need to estimate H first.

The most obvious estimator for H is obtained by calculating the rate of divergence
in volatility signature plots, that is, by regressing log ∆n on log V̂ n

0,t (see also Rosenbaum
(2011) for a more general but related concept). However, as noted by Dozzi et al. (2015)
in their Remark 3.1, already in an mfBM model, this regression based estimator only has
a logarithmic rate of convergence. Indeed, as our simulation study in Section 5 shows,
this estimator systematically overestimates H unless H is very close to 0 or 1

2 . In the
pure fractional case, rate-optimal estimators are given by so-called change-of-frequency
or autocorrelation estimators (Barndorff-Nielsen et al. 2011, Corcuera et al. 2013). Both
extract information about H by considering the ratio of (different combinations of) V̂ n

r,t for
different values of r. For example, the simplest autocorrelation estimator is

H̃n
acf = 1

2

[
1 + log2

( V̂ n
1,t

V̂ n
0,t

+ 1
)]
, (4.3)
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which is based on the fact that V̂ n
1,t/V̂

n
0,t = V n

1,t/V
n

0,t
P−→ ΓH1 = 22H−1 − 1. But due to the

bias term that appears in (4.1) when r = 0, the convergence rate worsens and becomes
suboptimal when (4.3) is applied to mixed semimartingales. The first rate-optimal estima-
tor for H in the case of mfBM was constructed in Theorem 3.2 of Dozzi et al. (2015) by
using a variant of (4.3) that cancels out the contribution from V̂ n

0,t. However, this estimator
suffers from a large constant in the asymptotic variance (and another issue that we address
in Section 4.2). In fact, in their Remark 3.2, Dozzi et al. (2015) do not recommend using
it in practice even though it has a better convergence rate than the estimator based on
volatility signature plots.

To do better, our strategy is to use linear combinations of V̂ n
r,t for multiple values of r. To

this end, we choose two weight vectors a = a(R) = (a0, . . . , aR) and b = b(R) = (b0, . . . , bR)
in R1+R and consider the statistic

H̃n = ϕ−1
(〈a, V̂ n

t 〉
〈b, V̂ n

t 〉

)
with ϕ(H) = 〈a,Γ

H〉
〈b,ΓH〉 , (4.4)

where 〈·, ·〉 denotes the standard inner product on R1+R and a and b are assumed to be
such that ϕ is invertible. The further analysis depends on whether H ∈ (0, 1

4) or H ∈ (1
4 ,

1
2)

and, in the latter case, whether a0 = b0 = 0 or at least one of a0 and b0 is not zero.

4.1 Estimation without quadratic variation or if H ∈ (0, 1
4)

If a0 = b0 = 0, we exclude quadratic variation from our estimation procedure for H. This
has the advantage that the term e1

∫ t
0 σ

2
s ds∆1−2H

n in (4.1) disappears. The same holds true
if H < 1

4 (even if a0 or b0 is not zero): there is no asymptotic bias term in (4.1).

Theorem 4.2. Assume that H ∈ (0, 1
2) and choose R ∈ N and a, b ∈ R1+R such that ϕ

from (4.4) is invertible. If H ∈ (1
4 ,

1
2), further assume that a0 = b0 = 0.

(i) The estimator H̃n introduced in (4.4) satisfies

∆−
1
2

n (H̃n −H) st−→ N
(

0,VarH,0
∫ t
0 ρ

4
s ds

(
∫ t

0 ρ
2
s ds)2

)
, (4.5)

where Z is the same as in (4.1) and VarH,0 = VarH,0(R, a, b,H) is defined by

VarH,0(R, a, b,H) =
((ϕ−1)′(ϕ(H))

〈b,ΓH〉

)2
{aT − ϕ(H)bT}CH{a− ϕ(H)b}. (4.6)

(ii) If H ∈ (1
4 ,

1
2), choose c ∈ R1+R and define

Ĉn
t =

{
V̂ n

0,t −
〈c, V̂ n

t 〉
〈c,ΓH̃n〉

}(
1− c0

〈c,ΓH̃n〉

)−1
. (4.7)

Then
∆

1
2−2H
n {Ĉn

t − Ct}
st−→ N

(
0,VarC

∫ t

0
ρ4
s ds

)
, (4.8)
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where

VarC = VarC(R, a, b, c,H) = uTCHu, (4.9)

u =
(
e1 −

c

〈c,ΓH〉 + 〈c, ∂HΓH〉
〈c,ΓH〉

(ϕ−1)′(ϕ(H))
〈b,ΓH〉 (a− ϕ(H)b)

)(
1− c0

〈c,ΓH〉

)−1
,

and ∂HΓH = (∂HΓH0 , . . . , ∂HΓHR ) with ∂HΓH0 = 0 and

∂HΓHr = log(r + 1)(r + 1)2H − 2 log(r)r2H + log(r − 1)(r − 1)2H , r ≥ 1. (4.10)

(iii) The estimator Π̂n
t = ∆1−2H̃n

n 〈a, V̂ n
t 〉/〈a,ΓH̃

n〉 satisfies

∆−
1
2

n

|log ∆n|
(Π̂n

t − Πt) st−→ N
(

0, 4 VarH,0
∫ t

0
ρ4
s ds

)
. (4.11)

Remark 4.3. To construct Ĉn
t , we allow the possibility to choose a new weight vector c.

Therefore, a and b should be thought of as weights one can choose to, for example, minimize
VarH,0(R, a, b,H), while c can then be chosen to minimize VarC(R, a, b, c,H). Alternatively,
one may choose a, b and c to minimize VarC(R, a, b, c,H) directly (if H > 1

4).
Remark 4.4. According to work in progress by F. Mies (private communication), the rates
of H̃n, Ĉn

t and Π̂n
t are optimal in the parametric setting of an mfBM.

In order to obtain feasible CLTs, we replace the unknown quantities in VarH,0 and VarC
by consistent estimators thereof. To this end, consider

Qn
t = V n

f (Y, t) = ∆n

[t/∆n]∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣∆n
i Y

∆H
n

∣∣∣∣4, Q̂n
t =

[t/∆n]∑
i=1

(∆n
i Y )4. (4.12)

By Theorem 3.1, we have the LLN

Qn
t

L1
=⇒ 3

∫ t

0
ρ4
s ds. (4.13)

Therefore, the following theorem is a direct consequence of Theorem 4.2 and well-known
properties of stable convergence in law (Jacod & Protter 2012, Equation (2.2.5)).

Theorem 4.5. Grant the assumptions of Theorem 4.2. For (4.15) below, further assume
that H ∈ (1

4 ,
1
2). Then

∆−
1
2

n (H̃n −H)

√√√√ 3∆n(V̂ n
0,t)2

VarH,0(R, a, b, H̃n)Q̂n
t

st−→ N (0, 1), (4.14)

∆
1
2−2H̃n

n (Ĉn
t − Ct)

√√√√ 3∆4H̃n−1
n

VarC(R, a, b, c, H̃n)Q̂n
t

st−→ N (0, 1), (4.15)

∆−
1
2

n

|log ∆n|
(Π̂n

t − Πt)

√√√√ 3∆4H̃n−1
n

4 VarH,0(R, a, b, H̃n)Q̂n
t

st−→ N (0, 1). (4.16)
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4.2 Estimation with quadratic variation if H ∈ (1
4 ,

1
2)

The estimators based on weight vectors a and b with a0 = b0 = 0 were easy to construct but
suffer from a serious shortcoming: If the observed price process is simply given by Y = σB
for some constant σ > 0 (i.e., there is no noise), then, by standard CLTs for Brownian
motion, the ratio 〈a, V̂ n

t 〉/〈b, V̂ n
t 〉 converges stably in law to the ratio Z1/Z2 of two centered

(possibly correlated) normals that are independent of B. In particular, because Z1/Z2 has
a density supported on R, the asymptotic probability that H̃n from (4.4) falls into any
non-empty open subinterval of (0, 1) is non-zero. So based on H̃n only, it is impossible
to tell whether there is evidence for rough noise or whether an estimate produced by H̃n

is simply the result of chance! This shortcoming is shared by the estimator proposed by
Dozzi et al. (2015).

To solve this problem, we have to include lag 0 in our estimation of H. If H ∈ (1
4 ,

1
2),

this significantly complicates the estimation procedure: By the discussion at the beginning
of Section 4, in order to estimate Ct, we need to estimate H first. At the same time,
as Corollary 4.1 shows, using V̂ n

0,t to estimate H induces an asymptotic bias term coming
from the

∫ t
0 σ

2
s ds term, which can only be corrected with an estimator of Ct. Resolving

this circular dependence necessitates a complex iterated estimation procedure for H and
Ct that we describe in Appendix F. In particular, as H ↑ 1

2 , we obtain an increasing
number of higher-order bias terms as a result of the interdependence between the H- and
the Ct-estimators. The final result we obtain after the debiasing procedure described in
Appendix F is as follows (for the proof, combine (4.13), Proposition F.5 and Theorem F.6):

Theorem 4.6. Assume that H ∈ (1
4 ,

1
2). Choose R ≥ 1, m ≥ 2 and a, b, c ∈ R1+R such

that b0 = 0 and ϕ from (4.4) is invertible (now, a0 need not be 0 anymore). Further choose
a0, b0 ∈ R1+R such that a0

0 = b0
0 = 0. The estimators Ĥn, Ĉn

t and Π̂n
t , defined in (F.20),

(F.22) and (F.23), respectively, satisfy

∆−
1
2

n (Ĥn −H)

√√√√ 3∆n(V̂ n
0,t)2

VarH(R, a, b, Ĥn)Q̂n
t

st−→ N (0, 1), (4.17)

∆
1
2−2Ĥn

n (Ĉn
t − Ct)

√√√√ 3∆4Ĥn−1
n

VarC(R, a, b, c, Ĥn)Q̂n
t

st−→ N (0, 1), (4.18)

∆−
1
2

n

|log ∆n|
(Π̂n

t − Πt)

√√√√ 3∆4Ĥn−1
n

4 VarH(R, a, b, Ĥn)Q̂n
t

st−→ N (0, 1), (4.19)

with Q̂n
t from (4.12) and VarH and VarC from (F.21) and (F.26), respectively.

5 Simulation study
All results reported in this section are based on 5,000 simulations from the mfBM

Yt = Xt + Zt = σBt + ρBH
t , t ∈ [0, T ],

where σ = 0.01, ρ = 0.001, B and BH are independent and T = 1 or T = 20 trading days,
each consisting of 6.5 hours or n = 23,400 seconds. Accordingly, we choose ∆n = 1/n =
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1/23,400. The values of H will be taken from the set

H ∈ {0.05, 0.1, 0.15, 0.2, 0.25, 0.275, 0.3, 0.325, 0.35, 0.375, 0.4, 0.425, 0.45, 0.475}. (5.1)

We also include “H = 0.5” (i.e., ρ = 0) and “H = 0” (i.e., (B0
t )t∈[0,T ] is a standard normal

white noise). The choice of the tuning parameters is described in Appendix G.
For H, we first compare our estimator H̃n,0 = H̃n from (4.4), constructed with a0 and

b0 from (G.2), with four variants of Ĥn from (F.20), denoted by Ĥn,i for i = 0, 1, 2, 3. For
each i, Ĥn,i is defined in the same way as Ĥn in (F.20) except that N(H̃n) in (F.14) and
(F.15) and N(Ĥn

k−1) in (F.17) are replaced by the fixed number i. If n is large,

Ĥn =
Ĥn,0 if H ∈ (0, 0.25),
Ĥn,1 if H ∈ (0.25, 0.375),

Ĥn =
Ĥn,2 if H ∈ (0.375, 0.417),
Ĥn,3 if H ∈ (0.417, 0.4375)

(5.2)

with high probability. We do not include four or more correction terms as it becomes
increasingly intractable to compute higher-order derivatives of composite functions like
ϕ−1 and ψ in (F.3) or (F.10). Also, to increase stability, estimates of H are calculated
based on T = 20 trading days.

As Figure 4 shows, the estimator Ĥn,3 has a lower root-mean-square error (RMSE) than
Ĥn,i, i = 0, 1, 2, for most values of H. Moreover, H̃n,0 is superior to Ĥn,3 in terms of RMSE
if H ≤ 0.375 and inferior to Ĥn,3 if H ≥ 0.4. This is in line with our previous observation
that H̃n,0 fails to estimate H if H = 1

2 . In Figure 4, we further consider

• the estimator H̃n
VS = 1

2(β̃nVS + 1) based on volatility signature plots, where β̃nVS is the

slope estimate in a linear regression of log V̂ n/i
0,t on log i for i = 1, . . . , 20;
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• the estimator H̃n
DMS = 1

2(1 + log2+[(V̂ n/4
0,t − V̂

n/2
0,t )/(V̂ n/2

0,t − V̂ n
0,t)]) from Dozzi et al.

(2015), where log2+ x = log2 x if x > 0 and log2+ x = 0 otherwise;

• the autocorrelation estimator H̃n
acf from (4.3).

For H ≤ 0.375, the best estimator is H̃n,0. For H ≥ 0.4, the estimator Ĥn,3 is similar
in performance to the estimators H̃n

VS, H̃n
DMS and H̃n

acf. Therefore, the best strategy is to
combine H̃n,0 and Ĥn,3 by using the former if H is small and the latter if H is large. We
refer to Section 6 for one way of implementing this strategy.

Finally, we study the performance of our volatility estimators. To this end, we imple-
ment C̃n,0 = Ĉn

20 − Ĉn
19 and Π̃n,0 = Π̂n

20 − Π̂n
19 from (4.7) and (4.11) on the last of the

20 simulated trading days, using the estimator H̃n,0 = H̃n from (4.4) that is based on
the whole simulated period. Similarly, for i = 1, 2, 3, we consider Ĉn,i = Ĉn

20 − Ĉn
19 and

Π̂n,i = Π̂n
20 − Π̂n

19 from (F.22) and (F.23) using, instead of Ĥn, the estimator Ĥn,i from
above (computed again based on the whole period of 20 simulated days). From Figure 5,
we find that C̃n,0 shows a good performance for H ∈ [0.15, 0.4], while Ĉn,3 performs best
for H ≥ 0.425. Together, they cover the whole interval on which H is identifiable (see
Proposition 2.3). For ΠT , Π̃n,0 works well if H ≤ 0.325 but has a large RMSE otherwise.
In Section 7, we comment on possible ways of improving this estimator for large H.

6 Empirical analysis
We apply the estimators from Theorems 4.2 and 4.6 to (logarithmic) INTC transaction
data for the whole year of 2007. The data source is the TAQ database. For each trading
day in 2007, we collect all trades on the NYSE and NASDAQ from 9:00 am to 4:00 pm
Eastern Time. We preprocess the data using the tradesCleanup() function from the R
package highfrequency, which follows the recommendations by Barndorff-Nielsen et al.
(2009). We sample in calendar time every 5 seconds.

To reduce the variability of the resulting estimates, we calculate, for each trading day
from February 1 to December 31, the estimators Ĥn,3 and H̃n,0 based on the previous 20
trading days. Afterwards, based on the insights from the simulation study, we calculate
an estimate of H using Ĥn,3 if its asymptotic 95%-confidence interval contains 0.5 or is a
subset of (0.4, 0.5); otherwise, we report the estimate produced by H̃n,0. Correspondingly,

H

F
re

qu
en

cy

0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30 0.35 0.40

0
10

20
30

40

0 50 100 150

Signal−to−noise ratio

Figure 6: Histogram of estimates for H (left) and boxplot of signal–to–noise ratios (right).
Each data point corresponds to one company and day. Days where the volatility or the
noise volatility estimate is negative are omitted. Outliers in the boxplot are not shown.
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we either take Ĉn,3 or C̃n,0 (resp., Π̂n,3 or Π̃n,0) to estimate the daily integrated volatility
(resp., noise volatility). Figure 6 shows the empirical distribution of the daily estimators
of H and a boxplot of the daily signal–to–noise ratios (i.e., of Ĉn,3/Π̂n,3 or C̃n,0/Π̃n,0).
Figure 7 shows the daily H-estimates and 95%-confidence intervals throughout the year
and the daily volatility and noise volatility estimates for the month of November.

Finally, Figure 8 shows the average daily H-estimate for 5s INTC transaction data
for each year from 1997 to 2021. While the classical discrete noise model (1.3) is most
appropriate until 2000, the rough noise model becomes prevalent between 2001–2010, with
a decreasing trend in the roughness of the noise, which is in alignment with the findings of
Aït-Sahalia & Xiu (2019). Between 2011–2021, Figure 8 shows estimates close to or even
larger than 1

2 . We do not consider this as an indication that the sampled data is noise-free.
In fact, for those years, RV still explodes for the majority of days (but at slower rates). At
the same time, the observed price increments start to have slightly positive autocorrelations,
a property of fractional processes with H > 1

2 , which neither the classical time series model
nor the rough noise model can explain. Since our estimators of H combine information
from different lags, they largely remain inconclusive in those years. In Appendix H, we
carry out a similar analysis for quotes. Here, even in recent years, there is strong evidence
of rough noise with H strictly between 0 and 1

2 .

7 Conclusion and future directions
Volatility estimation based on high-frequency return data is often impeded by the presence
of market microstructure noise. In this paper, we propose to model microstructure noise
as a continuous-time rough stochastic process. In addition to desirable properties such
as compatibility between different sampling frequencies, serial dependence of increments
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and stochastic volatility for both price and noise, a distinctive feature of these mixed
semimartingale models is a non-shrinking noise component with shrinking increments. This
property can explain the rich variety of scaling exponents in volatility signature plots and
finds strong empirical support in a detailed analysis of transaction and quote data.

Using CLTs for variation functionals and an iterative debiasing procedure, we construct
consistent and asymptotically mixed normal estimators for the roughness parameter H
of the noise and the integrated price and noise volatilities, whenever these quantities are
identifiable. In a simulation study, we find that our estimators of H outperform existing
ones in the literature. We further identify estimators for the integrated price volatility CT
that show good performance throughout the region of H in which CT is identifiable. An
interesting open problem is to investigate whether subsampling or pre-averaging techniques
can improve our estimators for the noise volatility, which currently work well only when
H is not close to 1

2 . As CT is not identifiable if H < 1
4 , another promising direction is to

analyze whether taking a simultaneous small noise limit helps identify price volatility in
such cases.

In this first paper, we do not examine the effect of jumps (Aït-Sahalia & Jacod 2009,
Jacod & Todorov 2014) or irregular observation times (Barndorff-Nielsen & Shephard 2005,
Chen et al. 2020, Jacod et al. 2017, 2019) on our estimators. While the estimators of H
and noise volatility from Theorem 4.5 might not be affected by jumps too much, as they
do not use quadratic variation, certainly the volatility estimators and all estimators from
Theorem 4.6 are. We leave it to future research to develop estimators that are fully robust
to jumps and asynchronous sampling. Similarly, the current mixed semimartingale model
does not capture rounding effects in observed prices (Aït-Sahalia & Jacod 2014, Delattre
& Jacod 1997, Robert & Rosenbaum 2010, 2012), which are particularly relevant at the
highest sampling frequencies. Including both a discrete and a continuous noise component
in a statistical model of high-frequency price dynamics remains a future challenge.
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A Size estimates
We use the notation from the main paper. In addition, we write A . B if there is a
constant C that is independent of any quantity of interest such that A ≤ CB. In the
following, we repeatedly make use of so-called standard size estimates (cf. Chong (2020c),
Appendix D). Under the strengthened hypotheses of Assumption (CLT’), consider for fixed
j, k ∈ {1, . . . , d} and ` ∈ {1, . . . , L} an expression like

Sn(t) = ∆
1
2
n

[t/∆n]∑
i=θn+1

h(ζni )
(

∆n
i+`−1A

k

∆H
n

+ 1
∆H
n

∫ (i+`−1)∆n

(i+`−2)∆n

(
σkjs − σ

kj
(i−θ′′n)∆n

)
dBj

s

+
∫ ∞

0

∆n
i+`−1g(s)

∆H
n

(
ρkjs − ρ

kj
(i−θn)∆n

)
1((i−θn)∆n,(i−θ′n)∆n)(s) dW j

s

)
,

(A.1)

where θn = [∆−θn ], θ′n = [∆−θ′n ], θ′′n = [∆−θ′′n ] and −∞ ≤ θ′, θ′′ < θ ≤ ∞. In addition, h is a
function such that |h(x)| . 1 + ‖x‖p for some p > 1, and ζni are random variables with

sup
n∈N

sup
i=1,...,[T/∆n]

E[‖ζni ‖p] <∞.

For any q ≥ 1, because a is uniformly bounded by Assumption (CLT’), Minkowski’s integral
inequality yields

E
[∥∥∥∥∆n

i+`−1A

∆H
n

∥∥∥∥q] 1
q

≤ 1
∆H
n

∫ (i+`−1)∆n

(i+`−2)∆n

E[‖as‖q]
1
q ds . ∆1−H

n . (A.2)

Similarly, by the Burkholder–Davis–Gundy (BDG) inequality and Assumption (CLT’),

E
[∣∣∣∣ 1

∆H
n

∫ (i+`−1)∆n

(i+`−2)∆n

(
σkjs − σ

kj
(i−θ′′n)∆n

)
dBj

s

∣∣∣∣q] 1
q

. (θ′′n∆n) 1
2 ∆

1
2−H
n . (A.3)

Combining Assumption (CLT’) with Lemma B.1, we deduce that

E
[∣∣∣∣ ∫ ∞

0

∆n
i+`−1g(s)

∆H
n

(
ρkjs − ρ

kj
(i−θn)∆n
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q

. (θn∆n) 1
2

( 1
∆2H
n
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0
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i+`−1g(s)2 ds

) 1
2
. (θn∆n) 1

2 ∆θ′(1−H)
n .

(A.4)

Finally, using Hölder’s inequality to separate h(ζni ) from the subsequent expression in (A.1),
we have shown that

E
[

sup
t≤T
|Sn(t)|

]
. ∆

1
2
n

[T/∆n]∑
i=θn+1

{
∆1−H
n + ∆1−H

n (θ′′n) 1
2 + (θn∆n) 1

2 ∆θ′(1−H)
n

}
. ∆

1
2−H
n + ∆

1
2−H−

θ′′
2

n + ∆θ′(1−H)−θ
n .

(A.5)

The upshot of this example is that the absolute moments of sums and products of more
or less complicated expressions can always be bounded term by term: for example, in (A.1),
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the terms
[t/∆n]∑
i=θn+1

, h(ζni ), ∆n
i+`−1A

k,
∫ (i+`−1)∆n

(i+`−2)∆n

(· · ·) dBj
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kj
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(· · ·) dW j
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kj
(i−θn)∆n

have sizes (i.e., the Lq-moments, for any q, are uniformly bounded by a constant times)

∆−1
n , 1, ∆n,

√
∆n, (θ′′n∆n) 1

2 , ∆θ′(1−H)
n , (θn∆n) 1

2 ,

respectively. The final estimate (A.5) is then obtained by combining these bounds. Clearly,
size estimates can be applied to variants of (A.1), too, for example, when the stochastic
integral in (A.1) is squared, when we have products of integrals, when Sn(t) is matrix-
valued, etc.

Even though size estimates are optimal in general, better estimates may be available in
specific cases. One such case occurs when sums have a martingale structure. To illustrate
this, let Fni = Fi∆n and consider

S ′n(t) = ∆
1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=1

$n
i

with random variables $n
i that are Fni -measurable and satisfy E[$n

i | Fni−θ′′′n ] = 0, where
θ′′′n = [∆−θ′′′n ] for some 0 < θ′′′ < 1. Suppose that E[|$n

i |2]1/2 . ∆$
n uniformly in i and n

for some $ > 0. Writing
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1
2
n

[([t/∆n]−L+1)/θ′′′n ]∑
k=1

$n
j+(k−1)θ′′′n ,

we observe that each S ′n,j is a martingale in t (albeit relative to different filtrations), so the
BDG inequality and the triangle inequality yield

E
[

sup
t≤T
|S ′n(t)|

]
. (θ′′′n ) 1

2 ∆$
n . (A.6)

Very often, $n
i will actually only be Fni+L−1-measurable. However, a shift by L increments

will not change the value of the above estimate. Following Chong (2020b), Section 4, we
refer to (A.6) as a martingale size estimate.

B Estimates for fractional kernels
Here we gather some useful results about the kernel g(t) = K−1

H tH−1/2 introduced in (2.6)
(we consider the case g0 ≡ 0 here).

Lemma B.1. Recall the notations introduced in (2.7), (2.4) and (C.2).

(i) For any k, n ∈ N,∫ ∞
0

∆n
kg(t)2 dt = K−2

H

{ 1
2H +

∫ k

1

(
rH−

1
2 − (r − 1)H− 1

2
)2

dr
}

∆2H
n ≤ ∆2H

n . (B.1)
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(ii) For any k, `, n ∈ N with k < `,∫ ∞
−∞

∆n
kg(t)∆n

` g(t) dt = ∆2H
n ΓH`−k . ∆2H

n ΓH`−k, (B.2)

where ΓH1 = ΓH1 and ΓHr = (r − 1)−2(1−H) for r ≥ 2.

(iii) For any θ ∈ (0, 1), setting θn = [∆−θn ], we have for any i > θn and r ∈ N,∫ (i−θn)∆n

−∞
∆n
i g(s)∆n

i+rg(s) ds . ∆2H
n ∆2θ(1−H)

n . (B.3)

Proof. Let k ≤ `. By direct calculation,∫ ∞
0

∆n
kg(t)∆n

` g(t) dt

= ∆2H
n K−2

H

∫ k

0

(
rH−

1
2 − (r − 1)H−

1
2

+

)(
(r + (`− k))H− 1

2 − (r + (`− k)− 1)H−
1
2

+

)
dr,

which shows (B.1) by setting k = `. Next, let (BH)t≥0 be a fractional Brownian motion
with Hurst index H. Then BH has the Mandelbrot–van Ness representation

BH
t = K−1

H

∫
R

(
(t− s)H−

1
2

+ − (−s)H−
1
2

+

)
dBs, t ≥ 0,

where B is a two-sided standard Brownian motion. Moreover, ∆n
i B

H =
∫
R ∆n

i g(s) dBs for
any i. Therefore, by well-known properties of fractional Brownian motion,∫ ∞
−∞

∆n
kg(s)∆n

` g(s) ds = E[∆n
kB

H∆n
`B

H ] = E[BH
∆n
BH

(`−k+1)∆n
]− E[BH

∆n
BH

(`−k)∆n
]

= 1
2
{

∆2H
n + ((`− k + 1)∆n)2H − ((`− k)∆n)2H

−∆2H
n − ((`− k)∆n)2H + ((`− k − 1)∆n)2H

}
= ∆2H

n ΓH`−k,

which is the equality in (B.2). Next, use the mean-value theorem twice on ΓHr in order to
obtain for all r ≥ 2,

ΓHr = 1
2
(
{(r + 1)2H − r2H} − {r2H − (r − 1)2H}

)
≤ 1

2(2H)
(
(r + 1)2H−1 − (r − 1)2H−1

)
≤ H(2H − 1)(r − 1)2H−2,

which shows the inequality in (B.2). Finally,∫ (i−θn)∆n

−∞
∆n
i g(s)∆n

i+rg(s) ds

= ∆2H
n K−2

H

∫ ∞
θn

(
tH−

1
2 − (t− 1)H− 1

2
)(

(t+ r)H− 1
2 − (t+ r − 1)H− 1

2
)

dt

. ∆2H
n

∫ ∞
θn

(
tH−

1
2 − (t− 1)H− 1

2
)2

dt . ∆2H
n

∫ ∞
θn

(t− 1)2H−3 dt . ∆2H
n ∆θ(2−2H)

n ,

which yields (B.3).
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C Proof of Theorem 3.1
Throughout the proof, by a standard localization argument (cf. Lemma 4.4.9 in Jacod &
Protter (2012)), we may and will assume a strengthened version of Assumption (CLT):

Assumption (CLT’). In addition to Assumption (CLT), there is C > 0 such that

sup
(ω,t)∈Ω×[0,∞)

{
‖at(ω)‖+ ‖σt(ω)‖+ ‖ρt(ω)‖+ ‖ρ(0)

t (ω)‖+ ‖b̃t(ω)‖+ ‖ρ̃t(ω)‖
}
< C.

Moreover, for every p > 0, there is Cp > 0 such that for all s, t > 0,

E[‖σt − σs‖p]
1
p ≤ Cp|t− s|

1
2 , E[‖ρ(0)

t − ρ(0)
s ‖p]

1
p ≤ Cp|t− s|γ,

E[‖ρ̃t − ρ̃s‖p]
1
p ≤ Cp|t− s|ε.

(C.1)

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Except for (C.6) below, we may and will assume that M = 1. Re-
calling the decomposition (2.6), since g0 is smooth with g0(0) = 0, we can use the stochastic
Fubini theorem (see Protter (2005), Chapter IV, Theorem 65) to write∫ t

0
g0(t− r)ρr dWr =

∫ t

0

( ∫ t

r
g′0(s− r) ds

)
ρr dWr =

∫ t

0

( ∫ s

0
g′0(s− r)ρr dWr

)
ds.

This is a finite variation process and can be incorporated in the drift process in (2.8). So
without loss of generality, we may assume g0 ≡ 0 and g(t) = K−1

H tH−1/2 in the following.
Then Yt = At + Mt + Zt, where At =

∫ t
0 as ds and Mt =

∫ t
0 σs dBs, and we have ∆n

i Y =
∆n
i A+ ∆n

iM + ∆n
i Z in the notation of (3.1). Writing g(t) = 0 for t ≤ 0, we also define for

all s, t ≥ 0 and i, n ∈ N,

∆n
i g(s) = g(i∆n − s)− g((i− 1)∆n − s),

∆n
i g(s) = (∆n

i g(s), . . . ,∆n
i+L−1g(s)),

(C.2)

such that, in matrix notation,

∆n
i Z =

( ∫ ∞
0

∆n
i g(s)ρs dWs, , . . . ,

∫ ∞
0

∆n
i+L−1g(s)ρs dWs

)
=
∫ ∞

0
ρs dWs ∆n

i g(s).

The first step in our proof is to shrink the domain of integration for each ∆n
i Z. Let

θ ∈ ( 1
4(1−H) ,

1
2), (C.3)

which is always possible for H ∈ (0, 1
2), and set θn = [∆−θn ]. Further define

∆n
i Y

tr = ∆n
i A+ ∆n

iM + ξni , ξni =
∫ (i+L−1)∆n

(i−θn)∆n

ρs dWs ∆n
i g(s). (C.4)

Lemma C.1. If θ is chosen according to (C.3), then

∆−
1
2

n

{
V n
f (Y, t)−∆n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

f
(∆n

i Y
tr

∆H
n

)}
L1

=⇒ 0.
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The last sum can be further decomposed into three parts:

∆
1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

f
(∆n

i Y
tr

∆H
n

)
= V n(t) + Un(t) + ∆

1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

E
[
f
(∆n

i Y
tr

∆H
n

) ∣∣∣ Fni−θn], (C.5)

where

V n(t) =
[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

Ξn
i , Ξn

i = ∆
1
2
n

(
f
(
ξni
∆H
n

)
− E

[
f
(
ξni
∆H
n

) ∣∣∣ Fni−θn]),
Un(t) = ∆

1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

{
f
(∆n

i Y
tr

∆H
n

)
− f

(
ξni
∆H
n

)
− E

[
f
(∆n

i Y
tr

∆H
n

)
− f

(
ξni
∆H
n

) ∣∣∣ Fni−θn]
}
.

Lemma C.2. For all H < 1
2 , we have that Un L1

=⇒ 0.
In other words, in the limit ∆n → 0, the impact of the semimartingale component

is negligible, except for its contributions to the conditional expectations in (C.5). As we
mentioned above, this is somewhat surprising: It is true that the L2-norm of the semi-
martingale increment ∆n

i A+∆n
iM , divided by ∆H

n , converges to 0. But the rate ∆1/2−H
n at

which this takes place can be arbitrarily slow if H is close to 1
2 . So Lemma C.2 implies that

there is a big gain in convergence rate if one considers the sum of the centered differences
f(∆n

i Y
tr/∆H

n )− f(ξni /∆H
n ). In the proof, we will need for the first time that f has at least

2(N(H) + 1) continuous derivatives.
The process V n only contains the fractional part and is responsible for the limit Z in

(3.7). For the sake of brevity, we borrow a result from Chong (2020a): For each m ∈ N,
consider the sums

V n,m,1(t) =
Jn,m(t)∑
j=1

V n,m
j , V n,m

j =
mθn∑
k=1

Ξn
(j−1)((m+1)θn+L−1)+k,

V n,m,2(t) =
Jn,m(t)∑
j=1

θn+L−1∑
k=1

Ξn
(j−1)((m+1)θn+L−1)+mθn+k,

V n,m,3(t) =
[t/∆n]−L+1∑

j=((m+1)θn+L−1)Jn,m(t)+1
Ξn
j ,

where Jn,m(t) = [([t/∆n]−L+1)/((m+1)θn+L−1)]. We then have V n(t) = ∑3
i=1 V

n,m,i(t).
This is very similar to the decomposition on p. 1161 in Chong (2020a). With essentially
the same proof, we infer that V n(t) st=⇒ Z and, hence,

∆
1
2
n

{ [t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=1

f
(∆n

i Y

∆H
n

)
−

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

E
[
f
(∆n

i Y
tr

∆H
n

) ∣∣∣ Fni−θn]
}

st=⇒ Z, (C.6)

where Z is exactly as in (3.7). Therefore, in order to complete the proof of Theorem 3.1,
it remains to show that (recall N(H) = [1/(2− 4H)])

∆−
1
2

n

{
∆n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

E
[
f
(∆n

i Y
tr

∆H
n

) ∣∣∣ Fni−θn]− ∫ t

0
µf (π(s)) ds

−
N(H)∑
j=1

∆j(1−2H)
n

∑
|χ|=j

1
χ!

∫ t

0
∂χµf (π(s))c(s)χ ds

}
L1

=⇒ 0.
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To this end, we will discretize the volatility processes σ and ρ in ∆n
i Y

tr. The proof is
technical (as it involves another multiscale analysis) and will be divided into further smaller
steps in Appendix D.
Lemma C.3. Assuming (C.3), we have that

∆
1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

{
E
[
f
(∆n

i Y
tr

∆H
n

) ∣∣∣ Fni−θn]− µf (Υn,i)
}

L1
=⇒ 0,

where Υn,i ∈ (Rd×L)2 is defined by

(Υn,i)k`,k′`′ = c((i− 1)∆n)k`,k′`′ ∆1−2H
n

+ (ρ(i−1)∆nρ
T
(i−1)∆n

)kk′
∫ (i+L−1)∆n

(i−θn)∆n

∆n
i+`−1g(s)∆n

i+`′−1g(s)
∆2H
n

ds.
(C.7)

The last part of the proof consists of evaluating

∆
1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

µf (Υn,i).

This is the place where the asymptotic bias terms arise and which is different from the
pure (semimartingale or fractional) cases. Roughly speaking, the additional terms are due
to the fact that in the LLN limit (3.9), there is a contribution of magnitude ∆1−2H

n c(s)
coming from the semimartingale part that is negligible on first order but not at a rate of√

∆n. Expanding µf (Υn,i) in a Taylor sum up to order N(H), we obtain

µf (Υn,i) = µf (π((i− 1)∆n)) +
N(H)∑
j=1

∑
|χ|=j

1
χ!∂

χµf (π((i− 1)∆n))(Υn,i − π((i− 1)∆n))χ

+
∑

|χ|=N(H)+1

1
χ!∂

χµf (υni )(Υn,i − π((i− 1)∆n))χ,

where υni is a point between Υn,i and π((i − 1)∆n). The next lemma shows two things:
first, the term of order N(H) + 1 is negligible, and second, for j = 1, . . . , N(H), we may
replace Υn,i − π((i− 1)∆n) by ∆1−2H

n c((i− 1)∆n).

Lemma C.4. We have that Xn
1

L1
=⇒ 0 and Xn

2
L1

=⇒ 0, where

Xn
1 (t) = ∆

1
2
n

[t/∆n−L+1∑
i=θn+1

N(H)∑
j=1

∑
|χ|=j

1
χ!∂

χµf (π((i− 1)∆n))

×
{

(Υn,i − π((i− 1)∆n))χ −∆j(1−2H)
n c((i− 1)∆n)χ

}
,

Xn
2 (t) = ∆

1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

∑
|χ|=N(H)+1

1
χ!∂

χµf (υni )(Υn,i − π((i− 1)∆n))χ.

(C.8)

In a final step, we remove the discretization of σ and ρ.
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Lemma C.5. If θ is chosen according to (C.3), then

∆−
1
2

n

{
∆n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=λn+1

µf (π((i− 1)∆n))−
∫ t

0
µf (π(s)) ds

}
L1

=⇒ 0 (C.9)

and

∆−
1
2

n

{
∆n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

N(H)∑
j=1

∆j(1−2H)
n

∑
|χ|=j

1
χ!∂

χµf (π((i− 1)∆n))c((i− 1)∆n)χ

−
∫ t

0

N(H)∑
j=1

∑
|χ|=j

1
χ!∂

χµf (π(s))∆j(1−2H)
n c(s)χ ds

}
L1

=⇒ 0.
(C.10)

By the properties of stable convergence in law (see Equation (2.2.5) in Jacod & Protter
(2012)), the CLT in (3.7) follows by combining Lemmas C.1–C.5.

D Details for the proof of Theorem 3.1
Assumption (CLT’) is in force throughout this section.

Proof of Lemma C.1. By the calculations in (A.2)–(A.4), we have E[‖∆n
i Y/∆H

n ‖p]1/p . 1
for all p ≥ 1. As f grows at most polynomially, we see that E[|f(∆n

i Y/∆H
n )|] is of size 1.

Hence, E[|∆1/2
n

∑θn
i=1 f(∆n

i Y/∆H
n )|] . ∆1/2−θ

n , which implies ∆1/2
n

∑θn
i=1 f(∆n

i Y /∆H
n )→ 0 in

L1 since θ < 1
2 by (C.3). As a result, omitting the first θn terms in the definition of V n

f (Y, t)
does no harm asymptotically. Next, we define

Λn
i = f

(∆n
i Y

∆H
n

)
− f

(∆n
i Y

tr

∆H
n

)
, Λn

i = Λn
i − E[Λn

i | Fni−θn ]. (D.1)

By our choice (C.3) of θ and since H < 1
2 , the lemma is proved once

E
[

sup
t≤T

∣∣∣∣∆ 1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

Λn

i

∣∣∣∣] . ∆θ( 1
2−H)

n , (D.2)

E
[

sup
t≤T

∣∣∣∣∆ 1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

E[Λn
i |Fni−θn ]

∣∣∣∣] . ∆θ( 1
2−H)

n + ∆2θ(1−H)− 1
2

n (D.3)

are established. To this end, let λni = ∆n
i Y −∆n

i Y
tr/∆H

n =
∫ (i−θn)∆n

0 ρs dWs
∆n
i g(s)
∆H
n

. By
Assumption (CLT), we have |f(z) − f(z′)| . (1 + ‖z‖p−1+‖z′‖p−1)‖z − z′‖. In addition,
E[|f(∆n

i Y/∆H
n )|] is of size 1, so E[(Λn

i )2] . E[(Λn
i )2] . E[‖λni ‖2] . ∆2θ(1−H)

n , where we used
(A.4) for the last estimation. By construction, Λn

i is Fni+L−1-measurable and has conditional
expectation 0 given Fni−θn . Therefore, we can further use an estimate of the kind (A.6)
to show that the left-hand side of (D.2) is bounded, up to constant, by

√
θn∆θ(1−H)

n .
∆θ(1−H)−θ/2
n = ∆θ(1/2−H)

n .
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Next, let ψni = σ(i−θn)∆n∆n
i B +

∫ (i+L−1)∆n

(i−θn)∆n
ρ(i−θn)∆n dWs ∆n

i g(s). Since f is smooth,
applying Taylor’s theorem twice yields Λn

i = Λn,1
i + Λn,2

i + Λn,3
i , where

Λn,1
i =

∑
|χ|=1

∂χf
(
ψni
∆H
n

)
(λni )χ, Λn,2

i =
∑

|χ|,|χ′|=1
∂χ+χ′f(η̃ni )

(∆n
i Y

tr − ψni
∆H
n

)χ′
(λni )χ,

Λn,3
i =

∑
|χ|=2

∂χ(ηni )
χ! (λni )χ

and χ, χ′ ∈ Nd×L
0 are multi-indices and ηni (resp., η̃ni ) is a point on the line between ∆n

i Y/∆H
n

and ∆n
i Y

tr/∆H
n (resp., ∆n

i Y
tr/∆H

n and ψni /∆H
n ). Accordingly, we split

∆
1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

E[Λn
i | Fni−θn ] =

3∑
j=1

Lnj (t), Lnj (t) = ∆
1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

E[Λn,j
i | Fni−θn ].

Note that E[∂χf( ψ
n
i

∆H
n

)(λni )χ | Fni−θn ] = (λni )χ E[∂χf( ψ
n
i

∆H
n

) | Fni−θn ] = 0 because λni is Fni−θn-
measurable, ψni is centered normal given Fni−θn and f has odd partial derivatives of first
orders (since f is even). It follows that Ln1 (t) = 0 identically. Writing

1ni (s) = (1((i−1)∆n,i∆n)(s), . . . ,1((i+L−2)∆n,(i+L−1)∆n)(s)),

we can decompose ∆n
i Y

tr − ψni as

∆n
i A+

∫ t

0
(σs − σ(i−θn)∆n) dBs 1

n
i (s) +

∫ (i+L−1)∆n

(i−θn)∆n

(ρs − ρ(i−θn)∆n) dWs ∆n
i g(s).

By a standard size estimate, it follows that

E
[

sup
t≤T
|Ln2 (t)|

]
. (∆

1
2
n∆−1

n )(∆1−H
n + θ

1
2
n∆1−H

n + (θn∆n) 1
2 )∆θ(1−H)

n

. ∆−
1
2

n ∆θ(1−H)
n (θn∆n) 1

2 = ∆θ( 1
2−H)

n ,

E
[

sup
t≤T
|Ln3 (t)|

]
. ∆−

1
2

n (∆θ(1−H)
n )2 = ∆2θ(1−H)− 1

2
n ,

proving (D.3) and thus the lemma.

Proof of Lemma C.2. Let ξn,dis
i =

∫ (i+L−1)∆n

(i−θn)∆n
ρ(i−θn)∆n dWs ∆n

i g(s) and recall the definition
of ξni from (C.4). In a first step, we show that Un can be approximated by

U
n(t) = ∆

1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

{
f
(
σ(i−1)∆n∆n

i B + ξn,dis
i

∆H
n

)
− f

(
ξn,dis
i

∆H
n

)

− E
[
f
(
σ(i−1)∆n∆n

i B + ξn,dis
i

∆H
n

)
− f

(
ξn,dis
i

∆H
n

) ∣∣∣ Fni−θn]
}
.

By (C.1) and a size estimate as in (A.4), the difference ξni − ξn,dis
i is of size (θn∆n)1/2.

Together with (A.2) and (A.3), we further have that ∆n
i Y

tr−σ(i−1)∆n∆n
i B− ξ

n,dis
i is of size

∆n +
√

∆n + (θn∆n)1/2. By the mean-value theorem, these size bounds imply that

E
[∣∣∣∣f(∆n

i Y
tr

∆H
n

)
− f

(
σ(i−1)∆n∆n

i B + ξn,dis
i

∆H
n

)∣∣∣∣p +
∣∣∣∣f( ξni

∆H
n

)
− f

(
ξn,dis
i

∆H
n

)∣∣∣∣p] 1
p

. (θn∆n) 1
2
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for any p > 0. Moreover, the ith term in the definition of Un(t) is Fni+L−1-measurable with
zero mean conditionally on Fni−θn . Therefore, employing a martingale size estimate as in
(A.6), we obtain E[supt≤T |Un(t)−Un(t)|] .

√
θn(θn∆n)1/2 ≤ ∆1/2−θ

n , which converges to 0
by (C.3).

Next, because B and W are independent, we can apply Itô’s formula with ξn,dis
i as

starting point and write

f
(
σ(i−1)∆n∆n

i B + ξn,dis
i

∆H
n

)
− f

(
ξn,dis
i

∆H
n

)

= ∆−Hn
d∑

j,k=1

L∑
`=1

∫ (i+`−1)∆n

(i+`−2)∆n

∂

∂zk`
f
(∆Y n,dis

i (s)
∆H
n

)
σkj(i−1)∆n

dBj
s

+ 1
2∆−2H

n

d∑
k,k′=1

L∑
`=1

∫ (i+`−1)∆n

(i+`−2)∆n

∂2

∂zk`∂zk′`
f
(∆Y n,dis

i (s)
∆H
n

)
(σσT )kk′(i−1)∆n

ds,

(D.4)

where ∆Y n,dis
i (s) =

∫ s
(i−1)∆n

σ(i−1)∆n dBr 1
n
i (r) + ξn,dis

i . Clearly, the stochastic integral is
Fni+L−1-measurable and conditionally centered given Fni−1. Therefore, by a martingale size
estimate, its contribution to U

n(t) is of magnitude ∆1/2−H
n , which is negligible because

H < 1
2 . For the Lebesgue integral, we apply Itô’s formula again and write

∂2

∂zk`∂zk′`
f
(∆Y n,dis

i (s)
∆H
n

)
= ∂2

∂zk`∂zk′`
f
(
ξn,dis
i

∆H
n

)

+ ∆−Hn
d∑

j2,k2=1

L∑
`2=1

∫ s∧(i+`2−1)∆n

(i+`2−2)∆n

∂3

∂zk`∂zk′`∂zk2`2

f
(∆Y n,dis

i (r)
∆H
n

)
σk2j2

(i−1)∆n
dBj2

r

+ ∆−2H
n

2

d∑
k2,k′2=1

L∑
`2=1

∫ s∧(i+`2−1)∆n

(i+`2−2)∆n

∂4

∂zk`∂zk`∂zk2`2∂zk′2`2
f
(∆Y n,dis

i (r)
∆H
n

)
(σσT )k2k′2

(i−1)∆n
dr.

By the same reason as before, the stochastic integral (even after we plug it into the drift in
(D.4)) is Fni+L−1-measurable with zero Fni−1-conditional mean and therefore negligible. The
Lebesgue integral is essentially of the same form as the one in (D.4). Because f is smooth,
we can repeat this procedure as often as we want. What is important, is that we gain a
net factor of ∆1−2H

n in each step (we have ∆−2H
n times a Lebesgue integral over an interval

of length at most ∆n). After N applications of Itô’s formula, the final drift term yields a
contribution of size

√
θn∆N(1−2H)

n to Un(t). As θ < 1
2 , it suffices to take N = N(H) + 1 to

make this convergent to 0.

Proof of Lemma C.3. We begin by discretizing ρ on a finer scale and let

Θn
i =

∫ (i+L−1)∆n

(i−θn)∆n

Q∑
k=1

ρ(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

1((i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n,(i−θ(q)

n )∆n)(s) dWs ∆n
i g(s), (D.5)

where θ(q)
n = [∆−θ(q)

n ] for q = 0, . . . , Q − 1, θ(Q)
n = −(L − 1) and the numbers θ(q), q =

0, . . . , Q− 1 for some Q ∈ N, are chosen such that θ = θ(0) > · · · > θ(Q−1) > θ(Q) = 0 and

θ(q) >
γ

1−Hθ(q−1) −
γ − 1

2
1−H , q = 1, . . . , Q, (D.6)
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where γ describes the regularity of the volatility process ρ(0) in (3.3). Because H < 1
2 and

we can make γ arbitrarily close to 1
2 if we want, there is no loss of generality to assume that

γ/(1−H) < 1. In this case, the fact that a choice as in (D.6) is possible can be verified by
solving the associated linear recurrence equation. Defining ∆n

i Y
dis = σ(i−1)∆n∆n

i B + Θn
i ,

we will show in Lemma D.1 below that

∆
1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

{
E
[
f
(∆n

i Y
tr

∆H
n

) ∣∣∣ Fni−θn]− E
[
f
(∆n

i Y
dis

∆H
n

) ∣∣∣ Fni−θn]} L1
=⇒ 0. (D.7)

Next, we define another matrix Υn,0
i ∈ (Rd×L)2 by

(Υn,0
i )k`,k′`′ = c((i− 1)∆n)∆1−2H

n +
Q∑
q=1

(
ρ(i−θ(q−1)

n )∆n
ρT(i−θ(q−1)

n )∆n

)
kk′

×
∫ (i+L−1)∆n

(i−θn)∆n

∆n
i+`−1g(s)∆n

i+`′−1g(s)
∆2H
n

1((i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n,(i−θ(q)

n )∆n)(s) ds.
(D.8)

If c and ρ are deterministic, this is the covariance matrix of ∆n
i Y

tr/∆H
n . Also notice that

the only difference to Υn
i are the discretization points of ρ. Next, we show that

∆
1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

{
E
[
f
(∆n

i Y
dis

∆H
n

) ∣∣∣ Fni−θn]− µf (E[Υn,0
i | Fni−θn ])

}
L1

=⇒ 0, (D.9)

where µf is the mapping defined after Assumption (CLT). This will be achieved through
successive conditioning in Lemma D.2. Finally, as we show in Lemma D.3, we have

E
[

sup
t≤T

∣∣∣∣∆ 1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

{
µf

(
E[Υn,0

i | Fni−θn ]
)
− µf (Υn,0

i )
}∣∣∣∣]→ 0, (D.10)

E
[

sup
t≤T

∣∣∣∣∆ 1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

{µf (Υn,0
i )− µf (Υn,i)}

∣∣∣∣]→ 0, (D.11)

which completes the proof of the current lemma.
Lemma D.1. The convergence (D.7) holds true.
Proof. By Taylor’s theorem, the left-hand side of (D.7) is Qn

1 (t) + Qn
2 (t) with

Qn
1 (t) = ∆

1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

∑
|χ|=1

E
[
∂χf

(∆n
i Y

dis

∆H
n

)
(κni )χ

∣∣∣ Fni−θn],
Qn

2 (t) = ∆
1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

∑
|χ|=2

1
χ!E[∂χf(κni )(κni )χ | Fni−θn ],

where κni = (∆n
i Y

tr − ∆n
i Y

dis)/∆H
n and κni is some point on the line between ∆n

i Y
tr/∆H

n

and ∆n
i Y

dis/∆H
n . By definition,

(κni )k` = ∆n
i+`−1A

k

∆H
n

+ 1
∆H
n

∫ (i+`−1)∆n

(i+`−2)∆n

d′∑
`′=1

(
σk`

′

s − σk`
′

(i−1)∆n

)
dB`′

s

+
Q∑
q=1

∫ (i−θ(q)
n )∆n

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

∆n
i+`−1g(s)

∆H
n

d′∑
`′=1

(
ρk`
′

s − ρk`
′

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

)
dW `′

s .

(D.12)
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Using Hölder’s inequality, the estimates (A.2), (A.3) and (A.4) and the polynomial growth
assumption on ∂χf , we see that ∆n

i Y
dis/∆H

n is of size one and, since 0 < θ(q) < 1
2 ,

E
[

sup
t≤T
|Qn

2 (t)|
]
. ∆−

1
2

n

(
∆2(1−H)
n + ∆2(1−H)

n +
Q∑
q=1

∆(1−θ(q−1))+2θ(q)(1−H)
n

)
→ 0. (D.13)

Next, we further split Qn
1 (t) = Qn

11(t) + Qn
12(t) + Qn

13(t) into three terms according to
the decomposition (D.12). Using again (A.2) and (A.3), we see that both Qn

11(t) and Qn
12(t)

are of size ∆−1/2+(1−H)
n = ∆1/2−H

n . We first tackle the term Qn
13(t), which requires a more

careful analysis. Here we need assumption (3.3) on the noise volatility ρ. Since t 7→
∫ t
0 b̃s ds

satisfies a better regularity condition than (C.1), we may incorporate the drift term in ρ(0)

for the remainder of the proof. Then we further write Qn
13(t) = Rn

1 (t) + Rn
2 (t) where Rn

1 (t)
and Rn

2 (t) correspond to taking only ρ(0) and
∫ t

0 ρ̃s dW̃s instead of ρ, respectively. By (3.4),
(A.4) and (D.6), Rn

1 (t) is of size
Q∑
q=1

∆−
1
2 +γ(1−θ(q−1))+θ(q)(1−H)

n → 0. (D.14)

For Rn
2 (t), we write Rn

2 (t) = ∑
|χ|=1(Rn,χ

21 (t) + Rn,χ
22 (t) + Rn,χ

23 (t)), where, if χk` = 1,

Rn,χ
21 (t) = ∆

1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

d∑
`′,`′′=1

E
[
∂χf

(∆n
i Y

dis

∆H
n

) Q∑
q=1

∫ (i−θ(q)
n )∆n

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

∆n
i+`−1g(s)

∆H
n

×
∫ s

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

(
ρ̃k,`

′,`′′

r − ρ̃k,`
′,`′′

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

)
dW̃ `′′

r dW `′

s

∣∣∣ Fni−θn],
Rn,χ

22 (t) = ∆
1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

Q∑
q=1

d∑
`′,`′′=1

E
[{
∂χf

(∆n
i Y

dis

∆H
n

)
− ∂χf

(∆n
i Y

dis,q

∆H
n

)}

×
∫ (i−θ(q)

n )∆n

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

∆n
i+`−1g(s)

∆H
n

∫ s

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

ρ̃k,`
′,`′′

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

dW̃ `′′

r dW `′

s

∣∣∣ Fni−θn],
Rn,χ

23 (t) = ∆
1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

Q∑
q=1

d∑
`′,`′′=1

E
[
∂χf

(∆n
i Y

dis,q

∆H
n

) ∫ (i−θ(q)
n )∆n

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

∆n
i+`−1g(s)

∆H
n

×
∫ s

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

ρ̃k,`
′,`′′

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

dW̃ `′′

r dW `′

s

∣∣∣ Fni−θn]

and ∆n
i Y

dis,q =
∫ (i+L−1)∆n

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

ρ(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

dWs ∆n
i g(s). Using the BDG and Minkowski inte-

gral inequality alternatingly, we obtain, for any p ≥ 2,

E
[∣∣∣∣ ∫ (i−θ(q)

n )∆n

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

∆n
i+`−1g(s)

∆H
n

( ∫ s

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

(
ρ̃k,`

′,`′′

r − ρ̃k,`
′,`′′

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

)
dW̃ `′′

r

)
dW `′

s

∣∣∣∣p] 1
p

.
( ∫ (i−θ(q)

n )∆n

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

∆n
i+`−1g(s)2

∆2H
n

E
[∣∣∣∣ ∫ s

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

(
ρ̃k,`

′,`′′

r − ρ̃k,`
′,`′′

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

)
dW̃ `′′

r

∣∣∣∣2p] 1
p

ds
) 1

2

.
( ∫ (i−θ(q)

n )∆n

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

∆n
i+`−1g(s)2

∆2H
n

∫ s

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

E
[∣∣∣ρ̃k,`′,`′′r − ρ̃k,`

′,`′′

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

∣∣∣2p] 1
p

dr ds
) 1

2

. (θ(q−1)
n ∆n) 1

2 (1+2ε′)
( ∫ (i−θ(q)

n )∆n

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

∆n
i+`−1g(s)2

∆2H
n

ds
) 1

2
. ∆( 1

2 +ε′)(1−θ(q−1))+θ(q)(1−H)
n ,

12



where ε′ is as in (3.5). Thus, Rn,χ
21 (t) is of size ∑Q

q=1 ∆−
1
2 +( 1

2 +ε′)(1−θ(q−1))+θ(q)(1−H)
n , which is

almost the same as (D.14); the only difference is that γ is replaced by 1
2 + ε′. Since we can

assume without loss of generality that 1
2 + ε′ < γ, the formula (D.6) implies that we have

−1
2 + (1

2 + ε′)(1− θ(q−1)) + θ(q)(1−H) > 0 for all q = 1, . . . , Q, which means that Rn,χ
21 (t)

is asymptotically negligible.
Next, using Lemma B.1 (iii) and a similar estimate to the previous display, we see that

(Θn
i − ∆n

i Y
dis,q)/∆H

n is of size ∆θ(q−1)(1−H)
n + ∆(1−θ(q−1))/2

n . Hence, with the two estimates
(A.2) and (A.3) at hand, we deduce that Rn,χ

22 (t) is of size

Q∑
q=1

∆−
1
2

n (∆
1
2−H
n + ∆θ(q−1)(1−H)

n + ∆
1
2 (1−θ(q−1))
n )∆θ(q)(1−H)+ 1

2 (1−θ(q−1))
n

≤
Q∑
q=1

(
∆

1
2−H−(γ− 1

2 )(1−θ(q−1))
n + ∆(γ+ 1

2−H)θ(q−1)−(γ− 1
2 )

n + ∆θ(q)(1−H)+( 1
2−θ

(q−1))
n

)
.

The last term clearly goes to 0 because θ(q−1) ≤ θ < 1
2 by (C.3). Without loss of generality,

we can assume that γ > 1
2 is sufficiently close to 1

2 such that the first term is negligible as
well. With this particular value, we then make sure that

γ − 1
2

γ + 1
2 −H

< θ(Q−1) <
γ − 1

2
γ

,

which, on the one hand, is in line with (D.6) and, on the other hand, guarantees that the
second term in the preceding display tends to 0 for all q = 1, . . . , Q.

Finally, to compute Rn,χ
23 (t), we first condition on Fn

i−θ(q−1)
n

. Because f is even and
∆n
i Y

dis,q/∆H
n has a centered normal distribution given Fn

i−θ(q−1)
n

, if follows that ∂χf(Θn,q
i /∆H

n )
is an element of the direct sum of all odd-order Wiener chaoses. At the same time, the dou-
ble stochastic integrals in Rn,χ

23 (t) belongs to the second Wiener chaos; see Proposition 1.1.4
in Nualart (2006). Since Wiener chaoses are mutually orthogonal, we obtain Rn,χ

23 (t) = 0.
Because this reasoning is valid for all multi-indices with |χ| = 1, we have shown that Rn

2 (t)
is asymptotically negligible.

Lemma D.2. The convergence (D.9) holds true.

Proof. For r = 0, . . . , Q (where Q is as in Lemma D.1), define

Yn,r
i =

∫ (i+L−1)∆n

(i−θn)∆n

( r∑
q=1

ρ(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

1((i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n,(i−θ(q)

n )∆n)(s)
)

dWs
∆n
i g(s)
∆H
n

,

Υn,r
i = c((i− 1)∆n)∆1−2H

n +
Q∑

q=r+1
(ρρT )(i−θ(q−1)

n )∆n

∫ (i−θ(q)
n )∆n

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

∆n
i g(s)T∆n

i g(s)
∆2H
n

ds.

Note that Yn,r
i ∈ Rd×L, Υn,r

i ∈ R(d×L)×(d×L) and that Yn,Q
i = Θn

i /∆H
n by (D.5). In order to

show (D.9), we need the following approximation result for each r = 1, . . . , Q− 1:

∆
1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

E
[
µf(Yn,ri +·)(Υn,r,r

i )− µf(Yn,ri +·)(Υn,r,r−1
i ) | Fni−θn

]
L1

=⇒ 0, (D.15)
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where Υn,r,q
i = E[Υn,r

i | Fi−θ(q)
n

]. Let us proceed with the proof of (D.9), taking the previous
statement for granted. Defining

Yn

i =
∫ (i−1)∆n

(i−θn)∆n

Q∑
q=1

ρ(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

1((i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n,(i−θ(q)

n )∆n)(s) dWs
∆n
i g(s)
∆H
n

,

we can use the tower property of conditional expectation to derive

E
[
f
(∆n

i Y
dis

∆H
n

) ∣∣∣ Fi−θn] = E
[
E
[
f
(∆n

i Y
dis

∆H
n

) ∣∣∣ Fi−1

] ∣∣∣ Fi−θn]
= E

[
E
[
µf(Yni +·)

(
c((i− 1)∆n)∆1−2H

n

+ (ρρT )(i−θ(Q−1)
n )∆n

∫ (i+L−1)∆n

(i−1)∆n

∆n
i g(s)T∆n

i g(s)
∆2H
n

ds
) ∣∣∣ F

i−θ(Q−1)
n

] ∣∣∣ Fi−θn]
= E

[
µf(Yn,Q−1

i +·)(Υ
n,Q−1
i ) | Fi−θn

]
.

Thanks to (D.15), we can replace Υn,Q−1
i = Υn,Q−1,Q−1

i in the last line by Υn,Q−1,Q−2
i . We

can then further compute

E
[
E
[
µf(Yn,Q−1

i +·)

(
Υn,Q−1,Q−2
i

)
| F

i−θ(Q−2)
n

]
| Fi−θn

]
= E

[
µf(Yn,Q−2

i +·)

(
Υn,Q−2,Q−2
i

)
| Fi−θn

]
= E

[
E
[
µf(Yn,Q−2

i +·)

(
Υn,Q−2,Q−2
i

)
| F

i−θ(Q−3)
n

]
| Fi−θn

]
.

(D.16)

Again by (D.15), we may replace Υn,Q−2,Q−2
i by Υn,Q−2,Q−3

i in (D.16). Repeating this
procedure Q times, we obtain µf(Yn,0i +·)(E[Υn,0

i | Fi−θ(0)
n

]) = µf (E[Υn,0
i | Fi−θn ]) in the end,

which shows (D.9).
It remains to prove (D.15). For (u, v) 7→ µf(u+·)(v), we use ∂χ′ to denote differentiation

with respect to u (where χ′ ∈ Nd×L
0 ) and ∂χ

′′ to denote differentiation with respect to
v (where χ′′ ∈ N(d×L)×(d×L)

0 ). By a Taylor expansion of µf(Yn,ri +·)(·) around the point
(Yn,r

i ,Υn,r,r−1
i ), the difference inside E[· | Fni−θn ] in (D.15) equals

∆
1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

∑
|χ′′|=1

E
[
∂χ
′′
µf(Yn,ri +·)(Υn,r,r−1

i )(Υn,r,r
i −Υn,r,r−1

i )χ′′ | Fni−θn
]

+ ∆
1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

∑
|χ′′|=2

1
χ′′!E

[
∂χ
′′
µf(Yn,ri +·)(υni )(Υn,r,r

i −Υn,r,r−1
i )χ′′ | Fni−θn

] (D.17)

for some υni between Υn,r,r
i and Υn,r,r−1

i . Write

E
[
(ρρT )(i−θ(q−1)

n )∆n
| Fn

i−θ(r)
n

]
− E

[
(ρρT )(i−θ(q−1)

n )∆n
| Fn

i−θ(r−1)
n

]
= E

[
(ρρT )(i−θ(q−1)

n )∆n
− (ρρT )(i−θ(r−1)

n )∆n
| Fn

i−θ(r)
n

]
− E

[
(ρρT )(i−θ(q−1)

n )∆n
− (ρρT )(i−θ(r−1)

n )∆n
| Fn

i−θ(r−1)
n

]
,

(D.18)

and note that, because of Assumption (CLT’) and the identity

xy − x0y0 = y0(x− x0) + x0(y − y0) + (x− x0)(y − y0), (D.19)
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the two conditional expectations on the right-hand side of (D.18) are both of size (θ(r−1)
n ∆n)1/2.

The same holds true if we replace ρ(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

by σ(i−1)∆n . Therefore,

E
[
‖Υn,r,r

i −Υn,r,r−1
i ‖p

] 1
p . (θ(r−1)

n ∆n) 1
2 . (D.20)

Thus, the second expression in (D.17) is of size ∆−1/2
n ((θ(r−1)

n ∆n)1/2)2 = ∆1/2−θ(r−1)
n which

goes to 0 as n→∞ since all numbers θ(r) are chosen to be smaller than 1
2 ; see (D.6).

Next, we expand ∂χµf(Yn,ri +·)(·) around (0,Υn,r,r−1
i ) and write the first expression in

(D.17) as Sn1 (t) + Sn2 (t) + Sn3 (t), where

Sn1 (t) = ∆
1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

∑
|χ′′|=1

E
[
∂χ
′′
µf (Υn,r,r−1

i )(Υn,r,r
i −Υn,r,r−1

i )χ′′ | Fni−θn
]
,

Sn2 (t) = ∆
1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

∑
|χ′|=|χ′′|=1

E
[
∂χ
′
∂χ
′′
µf (Υn,r,r−1

i )(Yn,r
i )χ′(Υn,r,r

i −Υn,r,r−1
i )χ′′ | Fni−θn

]
,

Sn3 (t) = ∆
1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

∑
|χ′|=2, |χ′′|=1

1
χ′!E

[
∂χ
′
∂χ
′′
µf(ςni +·)(Υn,r,r−1

i )

× (Yn,r
i )χ′(Υn,r,r

i −Υn,r,r−1
i )χ′′ | Fni−θn

]
,

and ςni is a point between 0 and Yn,r
i . Observe that ∂χ′′µf (Υn,r,r−1

i ) is F
i−θ(r−1)

n
-measurable

and that the Fn
i−θ(r−1)

n
-conditional expectation of Υn,r,r

i −Υn,r,r−1
i is 0. Hence,

E[∂χ′′µf (Υn,r,r−1
i )(Υn,r,r

i −Υn,r,r−1
i )χ′′ | Fni−θn ] = 0

and it follows that Sn1 (t) vanishes. Next, by Chong (2020c), Equation (D.46), given |χ′| =
|χ′′| = 1, there are α, β, γ ∈ {1, . . . , d} × {1, . . . , L} such that

∂χ
′
∂χ
′′
µf(u+·)(v) = ∂µf(u+·)

∂uγ∂vα,β
(v) = 1

21{α=β}
µ∂αβγf(u+·)(v).

If u = 0, since f has odd third derivatives, we have that µ∂αβγf (v) = 0. Therefore, the
∂χ
′
∂χ
′′
µf -expression in Sn2 (t) is equal to 0, so Sn2 (t) vanishes as well. Finally, we use the

generalized Hölder inequality and the estimates (D.20) and (A.4) to see that

E
[

sup
t≤T
|Sn3 (t)|

]
. ∆

1
2
n

[T/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

E[‖Yn,r
i ‖4] 1

2E
[
‖Υn,r,r

i −Υn,r,r−1
i ‖4

] 1
4

. ∆−
1
2

n ∆2θ(r)(1−H)
n (θ(r−1)

n ∆n) 1
2 .

This converges to 0 as n→∞ if 2θ(r)(1−H)− 1
2θ

(r−1) > 0 for all r = 1, . . . , Q− 1, which
is equivalent to θ(r) > 1

4(1−H)θ
(r−1). Because 1

4(1−H) < 1, this condition means that θ(r)

must not decrease to 0 too fast. By adding more intermediate θ’s between θ(0) and θ(Q−1)

if necessary, which does no harm to (D.6), we can make sure this is satisfied.

Lemma D.3. The convergences (D.10) and (D.11) hold true.
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Proof. By Taylor’s theorem, µf (Υn,0
i )− µf (Υn,0,0

i ) is equal to
∑
|χ|=1

∂χµf (Υn,0,0
i )(Υn,0

i −Υn,0,0
i )χ +

∑
|χ|=2

1
χ!∂

χµf (υ̃ni )(Υn,0
i −Υn,0,0

i )χ (D.21)

for some υ̃ni on the line between Υn,0
i and Υn,0,0

i . The expression Υn,0
i −Υn,0,0

i contains the
difference (ρρT )(i−θ(q−1)

n )∆n
− E[(ρρT )(i−θ(q−1)

n )∆n
| Fni−θn ] and a similar one with ρ(i−θ(q−1)

n )∆n

replaced by σ(i−1)∆n . Inserting ρρT or σσT at (i−θn)∆n artificially (cf. (D.18)), we can use
(D.19) and Assumption (CLT’) to find that the said difference is of size at most (θn∆n)1/2.
This immediately leads to the bound E[‖Υn,0

i − Υn,0,0
i ‖2]1/2 . (θn∆n)1/2, which in turn

shows that the second-order term in (D.21) is oP(
√

∆n) by (C.3). Therefore, in (D.10),
it remains to consider

√
∆n

∑[t/∆n]−L+1
i=θn+1

∑
|χ|=1 ∂

χµf (Υn,0,0
i )(Υn,0

i − Υn,0,0
i )χ. For each i,

the ∑|χ|=1-expression is Fni -measurable and has a vanishing conditional expectation given
Fni−θn . Thus, by a martingale size estimate of the type (A.6), the whole term is of size√
θn(θn∆n)1/2 at most, which tends to 0 by (C.3). This proves (D.10).
For (D.11), recall Υn,i from (C.7) and note that the difference (Υn,i−Υn,0

i )k`,k′`′ equals
Q∑
q=1

(
(ρρT )(i−1)∆n − (ρρT )(i−θ(q−1)

n )∆n

)
kk′

∫ (i−θ(q)
n )∆n

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

∆n
i+`−1g(s)∆n

i+`′−1g(s)
∆2H
n

ds

for all k, k′ = 1, . . . , d and `, `′ = 1, . . . , L. Thus, if we expand

∆
1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

{µf (Υn,i)− µf (Υn,0
i )} = ∆

1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

∑
|χ|=1

∂χµf (Υn,i)(Υn,i −Υn,0)χ

+ ∆
1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

∑
|χ|=2

1
χ!∂

χµf (υ̂ni )(Υn,i −Υn,0)χ, (D.22)

where υ̂ni is some point between Υn,i and Υn,0
i , Hölder’s inequality together with the identity

(D.19) as well as the moment and regularity assumptions on ρ shows that the last sum in
the above display is of size ∆−1/2

n

∑Q
q=1(θ(q−1)

n ∆n)∆4θ(q)(1−H)
n , which goes to 0 as n→∞;

cf. (D.13). Next, recall the decomposition (3.3). As before, we incorporate the drift t 7→∫ t
0 b̃s ds into ρ(0) so that ρ = ρ(0) + ρ(1) with ρ(1)

t =
∫ t

0 ρ̃s dW̃s. By (D.19),

ρk`(i−1)∆n
ρk
′`

(i−1)∆n
− ρk`(i−θ(q−1)

n )∆n
ρk
′`

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

=
(
ρk`(i−θ(q−1)

n )∆n

{
ρ

(0),k′`
(i−1)∆n

− ρ(0),k′`
(i−θ(q−1)

n )∆n

}
+ ρk

′`

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

{
ρ

(0),k`
(i−1)∆n

− ρ(0),k`
(i−θ(q−1)

n )∆n

})
+
(
ρk`(i−θ(q−1)

n )∆n

{
ρ

(1),k′`
(i−1)∆n

− ρ(1),k′`
(i−θ(q−1)

n )∆n

}
+ ρk

′`

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

{
ρ

(1),k`
(i−1)∆n

− ρ(1),k`
(i−θ(q−1)

n )∆n

})
+
(
ρk`(i−1)∆n

− ρk`(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

)(
ρk
′`

(i−1)∆n
− ρk′`(i−θ(q−1)

n )∆n

)
.

The remaining term ∆1/2
n

∑[t/∆n]−L+1
i=θn+1

∑
|χ|=1 ∂

χµf (Υn,i)(Υn,i−Υn,0)χ in (D.22) can thus be
written as Tn1 (t) + Tn2 (t) + Tn3 (t) according to this decomposition. By Hölder’s inequality
and the moment and regularity assumptions on ρ, Tn3 (t) is of size at most

∆−
1
2

n

Q∑
q=1

(θ(q−1)
n ∆n)∆2θ(q)(1−H)

n , (D.23)
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which goes to 0 as n→∞ as we saw in (D.13). Similarly, thanks to the regularity property
(C.1) of ρ(0), we further obtain E[supt≤T |Tn1 (t)|] . ∆−1/2

n

∑Q
q=1(θ(q−1)

n ∆n)γ∆2θ(q)(1−H)
n , and

this also goes to 0 as n→∞ by our choice (D.6) of the numbers θ(q−1)
n . Finally,

Tn2 (t) = ∆
1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

Q∑
q=1

∑
|χ|=1

∂χµf (Υn,i)

×
{
πn,iq−1

∫ (i+L−1)∆n

(i−θn)∆n

∆n
i g(s)T∆n

i g(s)
∆2H
n

1((i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n,(i−θ(q)

n )∆n)(s) ds
}χ
,

where πn,iq = ρ(i−θ(q)
n )∆n

(ρ(1)
(i−1)∆n

− ρ
(1)
(i−θ(q)

n )∆n
)T + (ρ(1)

(i−1)∆n
− ρ

(1)
(i−θ(q)

n )∆n
)ρT

(i−θ(q)
n )∆n

. Define
T̃n2 (t) in the same way as Tn2 (t) except that in the previous display, Υn,i is replaced by
Υ̃n,i
q−1, obtained from Υn,i by substituting (i − θ(q−1)

n )∆n for (i − 1)∆n everywhere. By
Hölder’s inequality and the regularity assumptions on ρ and σ, Tn2 (t)− T̃n2 (t) is of the same
size as exhibited in (D.23) and hence asymptotically negligible. Next,

T̃n2 (t) =
Q∑
q=1

∆
1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

∑
|χ|=1

∂χµf (Υ̃n,i
q−1)

({(
πn,iq−1 − E[πn,iq−1 | Fni−θ(q−1)

n
]
)

+ E[πn,iq−1 | Fni−θ(q−1)
n

]
} ∫ (i−θ(q)

n )∆n

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

∆n
i g(s)T∆n

i g(s)
∆2H
n

ds
)χ
.

(D.24)

For fixed q, the part that involves πn,iq−1−E[πn,iq−1 | Fni−θ(q−1)
n

] is a sum where the ith summand
is Fni+L−1-measurable and has, by construction, a zero Fn

i−θ(q−1)
n

-conditional mean. By a
martingale size estimate of the type (A.6), that part is therefore of size

Q∑
q=1

√
θ

(q−1)
n (θ(q−1)

n ∆n)1/2∆2θ(q)(1−H)
n =

Q∑
q=1

∆1/2−θ(q−1)
n +2θ(q)(1−H)

n → 0

as n→∞ since all θ(q)
n < 1

2 . Clearly,

E
[
ρ

(1),k`
(i−1)∆n

− ρ(1),k`
(i−θ(q−1)

n )∆n

∣∣∣ Fn
i−θ(q−1)

n

]
=

d∑
m=1

E
[ ∫ (i−1)∆n

(i−θ(q−1)
n )∆n

ρ̃k`ms dW̃m
s

∣∣∣ Fn
i−θ(q−1)

n

]
= 0.

Because ρ(i−θ(q)
n )∆n

is Fn
i−θ(q)

n
-measurable, we have, in fact, E[πn,iq−1 | Fni−θ(q−1)

n
] = 0. Therefore,

Tn2 (t) is asymptotically negligible and the proof of (D.11) is complete.

Proof of Lemma C.4 . Recall the expressions Xn
1 (t) and Xn

2 (t) defined in (C.8). For a given
multi-index χ ∈ N(d×L)×(d×L)

0 , let Qχ(x) = xχ for x ∈ R(d×L)×(d×L), which is a polynomial
of degree |χ|. By Taylor’s theorem,

Xn
1 (t) = ∆

1
2
n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

N(H)∑
j=1

∑
|χ|=j

1
χ!∂

χµf (π((i− 1)∆n))
j∑

k=1

∑
|χ′|=k

∆(j−k)(1−2H)
n

χ′!

× ∂χ′Qχ(c((i− 1)∆n))
{

Υn,i − π((i− 1)∆n)−∆1−2H
n c((i− 1)∆n)

}χ′
.

(D.25)
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The key term in (D.25) is the expression in braces and we have (recall (3.6) and (2.4))

Υn,i − π((i− 1)∆n)−∆1−2H
n c((i− 1)∆n)

= (ρρT )(i−1)∆n

{ ∫ (i+L−1)∆n

(i−θn)∆n

∆n
i g(s)T∆n

i g(s)
∆2H
n

ds− (ΓH|`−`′|)
L,L
`,`′=1

}

= −(ρρT )(i−1)∆n

∫ (i−θn)∆n

−∞

∆n
i g(s)T∆n

i g(s)
∆2H
n

ds,

(D.26)

because ΓH|`−`′| = ∆−2H
n

∫∞
−∞∆n

i+`g(s)∆n
i+`′g(s) ds by (B.2). The size of the last integral is

∆2θ(1−H)
n by Lemma B.1 (iii). Consequently, if we apply Hölder’s inequality to (D.25), we

obtain that E[supt≤T |Xn
1 (t)|] . ∆−1/2

n

∑N(H)
j=1

∑j
k=1 ∆(j−k)(1−2H)

n ∆k2θ(1−H)
n . ∆−1/2+2θ(1−H)

n →
0 by (C.3). Using (D.26) and Assumption (CLT’), we further see that the magnitude of
Υn,i − π((i− 1)∆n) is . ∆1−2H

n + ∆2θ(1−H)
n . Thus, again by Hölder’s inequality, we deduce

that E[supt≤T |Xn
2 (t)|] . ∆−1/2

n (∆(N(H)+1)(1−2H)
n + ∆(N(H)+1)2θ(1−H)

n )→ 0 by the definition of
N(H).

Proof of Lemma C.5. The first convergence (C.9) can be shown analogously to Equation
(5.3.24) in Jacod & Protter (2012) and is omitted. For (C.10), we write the left-hand side
as ∑N(H)

j=1 Znj (t)− Zn(t) where

Znj (t) = ∆−
1
2 +j(1−2H)

n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

∑
|χ|=j

1
χ!

∫ i∆n

(i−1)∆n

{
∂χµf (π((i− 1)∆n))c((i− 1)∆n)χ

− ∂χµf (π(s))c(s)χ
}

ds,

Zn(t) = ∆−
1
2

n

( ∫ θn∆n

0
+
∫ t

([t/∆n]+L−1)∆n

)N(H)∑
j=1

∑
|χ|=j

1
χ!∂

χµf (π(s))∆j(1−2H)
n c(s)χ ds.

Using the moment assumptions on σ and ρ, since t− ([t/∆n]−L+1)∆n ≤ L∆n, we readily
see that E[supt≤T |Z

n(t)|] . ∆−1/2
n (θn∆n + L∆n) . ∆1/2−θ

n + ∆1/2
n → 0.

Let j = 1, . . . , N(H) (in particular, everything in the following can be skipped if H <
1
4) and consider, for χ ∈ N(d×L)×(d×L)

0 , again the polynomial Qχ introduced in proof of
Lemma C.4. Using the mean-value theorem, we can write

Znj (t) = ∆−
1
2 +j(1−2H)

n

[t/∆n]−L+1∑
i=θn+1

∑
|χ|=j

1
χ!

∫ i∆n

(i−1)∆n

∑
|χ1+χ2|=1

∂χ+χ1µf (ζ1
n,i)∂χ2Qχ(ζ2

n,i)

× {π((i− 1)∆n)− π(s)}χ1{c((i− 1)∆n)− c(s)}χ2 ds

for some ζ1
n,i and ζ2

n,i. By Hölder’s inequality and Assumption (CLT), we deduce that
E[supt≤T |Znj (t)|] . ∆−1/2+j(1−2H)

n ∆−1
n ∆n∆1/2

n = ∆j(1−2H)
n → 0 for any H < 1

2 .

E Proof of Theorem 4.2
Since ϕ is invertible, we can write

H = ϕ−1
(〈a,ΓH〉Πt

〈b,ΓH〉Πt

)
= G(〈a,ΓH〉Πt, 〈b,ΓH〉Πt),

H̃n = G(〈a, V̂ n
t 〉, 〈b, V̂ n

t 〉) = G(〈a, V n
t 〉, 〈b, V n

t 〉), G(x, y) = ϕ−1(x/y).
(E.1)
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As G is infinitely differentiable on R×(R\{0}), we can expand H̃n in a Taylor sum around
(〈a,ΓH〉Πt, 〈b,ΓH〉Πt) and obtain

H̃n −H =
∑
|χ|=1

∂χG(〈a,ΓH〉Πt, 〈b,ΓH〉Πt)(〈a, V n
t − ΓHΠt〉, 〈b, V n

t − ΓHΠt〉)χ + Hn,

Hn =
∑
|χ|=2

∂χG(αn)
χ! (〈a, V n

t ΓHΠt〉, 〈b, V n
t ΓHΠt〉)χ,

(E.2)

where χ ∈ N2
0 and αn is a point between (〈a, V n

t 〉, 〈b, V n
t 〉) and (〈a,ΓH〉Πt, 〈b,ΓH〉Πt). By

straightforward computations,

∂(1,0)G(x, y) = (ϕ−1)′(x/y)y−1 and ∂(0,1)G(x, y) = −(ϕ−1)′(x/y)xy−2. (E.3)

Therefore, (E.2) becomes

H̃n −H = (ϕ−1)′(ϕ(H))
〈b,ΓH〉Πt

{〈a, V n
t − ΓHΠt〉 − ϕ(H)〈b, V n

t − ΓHΠt〉}+ Hn. (E.4)

Because H ∈ (0, 1
4) or a0 = b0 = 0, the term inside the braces in the last line can be

written as {aT − ϕ(H)bT}{V n
t − ΓH

∫ t
0 ρ

2
s ds − e1

∫ t
0 σ

2
s ds∆1−2H

n 1[ 1
4 ,

1
2 )(H)}. Moreover, by

Corollary 4.1, the term Hn is of magnitude ∆n and hence,

∆−
1
2

n (H̃n −H) = (ϕ−1)′(ϕ(H))
〈b,ΓH〉Πt

{aT − ϕ(H)bT}

×∆−
1
2

n

{
V n
t − ΓH

∫ t

0
ρ2
s ds− e1

∫ t

0
σ2
s ds∆1−2H

n 1[ 1
4 ,

1
2 )(H)

}
+ ∆−

1
2

n Hn

st−→ (ϕ−1)′(ϕ(H))
〈b,ΓH〉Πt

{aT − ϕ(H)bT}Zt ∼ N
(

0,VarH,0
∫ t
0 ρ

4
s ds

(
∫ t

0 ρ
2
s ds)2

)
,

which proves (4.5).
We now turn to the convergence stated in (4.7) when H > 1

4 . We decompose

V n
0,t −

〈c, V n
t 〉

〈c,ΓH̃n〉
= {V n

0,t − Πt} −
〈c, V n

t − ΓHΠt〉
〈c,ΓH̃n〉

+ Πt
〈c,ΓH̃n − ΓH〉
〈c,ΓH̃n〉

= {V n
0,t − Πt} −

cT{V n
t − ΓHΠt}
〈c,ΓH̃n〉

+ Πt
〈c, ∂HΓH̃n〉
〈c,ΓH̃n〉

{H̃n −H}+ Vn,

Vn = 1
2Πt
〈c, ∂HHΓβn〉
〈c,ΓH̃n〉

{H̃n −H}2,

(E.5)

where ∂HHΓH is the second derivative of H 7→ (ΓH0 , . . . ,ΓHR ) evaluated at H and βn is
somewhere between H̃n and H. Since c0 6= 0, the first two terms in the second line of (E.5)
are of magnitude ∆1−2H

n , while the third is of magnitude ∆1/2
n by our first result (4.5).

Finally, Vn is of magnitude ∆n, so using Corollary 4.1, we deduce that

∆2H−1
n

{
V n

0,t −
〈c, V n

t 〉
〈c,ΓH̃n〉

}
P−→ Ct −

1
〈c,ΓH〉〈c, e1〉Ct =

(
1− c0

〈c,ΓH〉

)
Ct. (E.6)
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Reusing (E.4) and recalling that a0 = b0 = 0, we further have that

∆−
1
2

n

{
V n

0,t −
〈c, V n

t 〉
〈c,ΓH̃n〉

−
(

1− c0

〈c,ΓH̃n〉

)
Ct ∆1−2H

n

}

= ∆−
1
2

n {V n
0,t − Πt − Ct ∆1−2H

n } − ∆−
1
2

n cT{V n
t − ΓHΠt − e1Ct ∆1−2H

n }
〈c,ΓH̃n〉

+ Πt
〈c, ∂HΓH̃n〉
〈c,ΓH̃n〉

∆−
1
2

n {H̃n −H}+ ∆−
1
2

n Vn

=
(
eT1 −

cT

〈c,ΓH̃n〉
+ Πt

〈c, ∂HΓH̃n〉
〈c,ΓH̃n〉

(ϕ−1)′(ϕ(H))
〈b,ΓH〉Πt

{aT − ϕ(H)bT}
)

×∆−
1
2

n {V n
t − ΓHΠt − e1Ct ∆1−2H

n }+ ∆−
1
2

n

(
Πt
〈c, ∂HΓH̃n〉
〈c,ΓH̃n〉

Hn + Vn
)

st−→
(
eT1 −

cT

〈c,ΓH〉 + 〈c, ∂HΓH〉
〈c,ΓH〉

(ϕ−1)′(ϕ(H))
〈b,ΓH〉 {aT − ϕ(H)bT}

)
Zt.

It remains to normalize the left-hand side of (E.6) in order to obtain (4.7):

∆−
1
2 +(1−2H)

n

{(
V̂ n

0,t −
〈c, V̂ n

t 〉
〈c,ΓH̃n〉

)(
1− c0

〈c,ΓH̃n〉

)−1
− Ct

}
st−→

(
1− c0

〈c,ΓH〉

)−1(
eT1 −

cT

〈c,ΓH〉 + 〈c, ∂HΓH〉
〈c,ΓH〉

(ϕ−1)′(ϕ(H))
〈b,ΓH〉 {aT − ϕ(H)bT}

)
Zt

∼ N
(

0,VarC
∫ t

0
ρ4
s ds

)
.

Finally, we tackle (4.11). We use the mean-value theorem to decompose

∆−
1
2

n

( 〈a, V n
t 〉

〈a,ΓH̃n〉
− Πt

)
= ∆−

1
2

n
〈a, V n

t − ΓHΠt〉
〈a,ΓH̃n〉

− Πt

〈a,ΓH̃n〉
∆−

1
2

n 〈a,ΓH̃
n − ΓH〉

= aT

〈a,ΓH̃n〉
∆−

1
2

n {V n
t − ΓHΠt} −

Πt〈a, ∂HΓβ̃n〉
〈a,ΓH̃n〉

∆−
1
2

n {H̃n −H},
(E.7)

where β̃n is between H̃n and H and therefore satisfies β̃n P−→ H. As before, because
1
4 < H < 1

2 or a0 = b0 = 0, we have V n
t − ΓHΠt = V n

t − ΓHΠt − Ct ∆1−2H
n 1[ 1

4 ,
1
2 )(H). Using

Corollary 4.1 and our first result (4.5), we infer that ∆−1/2
n (〈a, V n

t 〉/〈a,ΓH̃
n〉−Πt) converges

stably in distribution. Applying again the mean-value theorem, this time on the function
H 7→ ∆−2H

n , and recalling the identity ∆1−2H
n V̂ n

r,t = V n
r,t, we further obtain

∆−
1
2

n (Π̂n
t − Πt) = ∆−

1
2

n

( 〈a, V n
t 〉

〈a,ΓH̃n〉
− Πt

)
+ ∆−

1
2

n
〈a, V̂ n

t 〉
〈a,ΓH̃n〉

{∆1−2H̃n

n −∆1−2H
n }

= ∆−
1
2

n

( 〈a, V n
t 〉

〈a,ΓH̃n〉
− Πt

)
− 2 〈a, V̂

n
t 〉

〈a,ΓH̃n〉
∆1−2H
n (log ∆n)∆2(H−βn)

n ∆−
1
2

n {H̃n −H}
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for another point βn between H̃n and H. By (4.5), βn converges to H at a rate of ∆1/2
n .

Therefore, ∆2(H−βn)
n → 1 as n→∞. Normalizing by log ∆n, we conclude from (4.5) that

∆−
1
2

n

log ∆n

(Π̂n
t − Πt) = ∆−

1
2

n

log ∆n

( 〈a, V n
t 〉

〈a,ΓH̃n〉
− Πt

)
− 2 〈a, V

n
t 〉

〈a,ΓH̃n〉
∆2(H−βn)
n ∆−

1
2

n {H̃n −H}

st−→ N
(

0, 4 VarH,0
∫ t

0
ρ4
s ds

)
.

This completes the proof of Theorem 4.2. 2

F Estimators based on quadratic variation

F.1 A consistent but not asymptotically normal estimator of H
To simplify the exposition, we assume that at least one of a0 and b0 is zero. By symmetry,
we shall consider the case where

a0 6= 0, b0 = 0. (F.1)

Also, again to simplify the argument and because this is not really a severe restriction from
a statistical point of view, we shall assume that the true value of H satisfies

H ∈ (1
4 ,

1
2) \ H, (F.2)

where H is the set from (3.10).

Proposition F.1. Let H ∈ (1
4 ,

1
2) \ H and suppose that a, b ∈ R1+R satisfy (F.1) and are

such that ϕ from (4.4) is invertible. Recalling that N(H) = [1/(2− 4H)], we further define
for j = 1, . . . , N(H),

Φn
j = Φn

j (R, a, b, V̂ n
t , H̃

n) = (−1)j
j! (ϕ−1)(j)(ϕ(H̃n)) aj0

〈b, V̂ n
t 〉j

. (F.3)

Then H̃n, as defined in (4.4), satisfies

∆−
1
2

n

{
H̃n −H +

N(H)∑
j=1

Φn
jC

j
t

}
st−→ N

(
0,VarH,0

∫ t
0 ρ

4
s ds

(
∫ t

0 ρ
2
s ds)2

)
, (F.4)

where VarH,0 is defined in (4.6).

For each j, the term Φn
j is of order ∆j(1−2H)

n . As a result, while H̃n is consistent for H,
it is affected by many higher-order asymptotic bias terms that depend on Ct. So our next
goal is to find consistent estimators of Ct that we can use to correct H.
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F.2 A consistent but not asymptotically normal estimator of Ct

With a first estimator of H at hand, we can now construct an estimator of Ct by removing
the first-order limit of V̂ n

0,t, hereby replacing H by H̃n throughout. Doing so, we have to
employ an estimator of Πt, the integrated noise volatility. To avoid even more higher-
order bias terms, we need one with convergence rate

√
∆n. One possibility is to use the

estimator Π̂n
t from Theorem 4.2, constructed from an additional pair of weights a0 and b0

with a0
0 = b0

0 = 0. Note that even in the noise-free case, where ρ = 0, the estimator Π̂n
t

from Theorem 4.2 converges to the desired limit 0 in probability.
Proposition F.2. In addition to a, b ∈ R1+R satisfying (F.1), choose a0, b0 ∈ R1+R with
a0

0 = b0
0 = 0 and let

P̂ n
t = 〈a0, V̂ n

t 〉
〈a0,ΓH̃n,0〉

, H̃n,0 = ϕ−1
(〈a0, V̂ n

t 〉
〈b0, V̂ n

t 〉

)
. (F.5)

Further define

C̃n,1
t =

{
V̂ n

0,t −
〈a, V̂ n

t 〉
〈a,ΓH̃n〉

}
Θ(V̂ n

t , H̃
n, H̃n,0)−1, (F.6)

where
Θ(V̂ n

t , H̃
n, H̃n,0) = Θ(R, a, b, a0, b0, V̂ n

t , H̃
n, H̃n,0)

= 1− a0

〈a,ΓH̃n〉
+ P̂ n

t

〈b, V̂ n
t 〉

a0ψ
′(ϕ(H̃n))
〈a,ΓH̃n〉

(F.7)

and
ψ(y) = 〈a,Γϕ−1(y)〉, y ∈ R. (F.8)

Then, under the assumptions made in Proposition F.1,

∆
1
2−2H
n

{
C̃n,1
t − Ct +

N(H)∑
j=2

Ψn
jC

j
t

}
st−→ N

(
0,VarC,1

∫ t

0
ρ4
s ds

)
, (F.9)

where
Ψn
j = Ψn

j (R, a, b, a0, b0, V̂ n
t , H̃

n, H̃n,0)

= (−1)j
j! ψ(j)(ϕ(H̃n)) aj0

〈a,ΓH̃n〉
P̂ n
t

〈b, V̂ n
t 〉j

Θ(V̂ n
t , H̃

n, H̃n,0)−1 (F.10)

for j = 2, . . . , N(H) and

VarC,1 = VarC,1(R, a, b,H) = uT1 CHu1, (F.11)

u1 =
(
e1 −

a

〈a,ΓH〉 + ψ′(ϕ(H))
〈a,ΓH〉〈b,ΓH〉(a− ϕ(H)b)

)
(F.12)

×
(

1− a0

〈a,ΓH〉 + ψ′(ϕ(H))
〈a,ΓH〉〈b,ΓH〉a0

)−1
,

and CH is the matrix in (4.2).
Note that Ψn

j is of magnitude ∆(j−1)(1−2H)
n . Thus, just as for the initial estimator of H,

the estimator C̃n,1
t is consistent but has higher-order bias terms.
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F.3 The first asymptotically normal estimators of H and Ct

What is different between the two initial estimators of H and Ct is that in (F.9) the bias
terms only hinge on Ct, the quantity that C̃n,1

t is supposed to estimate in the first place.
Therefore, we can set up an iteration procedure to correct C̃n,1

t .
Proposition F.3. Recall that N(H) = [1/(2− 4H)] and define

C̃n,`+1
t = C̃n,1

t +
`+1∑
j=2

Ψn
j (C̃n,`−j+2

t )j, ` ≥ 0, (F.13)

and
Ĉn,1
t = C̃

n,N(H̃n)
t . (F.14)

Then we have that

∆
1
2−2H
n

{
C̃n,1
t − Ct +

N(H̃n)∑
j=2

Ψn
j

(
C̃
n,N(H̃n)−j+1
t

)j}
= ∆

1
2−2H
n (Ĉn,1

t − Ct)

st−→ N
(

0,VarC,1
∫ t

0
ρ4
s ds

)
with the same VarC,1 as in (F.11).

The corrected estimator Ĉn,1
t is our first consistent and asymptotically mixed normal

estimator for Ct in the setting of (F.1). With a bias-free estimator of Ct at hand, we can
now proceed to correcting the initial estimator H̃n of H.
Proposition F.4. Recall H̃n in (4.4) and define

Ĥn
1 = H̃n +

N(H̃n)∑
j=1

Φn
j (Ĉn,1

t )j (F.15)

with Φn
j as in (F.3). Then

∆−
1
2

n (Ĥn
1 −H) st−→ N

(
0,VarH,1

∫ t
0 ρ

4
s ds

(
∫ t

0 ρ
2
s ds)2

)
,

where

VarH,1 = VarH,1(R, a, b,H) = wT1 CHw1, w1 = (ϕ−1)′(ϕ(H))
〈b,ΓH〉 {a− ϕ(H)b− a0u1},

and the vector u1 is exactly as in (F.11) and the matrix CH as in (4.2).

F.4 A multi-step algorithm
Even though Ĉn,1

t and Ĥn
1 from Propositions F.3 and F.4 are rate-optimal and asymptoti-

cally bias-free estimators of Ct and H, respectively, we can still do better: The estimator
Ĉn,1
t is based on the initial estimator C̃n,1

t from (F.6), which in turn is based on the initial
estimator H̃n of H. Now that we have a better estimator of H, namely Ĥn

1 , the idea is
to use Ĥn

1 to construct an updated estimator, say, C̃n,2
t , of Ct. And with this updated

estimator of Ct, we next update Ĥn
1 to, say, Ĥn

2 , which we can then use to update C̃n,2
t

again, and so on. A related approach was used in Li et al. (2020).

23



Proposition F.5. For k = 2, . . . ,m where m ≥ 2 is an integer, we define iteratively

Ĉn,k
t =

{
V̂ n

0,t −
〈a, V̂ n

t 〉
〈a,ΓĤn

k−1〉

}(
1− a0

〈a,ΓĤn
k−1〉

)−1
(F.16)

and

Ĥn
k = H̃n +

N(Ĥn
k−1)∑

j=1
Φn
j (Ĉn,k

t )j. (F.17)

Then

∆−
1
2

n (Ĥn
k −H) st−→ N

(
0,VarH,k

∫ t
0 ρ

4
s ds

(
∫ t
0 ρ

2
s ds)2

)
, (F.18)

∆
1
2−2H
n (Ĉn,k

t − Ct)
st−→ N

(
0,VarC,k

∫ t

0
ρ4
s ds

)
, (F.19)

where, for each k = 2, . . . ,m,

VarH,k = VarH,k(R, a, b,H) = wTk CHwk, VarC,k = VarC,k(R, a, b,H) = uTk CHuk,

and

uk =
(
e1 −

a

〈a,ΓH〉 + 〈a, ∂HΓH〉
〈a,ΓH〉 wk−1

)(
1− a0

〈a,ΓH〉

)−1
,

wk = (ϕ−1)′(ϕ(H))
〈b,ΓH〉 {a− ϕ(H)b− a0uk}.

Our final estimator of H is
Ĥn = Ĥn

m. (F.20)
For later references, let us define

VarH = VarH(R, a, b,H) = VarH,m(R, a, b,H). (F.21)

The next theorem exhibits our final estimators for Ct and Πt.
Theorem F.6. Choose c ∈ R1+R and define

Ĉn
t =

{
V̂ n

0,t −
〈c, V̂ n

t 〉
〈c,ΓĤn〉

}(
1− c0

〈c,ΓĤn〉

)−1
, (F.22)

Π̂n
t =

{ 〈a, V̂ n
t 〉

〈a,ΓĤn〉
− a0

〈a,ΓĤn〉
Ĉn
t

}
∆1−2Ĥn

n . (F.23)

Then

∆
1
2−2H
n (Ĉn

t − Ct)
st−→ N

(
0,VarC

∫ t

0
ρ4
s ds

)
, (F.24)

∆−
1
2

n

|log ∆n|
(Π̂n

t − Πt) st−→ N
(

0, 4 VarH
∫ t

0
ρ4
s ds

)
, (F.25)

where
VarC = VarC(R, a, b, c,H) = uTCHu,

u =
(
e1 −

c

〈c,ΓH〉 + 〈c, ∂HΓH〉
〈c,ΓH〉 wm

)(
1− c0

〈c,ΓH〉

)−1
.

(F.26)
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F.5 Proofs
Proof of Proposition F.1. Starting from (E.1), we expand

∆−
1
2

n (H̃n −H) = −
N(H)∑
j=1

∑
|χ|=j

∂χG(〈a, V n
t 〉, 〈b, V n

t 〉)
χ! (−1)j

×∆−
1
2

n (〈a, V n
t − ΓHΠt〉, 〈b, V n

t − ΓHΠt〉)χ − In,

In =
∑

|χ|=N(H)+1

∂χG(αn)
χ! (−1)|χ|∆−

1
2

n (〈a, V n
t − ΓHΠt〉, 〈b, V n

t − ΓHΠt〉)χ,

(F.27)

where χ ∈ N2
0 and αn is a point between (〈a,ΓH〉Πt, 〈b,ΓH〉Πt) and (〈a, V n

t 〉, 〈b, V n
t 〉). In

contrast to the proof of (4.5), we expanded H̃n around (〈a,ΓH〉Πt, 〈b,ΓH〉Πt) and not
(〈a, V n

t 〉, 〈b, V n
t 〉). We consider the terms where χ = (j, 0) for some j = 1, . . . , N(H) and

where χ = (0, 1) separately. In the first case, we have ∂χG(x, y) = (ϕ−1)(j)(x/y)y−j for all
χ = (j, 0) and j ≥ 1; in the second case, ∂χG(x, y) was computed in (E.3). With that in
mind, and recalling (F.3), we have that

∆−
1
2

n

(
H̃n −H +

N(H)∑
j=1

Φn
jC

j
t

)

= (ϕ−1)′(ϕ(H̃n))a
T − ϕ(H̃n)bT
〈b, V n

t 〉
∆−

1
2

n {V n
t − ΓHΠt − e1Ct ∆1−2H

n }

+
N(H)∑
j=2

(−1)j+1

j! (ϕ−1)(j)(ϕ(H̃n)) 1
〈b, V n

t 〉j
∆−

1
2

n

{
〈a, V n

t − ΓHΠt〉j − aj0C
j
t∆j(1−2H)

n

}

−
N(H)∑
j=2

∑
χ 6=(j,0)

∂χG(〈a, V n
t 〉, 〈b, V n

t 〉)
χ! (−1)j∆−

1
2

n (〈a, V n
t − ΓHΠt〉, 〈b, V n

t − ΓHΠt〉)χ

− In. (F.28)

By Corollary 4.1, one can see that ∆−1/2
n {〈a, V n

t −ΓHΠt〉j−aj0C
j
t∆j(1−2H)

n } is of magnitude
∆(j−1)/2
n . Thus, the second term on the right-hand side of (F.28) is asymptotically negligi-

ble. And so are the third term in (F.28) and In: For any χ = (j − i, i) ∈ N2
0, Corollary 4.1

and assumption (F.1) imply that ∆−1/2
n (〈a, V n

t − ΓHΠt〉, 〈b, V n
t − ΓHΠt〉)χ is of magnitude

∆(j−i)(1−2H)+i/2−1/2
n and therefore asymptotically negligible as soon as i ≥ 1 and j − i ≥ 1.

Similarly, In is of magnitude at most ∆(N(H)+1)(1−2H)−1/2
n , which goes to 0 by the definition

of N(H). Altogether, we obtain by Corollary 4.1 that

∆−
1
2

n

(
H̃n −H +

N(H)∑
j=1

Φn
jC

j
t

)
st−→ (ϕ−1)′(ϕ(H))a

T − ϕ(H)bT
〈b,ΓH〉Πt

Zt,

which concludes the proof.

Proof of Proposition F.2. We start similarly to the proof of (4.8) and decompose

V n
0,t −

〈a, V n
t 〉

〈a,ΓH̃n〉
= {V n

0,t − Πt} −
〈a, V n

t − ΓHΠt〉
〈a,ΓH̃n〉

+ Πt〈a,ΓH̃
n − ΓH〉

〈a,ΓH̃n〉
. (F.29)
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We further analyze the last term in the above display and write

〈a,ΓH̃n〉 = K(〈a, V̂ n
t 〉, 〈b, V̂ n

t 〉) = K(〈a, V n
t 〉, 〈b, V n

t 〉),
〈a,ΓH〉 = K(〈a,ΓH〉, 〈b,ΓH〉) = K(〈a,ΓH〉Πt, 〈b,ΓH〉Πt),

where K(x, y) = ψ(x/y) and ψ is the function from (F.8). We now expand 〈a,ΓH〉 in a
Taylor sum around the point (〈a, V n

t 〉, 〈b, V n
t 〉) up to order N(H), singling out the two first-

order derivatives as well as the derivatives ∂(j,0): noting that ∂(j,0)K(x, y) = ψ(j)(x/y)y−j
for j ≥ 1 and ∂(0,1)K(x, y) = −ψ′(x/y)xy−2, we have that

〈a,ΓH̃n − ΓH〉 = ψ′(ϕ(H̃n)) 1
〈b, V n

t 〉
(
〈a, V n

t − ΓHΠt〉 − ϕ(H̃n)〈b, V n
t − ΓHΠt〉

)

−
N(H)∑
j=2

(−1)j
j! ψ(j)(ϕ(H̃n)) 1

〈b, V n
t 〉j
〈a, V n

t − ΓHΠt〉j − Jn,
(F.30)

where

Jn =
N(H)∑
j=2

∑
χ 6=(j,0)

∂χK(〈a, V n
t 〉, 〈b, V n

t 〉)
χ! (−1)j∆−

1
2

n (〈a, V n
t − ΓHΠt〉, 〈b, V n

t − ΓHΠt〉)χ

+
∑

|χ|=N(H)+1

∂χK(α̃n)
χ! (−1)|χ|∆−

1
2

n (〈a, V n
t − ΓHΠt〉, 〈b, V n

t − ΓHΠt〉)χ

and α̃n is between (〈a,ΓH〉Πt, 〈b,ΓH〉Πt) and (〈a, V n
t 〉, 〈b, V n

t 〉). Using (F.29) for the first
and (F.30) for the second equality, we find that

∆−
1
2

n

({
V n

0,t −
〈a, V n

t 〉
〈a,ΓH̃n〉

}
−
(

1− a0

〈a,ΓH̃n〉
+ Πtψ

′(ϕ(H̃n))
〈a,ΓH̃n〉〈b, V n

t 〉
a0

)
Ct ∆1−2H

n

+ Πt

〈a,ΓH̃n〉

N(H)∑
j=2

(−1)j
j! ψ(j)(ϕ(H̃n)) aj0

〈b, V n
t 〉j

Cj
t ∆j(1−2H)

n

)

= ∆−
1
2

n {V n
0,t − Πt − Ct∆1−2H

n } − 1
〈a,ΓH̃n〉

∆−
1
2

n {〈a, V n
t − ΓHΠt〉 − a0Ct ∆1−2H

n }

+ Πt

〈a,ΓH̃n〉
∆−

1
2

n

{
〈a,ΓH̃n − ΓH〉+

N(H)∑
j=1

(−1)j
j! ψ(j)(ϕ(H̃n)) aj0

〈b, V n
t 〉j

Cj
t ∆j(1−2H)

n

}

=
{
eT1 −

aT

〈a,ΓH̃n〉
+ Πtψ

′(ϕ(H̃n))
〈a,ΓH̃n〉〈b, V n

t 〉
(aT − ϕ(H̃n)bT )

}
∆−

1
2

n {V n
t − ΓHΠt − e1Ct∆1−2H

n }

− Πt

〈a,ΓH̃n〉

N(H)∑
j=2

(−1)j
j! ψ(j)(ϕ(H̃n)) 1

〈b, V n
t 〉j

∆−
1
2

n {〈a, V n
t − ΓHΠt〉j − aj0C

j
t∆j(1−2H)

n }

− Πt

〈a,ΓH̃n〉
∆−

1
2

n Jn. (F.31)

For the exact same reasons as explained after (F.27), the term involving Jn is asymp-
totically negligible: (〈a, V n

t − ΓHΠt〉, 〈b, V n
t − ΓHΠt〉)χ is of magnitude ∆(j−i)(1−2H)+i/2

n ≤
∆3/2−2H
n if |χ| = 2, . . . , N(H) and χ 6= (j, 0), and it is of magnitude ≤ ∆(N(H)+1)(1−2H)

n
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if |χ| = N(H) + 1; in both cases, the exponent is strictly bigger than 1
2 . Moreover, by

Corollary 4.1, ∆−j(1−2H)
n (〈a, V n

t 〉 − 〈a,ΓH〉Πt)j P−→ aj0C
j
t , which implies that the second

term on the right-hand side of (F.31) is of magnitude ∆(j−1)1/2
n for j = 2, . . . , N(H). Thus,

by Corollary 4.1, the left-hand side of (F.31) converges stably in law to

Z ′t =
{
eT1 −

aT

〈a,ΓH〉 + Πt

〈a,ΓH〉
ψ′(ϕ(H))
〈b,ΓH〉Πt

(aT − ϕ(H)bT )
}
Zt. (F.32)

Next, we replace Πt in the first two lines of (F.31) by ∆1−2H
n P̂ n

t , where P̂ n
t was introduced

in (F.5). The resulting difference is given by

∆−
1
2

n {∆1−2H
n P̂ n

t − Πt}
〈a,ΓH̃n〉

N(H)∑
j=1

(−1)j
j! ψ(j)(ϕ(H̃n)) aj0

〈b, V n
t 〉j

Cj
t ∆j(1−2H)

n . (F.33)

By the proof of Theorem 4.2 (see (E.7) in particular), ∆−1/2
n {∆1−2H

n P̂ n
t − Πt} converges

stably in distribution. As a consequence, the expression in the previous display converges
to 0 in probability as n→∞. By (F.7), (F.10) and (F.32), it follows that

∆−
1
2 +(1−2H)

n

({
V n

0,t −
〈a, V n

t 〉
〈a,ΓH̃n〉

}
∆2H−1
n Θ(V̂ n

t , H̃
n, H̃n,0)−1 − Ct +

N(H)∑
j=2

Ψn
jC

j
t

)

= Θ(V̂ n
t , H̃

n, H̃n,0)−1∆−
1
2

n

({
V n

0,t −
〈a, V n

t 〉
〈a,ΓH̃n〉

}
−Θ(V̂ n

t , H̃
n, H̃n,0)Ct ∆1−2H

n

+ ∆1−2H
n P̂ n

t

〈a,ΓH̃n〉

N(H)∑
j=2

(−1)j
j! ψ(j)(ϕ(H̃n) aj0

〈b, V n
t 〉j

Cj
t ∆j(1−2H)

n

)
st−→

(
1− a0

〈a,ΓH〉 + ψ′(ϕ(H))
〈a,ΓH〉〈b,ΓH〉a0

)−1
Z ′t ∼ N

(
0,VarC,1

∫ t

0
ρ4
s ds

)
.

(F.34)

The CLT stated in (F.9) is proved.

Proof of Proposition F.3. We first prove by induction that for ` = 0, . . . , N(H) − 2, the
difference C̃n,`+1

t − Ct converges in probability with a convergence rate of ∆(1+`)(1−2H)
n . If

` = 0, then C̃n,`+1
t = C̃n,1

t , so by (F.34),

∆2H−1
n (C̃n,1

t − Ct)
P−→ − ψ(2)(ϕ(H))a2

0
2〈a,ΓH〉〈b,ΓH〉2

(
1− a0

〈a,ΓH〉 + ψ′(ϕ(H))
〈a,ΓH〉〈b,ΓH〉a0

)−1
C2
t .

Suppose now that C̃n,`+1
t − Ct converges at a rate of ∆(1+`)(1−2H)

n for ` = 0, . . . , `′ − 1.
Decomposing

C̃n,`′+1
t − Ct =

{
C̃n,1
t − Ct +

`′+1∑
j=2

Ψn
jC

j
t

}
+

`′+1∑
j=2

Ψn
j

{
(C̃n,`′−j+2

t )j − Cj
t

}
, (F.35)

we note that the first term on the right-hand side converges at a rate of ∆(`′+1)(1−2H)
n by

(F.34). The second term can be rewritten as
`′+1∑
j=2

Ψn
j

{
(C̃n,`′−j+2

t )j − Cj
t

}
=

`′+1∑
j=2

j∑
m=1

j!
(j −m)!C

j−m
t

{
Ψn
j (C̃n,`′−j+2

t − Ct)m
}
. (F.36)
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By assumption, C̃n,(`′−j+1)+1
t − Ct is of size ∆(`′−j+2)(1−2H)

n . Moreover, from (F.10), the
product Ψn

j ∆(1−j)(1−2H)
n converges in probability. Thus, Ψn

j is of magnitude ∆(j−1)(1−2H)
n and

we conclude that Ψn
j (C̃n,`′−j+2

t −Ct)m is of magnitude ∆(j−1+m(`′−j+2))(1−2H)
n ≤ ∆(`′+1)(1−2H)

n .
Altogether, C̃n,`′+1

t − Ct is of magnitude ∆(`′+1)(1−2H)
n .

We can now complete the proof of the proposition. By a similar decomposition to (F.35)
with `′ = N(H)− 1,

C̃
n,N(H)
t − Ct =

{
C̃n,1
t − Ct +

N(H)∑
j=2

Ψn
jC

j
t

}
+

N(H)∑
j=2

Ψn
j

{
(C̃n,N(H)−j+1

t )j − Cj
t

}
. (F.37)

We know that C̃n,N(H)−j+1
t − Ct is of magnitude ∆(N(H)−j+1)(1−2H)

n . Therefore, proceed-
ing exactly as in (F.36), we see that the right-hand side of (F.37) times ∆1/2−2H

n is of
size ∆(N(H)+1)(1−2H)−1/2

n which goes to 0 as n→∞ since the exponent is positive by the
definition of N(H). So ∆1/2−2H

n {C̃n,N(H)
t − Ct} converges stably to the same distribution

as ∆1/2−2H
n {C̃n,1

t − Ct} does. Finally, ∆−1/2
n {C̃n,N(H̃n)

t − Ct} = ∆−1/2
n {C̃n,N(H)

t − Ct} +
∆−1/2
n {C̃n,N(H̃n)

t − C̃n,N(H)
t }. Since H̃n is a consistent estimator for H and H /∈ H, for small

enough ε > 0 (such that the event {|H̃n −H| ≤ ε} ⊆ {N(H̃n) = N(H)}),

P(∆−
1
2

n |C̃n,N(H̃n)
t − C̃n,N(H)

t | > ε) ≤ P(|H̃n −H| > ε)→ 0. (F.38)

Thus, the CLT of C̃n,N(H)
t − Ct is not affected when N(H) is replaced by N(H̃n).

Proof of Proposition F.4. We first decompose

∆−
1
2

n

{
H̃n −H +

N(H)∑
j=1

Φn
j (Ĉn,1

t )j
}

= ∆−
1
2

n

{
H̃n −H +

N(H)∑
j=1

Φn
jC

j
t

}
+ Φn

1 ∆−
1
2

n {C̃n,N(H)
t − Ct}

+
N(H)∑
j=2

Φn
j ∆−

1
2

n

{
(C̃n,N(H)

t )j − Cj
t

}
+

N(H)∑
j=1

Φn
j ∆−

1
2

n

{
(C̃n,N(H̃n)

t )j − (C̃n,N(H)
t )j

}

= ∆−
1
2

n

{
H̃n −H +

N(H)∑
j=1

Φn
jC

j
t

}
+ Φn

1 ∆−
1
2

n

{
C̃n,1
t − Ct +

N(H)∑
k=2

Ψn
kC

k
t

}
+ In1 ,

(F.39)

where

In1 =
N(H)∑
k=2

Φn
1 Ψn

k∆−
1
2

n

{
(C̃n,N(H)−k+1

t )k − Ck
t

}
+

N(H)∑
j=2

Φn
j ∆−

1
2

n

{
(C̃n,N(H)

t )j − Cj
t

}

+
N(H)∑
j=1

Φn
j ∆−

1
2

n

{
(C̃n,N(H̃n)

t )j − (C̃n,N(H)
t )j

}
.

By the proof of Proposition F.3 and the mean-value theorem, (C̃n,N(H)−k+1
t )k − Ck

t is of
size ∆(N(H)−k+1)(1−2H)

n and (C̃n,N(H)
t )j − Cj

t is of size ∆2H−1/2
n . Furthermore, from (F.3),
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we see that Φn
j ∆−j(1−2H)

n converges in probability. Hence, Φn
j {(C̃

n,N(H)
t )j − Cj

t } is of size
∆1/2+(j−1)(1−2H)
n . Also, Ψn

k is of size ∆(k−1)(1−2H)
n , so Φn

1 Ψn
k∆−1/2

n {(C̃n,N(H)−k+1
t )k − Ck

t } is
of size ∆(N(H)+1)(1−2H)−1/2

n . Recall also that ∆−1/2
n {C̃n,N(H̃n)

t − C̃n,N(H)
t } is negligible by the

last part of the proof of Proposition F.3. Altogether, In1 is asymptotically negligible.
Now, recalling (F.6), (F.7) and (F.10), we decompose

∆
1
2−2H
n

{
C̃n,1
t − Ct +

N(H)∑
k=2

Ψn
kC

k
t

}

= ∆
1
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n

Θ(V̂ n
t , H̃n, H̃n,0)
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V n

0,t −
〈a, V n

t 〉
〈a,ΓH̃n〉

}
∆2H−1
n −Θ(V̂ n

t , H̃
n, H̃n,0)Ct

+ ∆1−2H
n P̂ n

t

〈a,ΓH̃n〉

N(H)∑
j=2

(−1)j
j! ψ(j)(ϕ(H̃n)) aj0

〈b, V n
t 〉j

Cj
t ∆(j−1)(1−2H)

n

}
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1
2

n
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0,t −
〈a, V n

t 〉
〈a,ΓH̃n〉

−
(

1− a0

〈a,ΓH̃n〉
+ Πta0ψ

′(ϕ(H̃n))
〈a,ΓH̃n〉〈b, V n

t 〉

)
Ct∆1−2H

n

+ Πt

〈a,ΓH̃n〉

N(H)∑
j=2

(−1)j
j! ψ(j)(ϕ(H̃n)) aj0

〈b, V n
t 〉j

Cj
t ∆j(1−2H)

n

}

+ ∆−
1
2

n {∆1−2H
n P̂ n

t − Πt}
Θ(V̂ n

t , H̃n, H̃n,0)〈a,ΓH̃n〉

N(H)∑
j=1

(−1)j
j! ψ(j)(ϕ(H̃n)) aj0

〈b, V n
t 〉j

Cj
t ∆j(1−2H)

n .

(F.40)

The last term is asymptotically negligible as already seen in the discussion following (F.33),
while the first term on the right-hand side of (F.40) was analyzed in the (F.31). Combining
this with (F.28), we continue the computations started in (F.39):

∆−
1
2

n

{
H̃n −H +

N(H)∑
j=1

Φn
j (Ĉn,1

t )j
}

=
{

(ϕ−1)′(ϕ(H̃n))a
T − ϕ(H̃n)bT
〈b, V n

t 〉
+ Φn

1 ∆2H−1
n

Θ(V̂ n
t , H̃n, H̃n,0)

{
eT1 −

aT

〈a,ΓH̃n〉

+ Πtψ
′(ϕ(H̃n))

〈a,ΓH̃n〉〈b, V n
t 〉

(aT − ϕ(H̃n)bT )
}}

∆−
1
2

n {V n
t − ΓHΠt − e1Ct∆1−2H

n }+ În1

= w1(H̃n, H̃n,0, V n
t )∆−

1
2

n {V n
t − ΓHΠt − e1Ct∆1−2H

n }+ În1 ,

(F.41)

where

w1(H̃n, H̃n,0, V n
t ) = (ϕ−1)′(ϕ(H̃n))

〈b, V n
t 〉

{
aT − ϕ(H̃n)bT − a0u1(H̃n, H̃n,0, V n

t )
}
,

u1(H̃n, H̃n,0, V n
t ) = Θ(V̂ n

t , H̃
n, H̃n,0)−1

×
(
eT1 −

aT

〈a,ΓH̃n〉
+ Πtψ

′(ϕ(H̃n))
〈b, V n

t 〉〈a,ΓH̃n〉
(aT − ϕ(H̃n)bT )

)
.

(F.42)

In În1 , we have incorporated the last three terms on the right-hand side of (F.28), the last
two terms on the right-hand side of (F.31), the last expression in (F.40) as well as In1 from
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(F.39). By the discussions following these equations, we know that În1 is asymptotically
negligible. Therefore, we obtain

∆−
1
2

n

{
H̃n −H +

N(H)∑
j=1

Φn
j (Ĉn,1

t )j
}

st−→ wT1
Πt

Zt ∼ N
(

0,VarH,1
∫ t

0 ρ
4
s ds

(
∫ t

0 ρ
2
s ds)2

)
.

To conclude, it remains to observe that this CLT is not affected when N(H) is replaced by
N(H̃n) because H /∈ H; cf. the argument used to show (F.38).

Proof of Proposition F.5. For k = 2, . . . ,m, define

uk(Ĥn
k−1, H̃

n, V n
t )

=
{
eT1 −

aT

〈a,ΓĤn
k−1〉

+ Πt〈a, ∂HΓH

〈a,ΓĤn
k−1〉

〉wk−1(Ĥn
k−2, H̃

n, V n
t )
}(

1− a0

〈a,ΓĤn
k−1〉

)−1
,

wk(Ĥn
k−1, H̃

n, V n
t ) = (ϕ−1)′(ϕ(H̃n))

〈b, V n
t 〉

{
aT − ϕ(H̃n)bT − a0uk(Ĥn

k−1, H̃
n, V n

t )
}
.

In the definition of u2(Ĥn
k−1, H̃

n, V n
t ), the term w1(Ĥn

k−1, H̃
n, V n

t ) is replaced by the term
w1(H̃n, H̃n,0, V n

t ) from (F.42). By induction over k, we are going to show for all k =
1, . . . ,m that

∆−
1
2

n (Ĥn
k −H) = wk(Ĥn

k−1, H̃
n, V n

t )∆−
1
2

n {V n
t − ΓHΠt − e1Ct∆1−2H

n }+ Înk (F.43)

for some asymptotically negligible expression Înk and that

uk(Ĥn
k−1, H̃

n, V n
t ) P−→ uTk , wk(Ĥn

k−1, H̃
n, V n

t ) P−→ wTk
Πt

, (F.44)

where, for k = 1, we take the expressions in (F.42) instead. For k = 1, (F.43) was already
shown in (F.41), and (F.44) is obvious, so we may consider k ≥ 2 now and assume (F.43)
and (F.44) for k − 1. In particular,

∆−
1
2

n {Ĥn
k−1 −H}

st−→
wTk−1
Πt

Zt ∼ N
(

0,VarH,k−1

∫ t
0 ρ

4
s ds

(
∫ t

0 ρ
2
s ds)2

)
.

It is straightforward to see that

uk(Ĥn
k−1, H̃

n, V n
t ) P−→ uTk and wk(Ĥn

k−1, H̃
n, V n

t ) P−→ wTk
Πt

, (F.45)

so we can proceed to showing (F.43) for k. Expanding 〈a,ΓĤn
k−1〉 around H and using the
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induction hypothesis, we can find βnk−1 between Ĥn
k−1 and H such that
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(F.46)

where Jnk = Πt〈a,ΓĤ
n
k−1〉−1(〈a, ∂HΓH〉Înk−1 + 1

2〈a, ∂HHΓβnk−1〉∆−1/2
n {Ĥn

k−1 − H}2). Because
Înk−1 is negligible by the induction hypothesis and Ĥn

k−1 − H is of size ∆1/2
n , we see that

Jnk
P−→ 0. Recalling (F.16), we infer from (F.46) and (F.45) that ∆1/2−2H

n (Ĉn,k
t − Ct) st−→

uTkZt, which is (F.19). Now recall the definitions (F.16) and (F.17). Using (F.28) and the
formula Φn

1 = −∆1−2H
n (ϕ−1)(ϕ(H̃n))a0/〈b, V n

t 〉 for the second equality and (F.46) for the
third, we obtain
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(F.47)

In the last line, Înk contains the last three terms on the right-hand side of (F.28) and

Jnk
(

1− a0

〈a,ΓĤn
k−1〉

)−1
+

N(H)∑
j=2

Φn
j ∆−

1
2

n {(Ĉn,k
t )j − Cj

t }+ ∆−
1
2

n

N(H)∨N(Ĥn
k−1)∑

j=N(H)∧N(Ĥn
k−1)

Φn
j (Ĉn,k

t )j.

The term Φn
j ∆−1/2

n {(Ĉn,k
t )j − Cj

t } is of size ∆(j−1)(1−2H)
n because Φn

j is of size ∆j(1−2H)
n .

Also, the last sum goes to 0 in probability by a similar argument to (F.38). Therefore, Înk

31



is asymptotically negligible. This together with (F.47) implies (F.43) and our induction
argument is complete. From (F.43), we immediately obtain (F.18).

Proof of Theorem F.6. The proof of (F.24) and (F.25) is similar to that of (F.19) and
(4.11) in Theorem F.5 and 4.2, respectively.

G Choosing the tuning parameters
We fix the number of iterations in the multi-step algorithm of Section F.4 at m = 50.
In fact, for an overwhelming majority of estimates obtained in the simulation and the
empirical analysis of Section 6, a precision of 10−5 was attained after fewer than 50 steps.
We further make the choice R = 60, which corresponds to considering quadratic variations
with time lags up to one minute. In order to tune the remaining parameters, we want to
choose the vectors a, b, c ∈ R1+R in such a way that (a, b, c) 7→ VarC(R, a, b, c,H) is as small
as possible. Due to the complexity of how VarC depends on a, b and c, we were not able
to find (and doubt there is) an analytical expression for the minimizers. In addition, VarC
depends on H, which is unknown. Pretending we knew H for the moment and H ∈ (1

4 ,
1
2),

in order to resolve the first issue, we choose

a = c = ΓH − 〈ΓH , b〉b
‖ΓH − 〈ΓH , b〉b‖ , b = ∂HΓH

‖∂HΓH‖ (G.1)

as initial values (This is a heuristic choice: with these vectors, 〈c, ∂HΓH〉 = 0 in (F.26)
and 〈u,ΓH〉 = 0. Consequently, if CH0,1 and CH0,2 denote the two zeroth-order terms in (4.2),
then uTCH0,2u = 0 and, in uTCH0,1u = ∑R

i,j=0 uiuj(CH0,1)ij, the part of the sum where i = j is
0.) Then we run the R function fminsearch() from the package pracma to find (local)
minimizers a(H), b(H) and c(H) of (a, b, c) 7→ VarC(R, a, b, c,H) from (F.26). Similarly,
we obtain a0(H), b0(H) and c0(H) as minimizers of (a, b, c) 7→ VarC(R, a, b, c,H) from (4.9)
by taking the same initial weights b and c from (G.1) for b0 and c0 and by choosing a0 as
the vector obtained by substituting 0 for the first component of a from (G.1). As H is
unknown in this process, we simply take the minimizers at H0 = 0.35, that is,

a0 = a0(0.35), b0 = b0(0.35), c0 = c0(0.35), (G.2)
a = a(0.35), b = b(0.35), c = c(0.35). (G.3)

One could, of course, plug in a consistent estimator ofH (e.g., Ĥn, computed for some initial
choice of a, b and c), determine the minimizing vectors, use them to construct an update
of Ĥn, and repeat this procedure. However, such an adaptive scheme of constructing Ĥn

makes the weight vectors dependent on the latest estimator of H and therefore changes its
asymptotic variance in every step. Unfortunately, we see no way of keeping track of those
changes, in particular because we do not know the precise form of how a(H), b(H) and
c(H) depend on H. It turns out that the variances VarC(R, a0(H0), b0(H0), c0(H0), H) and
VarC(R, a(H0), b(H0), c(H0), H) at other values ofH based on the choiceH0 = 0.35 turn out
to be reasonably close to the H-dependent minimal values VarC(R, a0(H), b0(H), c0(H), H)
and VarC(R, a(H), b(H), c(H), H), respectively (no more than 2.1% larger in the former
case; no more than 8.1% larger in the latter case for all H in (5.1) except for H = 0.45,
where the variance based on (G.3) is 2.6 times larger).
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Figure 9: Histogram of H-estimates. Each data point corresponds to one company and
trading day.
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Figure 10: Top: Estimates of H with asymptotic 95%-confidence intervals. Bottom row:
Volatility (solid line) and noise volatility (dashed line) estimates for May 2019 (AXP) and
September 2019 (IBM), respectively.

H Empirical analysis of quotes
Having studied transaction data in Section 6, we report results about quote data in this
section. We consider (logarithmic) mid-quote data for each of the 29 stocks that were
constituents of the DJIA index for the whole year of 2019. Using the TAQ database, we
collect, for each trading day in 2019, all quotes on the NYSE and NASDAQ from 9:00
am until 4:00 pm Eastern Time and preprocess them using the quotesCleanup() function
from the R package highfrequency. We sample in calendar time every second and follow
the rules outlined in Section 6 to compute estimates of H, CT and ΠT .

Figure 9 shows the histogram of H-estimates, computed for each trading day and each
of the 29 examined companies. In contrast to trade data where noise has decreased over
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time, rough noise is strongly present in quote data as late as 2019. In Figure 10, we further
consider two particular examples, American Express (AXP) and IBM. Both confirm that
rough noise is consistently present throughout most parts of the year.
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