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Abstract
We propose methods to infer jumps of a semi-martingale, which describes long-term price
dynamics based on discrete, noisy, high-frequency observations. Different to the classical
model of additive, centered market microstructure noise, we consider one-sided microstruc-
ture noise for order prices in a limit order book.

We develop methods to estimate, locate and test for jumps using local order statistics.
We provide a local test and show that we can consistently estimate price jumps. The
main contribution is a global test for jumps. We establish the asymptotic properties and
optimality of this test. We derive the asymptotic distribution of a maximum statistic under
the null hypothesis of no jumps based on extreme value theory. We prove consistency under
the alternative hypothesis. The rate of convergence for local alternatives is determined and
shown to be much faster than optimal rates for the standard market microstructure noise
model. This allows the identification of smaller jumps. In the process, we establish uniform
consistency for spot volatility estimation under one-sided microstructure noise.

A simulation study sheds light on the finite-sample implementation and properties of
our new statistics and draws a comparison to a popular method for market microstructure
noise. We showcase how our new approach helps to improve jump detection in an empirical
analysis of intra-daily limit order book data.

Keywords: Boundary model, high-frequency data, limit order book, market
microstructure, price jumps

JEL classification: C12, C58

1. Introduction

For price data recorded at high frequencies it is well-known that market microstructure
noise dilutes the underlying semi-martingale dynamics due to structural market effects, such
as the bid-ask bounce and transaction costs. The standard observation model to account
for these effects is

Yi = Xtn
i

+ ϵi, 0 ≤ i ≤ n,

where (Xt) is a latent, continuous-time semi-martingale, which models the efficient log-
price process, and (ϵi) are observation errors due to market microstructure. The classical
model of market microstructure noise (MMN) introduces an additive noise process (ϵi) with
expectation zero, see, for instance, Aït-Sahalia et al. (2005), Hansen and Lunde (2006),
Barndorff-Nielsen et al. (2008), Aït-Sahalia and Jacod (2014) and Li and Linton (2022). It
is motivated and typically used for transaction prices. Besides volatility estimation, testing
for jumps of (Xt), based on discrete observations with or without MMN, is one of the most
important topics in statistics for high-frequency data, see Barndorff-Nielsen and Shephard
(2006), Aït-Sahalia and Jacod (2009), Aït-Sahalia et al. (2012), Lee and Mykland (2008)
and Lee and Mykland (2012), among others.

∗Financial support from the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG) under grant 403176476 is gratefully
acknowledged.

1

ar
X

iv
:2

40
3.

00
81

9v
1 

 [
q-

fi
n.

ST
] 

 2
6 

Fe
b 

20
24



Figure 1: Lines interpolate best ask (blue) and best bid (red) prices of AAPL over 10 minutes. Above
(below) prices of other active limit ask (bid) orders are plotted.

Limit order book data comprises more information than only trade prices. At each
time point, it provides different quote levels including the best bid and best ask. Figure
1 shows a snapshot of quote dynamics for the AAPL asset traded at Nasdaq2 within a
short time interval of 10 minutes. In the upper part, prices of ask limit orders are plotted
with the line of best ask prices as a lower hull. In the lower part, we show bid limit order
prices, where the upper hull depicts the path of best bid prices. At each time, all ask
prices are above all bid prices with a bid-ask spread between the two lines. Since trades
occur mainly when market orders are executed against existing limit orders, trade prices
bounce between the best bid and the best ask. A natural question is how to efficiently
use information from this data for inference on the efficient log-price and how to model
and smooth out market microstructure for such data. One approach in recent works is to
design structural noise models incorporating observed order book quantities, see Li et al.
(2016), Chaker (2017), Clinet and Potiron (2019) and Andersen et al. (2022). Assuming
more structure than fully uninformative noise, these works establish improved volatility
estimation and inference on the efficient log-price compared to MMN. We take a different
point of view on the market microstructure and do not impose a functional form of the noise.
Instead, we argue that the noise of limit order prices should not have unbounded support
(−∞, ∞). Noise distributions with restricted support facilitate improved inference on the
efficient log-price without imposing further structural conditions. This intriguing effect was
used by Bibinger et al. (2016) to estimate the integrated volatility of a continuous semi-
martingale with improved optimal rate n−1/3, while the slower rate n−1/4 is optimal for
MMN. A generalization to spot volatility estimation and progress in the theory to establish
asymptotic confidence intervals for volatility were recently contributed in Bibinger (2024).
Whenever data from a limit order book is available, we suggest to consider the time series
of best ask price levels. Best bid prices can be used equivalently and both be combined
in practice. While in such a situation the MMN-model has been calibrated to mid quotes,
it is not clear why it should be suitable for best ask prices or best bid prices. In fact,

2We use limit order book data provided by LOBSTER, lobsterdata.com.
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considering best ask price dynamics, we do not have any bid-ask bounce effect. Instead,
efficient prices should (usually) lie below the ask prices and above bid prices within the
spread. Therefore, different to the MMN-model, we consider an additive noise model with
limit order microstructure noise (LOMN). For ask orders this is modeled by lower-bounded,
one-sided microstructure noise, i.e., ϵi ≥ 0. Since our statistics use only differences between
adjacent block-wise local minima, our methods are robust to model generalizations where
ϵi ≥ b(i/n), for any continuous boundary function b(t) of finite variation. For instance, a
positive gap between boundary and the efficient log-price could exist to compensate market
processing costs. This gap may be time-varying, but it seems plausible that it should be
rather persistent within the class of continuous functions of finite variation.

In this work we show that in the LOMN-model inference on jumps of the efficient log-
price can be considerably improved compared to MMN. We construct methods to estimate,
locate and test for jumps of the efficient log-price process. Our test for jumps based on
extreme value theory is in the spirit of the jump tests by Lee and Mykland (2008), for non-
noisy high-frequency prices, and Lee and Mykland (2012) and Bibinger et al. (2019b) for
the MMN-model. The very different structure of the noise in the LOMN-model, however,
leads us to consider statistics based on local minima instead of local averages. The non-
linearity of these statistics requires fundamentally different proofs in the asymptotic theory
as n → ∞. We prove a Gumbel convergence of a maximum statistic on which our test is
based on and consistency under local alternatives with an optimal rate of convergence. While
the Gumbel convergences in Lee and Mykland (2008) and Lee and Mykland (2012) can be
traced back to the weak convergence of the maximum of i.i.d. standard normally distributed
random variables, this is not the case for our maximum statistic. Based on extreme value
theory and bounds for the tails of convolutions, we explicitly derive this convergence in
distribution. An important advantage compared to related procedures for MMN is that we
establish uniformly consistent spot volatility estimation and the asymptotic theory for jump
tests without any assumptions on the moments of the noise. The rate of convergence for
local alternatives improves from n−1/4 under MMN to the faster rate n−1/3. This means
that under LOMN we are able to detect smaller jumps than under MMN. For fixed jump
size and number of observations, the power of our test outperforms the power of tests under
MMN. Beyond improved asymptotic properties, our methods do not cause the finite-sample
problems known for MMN. In particular, we show that the effect of pulverization of jumps
by pre-averages reported in Mykland and Zhang (2016) under MMN, which can result in
spurious jump detection or gradual jumps, is avoided when using local order statistics.

We develop consistent estimators for jump sizes as well as a local and a global test for
jumps. The global test allows to test for jumps over some time period, usually one trading
day. This is the standard problem of testing for jumps and can be used in practice to analyze
whether or not jumps have to be taken into account. Detecting specific jumps with a local
test and estimates of jump times and jump sizes are important to separate jumps and
continuous price adjustments. This can be used, for instance, to perform high-frequency
regression or factor analysis, separately for jumps and continuous components. Due to
different mechanisms behind co-jumps and continuous co-movement of prices, it is crucial
to split the two price components in such an analysis, see Li et al. (2017a), Li et al. (2017b),
Alexeev et al. (2017), Caporin et al. (2017), Aït-Sahalia et al. (2020) and Pelger (2019),
among others. Using jumps to model price shocks in response to news and announcements,
their estimation is moreover one main ingredient of several macroeconomic studies based on
intra-daily high-frequency data, for instance in the research field on monetary policy, see,
among others, Evans (2011) and Ayadi et al. (2020).

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. The theoretical contribution is
developed in Section 2. Section 2.1 discusses the LOMN-model. In Section 2.2 we construct
and discuss statistical methods for which asymptotic results are presented in Section 2.3
on uniformly consistent spot volatility estimation and in Section 2.4 on jump detection.
All proofs are provided in Section 6. Although jump tests under MMN and under LOMN
are designed for two different models, we emphasize the possibility to apply it to time series
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coming from the same limit order book data in our numerical analysis. Based on simulations,
in Section 3 we study on the one hand the finite-sample implementation and properties of
our new methods and, on the other hand, provide a comparison to the test by Lee and
Mykland (2012). For this comparison, we simulate the same efficient log-prices alternatively
with both LOMN and MMN to apply our methods and as well the classical method by Lee
and Mykland. We follow this paradigm in an empirical analysis of limit order book data
in Section 4 comparing results for LOMN-based methods applied to best ask and best bid
prices and the classical MMN-approach considering mid quotes. This empirical part reveals
advantages of the LOMN-approach and emphasizes stylized facts of limit order book data
which are generally relevant for studies of price jumps. Section 5 concludes.

2. Theory

2.1. Model with lower-bounded, one-sided microstructure noise
On a filtered probability space, (ΩX , FX , (FX

t ),PX), the latent, efficient log-price process
in continuous time is described by an Itô semi-martingale

Xt = X0 +
∫ t

0
as ds +

∫ t

0
σs dWs +

∫ t

0

∫
R

δ(s, z)1{|δ(s,z)|≤1}(µ − ν)(ds, dz)

+
∫ t

0

∫
R

δ(s, z)1{|δ(s,z)|>1}µ(ds, dz) , t ≥ 0 , (1)

with a one-dimensional standard Brownian motion (Wt), the drift process (at), the volatil-
ity process (σt), and with δ defined on Ω × R+ × R. The Poisson random measure µ is
compensated by ν(ds, dz) = λ(dz) ⊗ ds, with a σ-finite measure λ. We write

Xt = Ct + Jt , (2)

with the continuous component (Ct), and the càdlàg jump component (Jt).
In the model with lower-bounded, one-sided microstructure noise,

Yi = Xtn
i

+ ϵi , i = 0, . . . , n, ϵi
iid∼ Fη, ϵi ≥ 0 , (LOMN)

the discretization (Xtn
i
)0≤i≤n, with high-frequency observations of (Xt) on the fix time

interval [0, 1], is perturbed by exogenous i.i.d. noise (ϵi)0≤i≤n, with a cumulative distribution
function (cdf) Fη which satisfies

Fη(x) = ηx
(
1 + O(1)

)
, as x ↓ 0 . (3)

The model with condition (3) is nonparametric. Close to the boundary, condition (3) means
that the extreme value index is −1 for the minimum domain of attraction. We do not make
any assumption about the tails of the noise and its maximum domain of attraction. For
instance, a uniform distribution on some interval [0, A], A > 0, an exponential distribution
and a heavy-tailed (shifted) Pareto distribution all satisfy (3). In particular, the developed
asymptotic theory for the LOMN-model does not require conditions on the right tail of
the noise distribution or on the existence of moments of the noise. Considering block-wise
minima instead of block-wise averages as typically in the MMN-model, this is an important
advantage of the statistical methods designed for LOMN. The standard assumption (3) on
one-sided noise has been imposed in the same way by Jirak et al. (2014) and Bibinger et al.
(2016).

Assumption 1. The drift (at)t≥0 is a locally bounded process. The volatility is strictly
positive, inft∈[0,1] σt > 0, PX-almost surely. For all 0 ≤ t + s ≤ 1, t ≥ 0, s ≥ 0, with some
constants Cσ > 0, and α > 0, it holds that

E
[
(σ(t+s) − σt)2]

≤ Cσs2α . (4)
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Condition (4) imposes a certain regularity of the volatility process, measured by the
parameter α, but does not rule out volatility jumps. Working under Assumption 1 with
general α, our asymptotic theory is developed in a framework which covers different volatility
models recently discussed in the literature. For rough volatility, see Chong et al. (2022) and
references therein, α is given by the Hurst exponent while α = 1/2 holds under the common
assumption that (σt) is another Itô semi-martingale. We impose the following standard
condition on the jumps.

Assumption 2. Assume for the predictable function δ in (1) that supω,x |δ(t, x)|/γ(x) is
locally bounded with a non-negative, deterministic function γ that satisfies∫

R
(γr(x) ∧ 1)λ(dx) < ∞ . (5)

The notation a∧b = min(a, b), and a∨b = max(a, b), is used throughout this manuscript.
The generalized Blumenthal-Getoor or jump activity index r, 0 ≤ r ≤ 2, in (5) determines
the jump activity. The most restrictive case is r = 0, when jumps are of finite activity. The
larger r, the more general jump components are included.

2.2. Statistical methods
We first discuss inference for a possible jump,

∆Xτ = Xτ − Xτ− = Xτ − lim
u↑τ

Xu ,

at some given (stopping) time τ ∈ (0, 1). For this purpose, consider

X̂τ = min
i=⌊nτ⌋+1,...,⌊nτ⌋+nhn

Yi , X̂τ− = min
i=⌊nτ⌋−nhn+1,...,⌊nτ⌋

Yi . (6)

These statistics are local minima of nhn noisy observations over blocks, where we choose the
block length hn such that nhn is integer-valued. The two disjoint blocks contain observations
in a vicinity shortly after and before time τ , respectively. We can estimate the jump ∆Xτ

based on

∆̂Xτ = X̂τ − X̂τ− . (7)

Asymptotically, hn → 0, and nhn → ∞, as n → ∞. Therefore, τ ∈ (hn, 1 − hn), for
n sufficiently large and any τ ∈ (0, 1), such that we omit a discussion of adjustments for
boundary cases when τ /∈ (hn, 1 − hn). In order to construct a global test for jumps and
to perform volatility estimation, we partition the whole observation interval [0, 1] in h−1

n

equispaced blocks, h−1
n ∈ N, and take local minima on each block. Consider, for k =

0, . . . , h−1
n − 1, the local block-wise minima

mk,n = min
i∈In

k

Yi , In
k = {i ∈ {0, . . . , n} : tn

i ∈ (khn, (k + 1)hn)} . (8)

Here, h−1
n is an integer, while in general nhn not. In particular, hn can be different for the

local and for the global statistics. This is necessarily the case when n is such that a choice
h−1

n ∈ N and nhn ∈ N is not possible. However, since the asymptotic orders of optimal block
lengths will be identical, we use for simplicity the same notation hn for the block lengths in
the construction of local and global statistics.

Under the global null hypothesis of no price jumps, a consistent estimator for the spot
squared volatility σ2

τ is given by

σ̂2
τ− = π

2(π − 2)Kn

⌊h−1
n τ⌋−1∑

k=(⌊h−1
n τ⌋−Kn)∨1

h−1
n

(
mk,n − mk−1,n)2 , (9)

5



Figure 2: Constant signal with one jump and local averages of MMN observations (left) and local minima
of LOMN observations (right).

for suitable sequences hn → 0 and Kn → ∞. This estimator is available on-line at time
τ during a trading day because it relies only on past observations before time τ . Working
with ex-post data over the whole interval, one may use as well

σ̂2
τ = π

2(π − 2)Kn

(⌊h−1
n τ⌋+(Kn−1)/2)∧(h−1

n −1)∑
k=(⌊h−1

n τ⌋−(Kn−1)/2)∨1

h−1
n

(
mk,n − mk−1,n)2 , (10)

for some odd integer Kn. A difference of estimators

σ̂2
τ+ = π

2(π − 2)Kn

(⌊h−1
n τ⌋+Kn)∧(h−1

n −1)∑
k=(⌊h−1

n τ⌋+1)

h−1
n

(
mk,n − mk−1,n)2 , (11)

over a window after time τ and (9) over a window before time τ allows to infer a possible jump
in the volatility process at time τ . Minima and maxima in the lower and upper summation
limit are only relevant when τ is close to the boundaries in small intervals with lengths that
tend to zero. In these boundary cases, the factor K−1

n can also be adjusted to get an average
over available k. Since the boundary effects are not relevant for the asymptotic theory, we
do, however, not incorporate such adjustments in (9), (10) and (11).

A spot volatility estimator which is robust with respect to jumps in (Xt), is obtained
with thresholding. We truncate differences of local minima whose absolute values exceed a
threshold un = βtr · hκ

n, κ ∈ (0, 1/2), with a constant βtr > 0, which leads to

σ̂
2,(tr)
τ− = π

2(π − 2)Kn

⌊h−1
n τ⌋−1∑

k=(⌊h−1
n τ⌋−Kn)∨1

h−1
n

(
mk,n − mk−1,n)2

1{|mk,n−mk−1,n|≤un} . (12)

The estimators σ̂
2,(tr)
τ , and σ̂

2,(tr)
τ+ , are constructed analogously.

Our global test for price jumps is based on the maximum statistic

T BHR(Y0, Y1 . . . , Yn) := max
k=1,...,h−1

n −1

∣∣∣mk,n − mk−1,n

σ̂khn

∣∣∣ , (13)

with σ̂khn
=

(
σ̂

2,(tr)
khn−

)1/2, for k ≥ Kn, and σ̂khn
=

(
σ̂

2,(tr)
khn+

)1/2, else.
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A benefit of jump tests based on maximum statistics is that they readily facilitate local-
ization of jumps. If the test rejects, when statistic (13) exceeds a critical value, the time
at which the maximum is taken consistently estimates the position of the largest absolute
jump. A sequential application, when we discard the time block with the maximum after
the test in each step, allows consistent estimation of finitely many jump times.

Similar methods as developed here for observations with LOMN have been discussed in
the literature for observations under MMN. While our mathematical analysis requires some
new proof techniques, we illustrate next that inference on jumps is statistically less involved
when using order statistics for LOMN instead of local averages for MMN. Figure 2 shows
four blocks with observations of a signal which is constant up to one upward jump and
observations with additive noise. On the left-hand side we show i.i.d. centered normally
distributed MMN, while on the right-hand side we depict i.i.d. exponentially distributed
LOMN. For MMN, the estimation of jumps is based on pre-averages which are drawn as
lines in the left plot of Figure 2. Instead of identifying one jump, the differences between pre-
averages suggest two adjacent jumps of smaller sizes. This effect, caused by averaging over
a jump time, has been highlighted by Mykland and Zhang (2016) as the “pulverisation of
jumps by pre-averages”. It is a difficult problem when estimating jumps at a priori unknown
times and can only be solved with sophisticated statistical methods, see, Vetter (2014) and
Bibinger et al. (2019b). In contrast, the differences of local minima right-hand side suggest
one jump and correctly identify its size. Having an upward jump on the third block, the
minimum on this block is taken before the jump. In case of a downward jump, the minimum
would be taken after the jump. In any case, this results in only one large difference between
block-wise local minima of the correct size. So, there is no pulverization effect here.

2.3. Uniformly consistent spot volatility estimation
We establish asymptotic results for equidistant observations, tn

i = i/n. We begin with the
asymptotic theory on spot volatility estimation. The expectation of the volatility estimator
hinges on the function

Ψn(σ2) := π

2(π − 2)h−1
n E

[(
min

i∈{0,...,nhn−1}

(
σB i

n
+ ϵi

)
− min

i∈{1,...,nhn}

(
σB̃ i

n
+ ϵi

))2]
(14)

= π

π − 2 h−1
n Var

(
min

i∈{0,...,nhn}

(
σB i

n
+ ϵi

))
(1 + O(1)),

where (Bt) and (B̃t) denote two independent standard Brownian motions. In Bibinger et al.
(2016) it was proved that Ψn is monotone and invertible. For hnn2/3 → ∞, we have

Ψn(σ2) = σ2 + O(1), as n → ∞ , (15)

such that we do not require knowledge of Ψn for the construction of a consistent estimator.
If (Xt) is continuous, i.e., Jt = 0 in (2), under Assumptions 1 and (3), Bibinger (2024)

prove that the spot volatility estimator (9) is consistent with

σ̂2
τ− − Ψn

(
σ2

τ−
)

= OP
(
K−1/2

n

)
, (16)

when hn is chosen such that hnn2/3 → ∞, and with

Kn = CKhδ−2α/(1+2α)
n , for 0 < δ < 2α/(1 + 2α), and with a constant CK > 0 . (17)

By (15), σ̂2
τ− − σ2

τ− = OP(1) holds true. However, this estimation error does in general not
decay as fast as the one in (16). Analogous results apply in case of the modified versions
(10) and (11), respectively. Under the same setup with jumps satisfying Assumption 2 with

r <
2 + 2α

1 + 2α
, (18)

7



the truncated spot volatility estimator (12) with

κ ∈
( 1

2 − r

α

2α + 1 ,
1
2

)
, (19)

satisfies

σ̂
2,(tr)
τ− − Ψn

(
σ2

τ−
)

= OP
(
K−1/2

n

)
. (20)

Moreover, feasible central limit theorems and asymptotic confidence intervals for the esti-
mators are established in Bibinger (2024). The convergence rate K

−1/2
n gets arbitrarily close

to n−2α/(3+6α), which is optimal in the LOMN-model. In the important special case when
α = 1/2, for a semi-martingale volatility, the rate is arbitrarily close to n−1/6. This is much
faster than the known optimal rate of convergence in the MMN-model, which is n−1/8, see
Bibinger et al. (2019a). In (18) we impose mild restrictions on the jump activity. For the
standard model with a semi-martingale volatility, i.e., α = 1/2, we require that r < 3/2.
For α = 1, we have the strongest condition implying r < 4/3.

In this work, we do not require central limit theorems for spot volatility estimation.
Instead, the asymptotic theory for the global jump test relies on uniformly consistent spot
volatility estimation. Uniform consistency in functional estimation is typically much more
difficult to prove than pointwise results. We prove a quite strong result under surprisingly
mild assumptions.

Proposition 2.1. Under Assumptions 1 and (3) and when there are no jumps in (Xt)
and (σt), the spot volatility estimator (9) with hnn2/3 → ∞, and Kn chosen as in (17), is
uniformly consistent and satisfies

max
k=1,...,h−1

n −1

∣∣σ̂2
khn− − Ψn

(
σ2

khn

)∣∣ = OP

(
K−γ

n

)
,

for all γ, with γ < 1/2.

It is clear that consistency uniformly over the interval (0, 1) requires the assumption
of a continuous volatility, see e.g., the discussion in Section 2.2 of Jacod et al. (2021). A
generalization of this result to jumps in (Xt) using the threshold estimator is possible.
However, for the construction of our test we will exactly need Proposition 2.1. Under MMN
a uniformly consistent volatility estimation requires the existence of all moments of the
noise, see Madensoy (2020). It is clear that Rosenthal-type inequalities or related results
to prove the uniformity require existence of higher moments. From this point of view, it
might be surprising that we do not have to impose such assumptions for Proposition 2.1.
Although our proof relies as well on maximal and moment inequalities, this is not the case
here, since we only need moments of the local minima for which (3) is sufficient. This is a
crucial advantage of inference based on local order statistics compared to local averages, in
particular for uniform consistency.

By (15), uniform consistency also holds without accounting for the function Ψn in Propo-
sition 2.1. However, for the given rate of convergence, we require a better asymptotic ap-
proximation of Ψn than the first-order identity. In fact, this is feasible. In Bibinger (2024),
Section 5.1, it is shown how the function Ψn and its inverse Ψ−1

n can be approximated
numerically.

2.4. Asymptotic results on the identification of jumps
We start with an asymptotic result on the inference for jumps at some pre-specified time

τ ∈ (0, 1).

Theorem 1. For hnn2/3 → ∞, under Assumptions 1, 2 and (3), ∆̂Xτ from (7) satisfies

8



the stable weak convergence

h−1/2
n

(
∆̂Xτ − ∆Xτ

) st−→ Z2 − Z1 , (21)

with two random variables

Z1 ∼ HMN
(
0, σ2

τ

)
, Z2 ∼ HMN

(
0, σ2

τ−
)

, (22)

which are conditionally on (σt) independent. HMN refers to the half mixed normal distribu-
tion, that is, Z1

d= στ |U |, for U ∼ N (0, 1) standard normal. If ∆Xτ = 0,

h−1/2
n

( X̂τ

σ̂
(tr)
τ+

− X̂τ−

σ̂
(tr)
τ−

)
d−→ Z̃2 − Z̃1 , (23)

with two independent random variables

Z̃1 ∼ HN
(
0, 1

)
, Z̃2 ∼ HN

(
0, 1

)
. (24)

HN refers to the standard half-normal distribution.

The standardization in (23), where σ̂
(tr)
τ− and σ̂

(tr)
τ+ are the square roots of the estimators

(12) and the truncated version of (11), takes into account possible simultaneous price and
volatility jumps, see Tauchen and Todorov (2011) and Bibinger et al. (2019b) for empirical
evidence of such simultaneous jumps. Figure 5 moreover illustrates two examples. Stable
convergence is stronger than weak convergence and is important here, since the limit random
variables hinge on the stochastic volatility. More precisely, we prove stability with respect to
FX in the sense of Jacod and Protter (2012), Section 2.2.1. Since the asymptotic distribution
does not hinge on the noise level η, in contrast to methods for MMN, we do not require
any pre-estimation of noise parameters. Moreover, our methods and results remain valid for
time-varying noise levels ηt in (3), under the mild assumption that 0 < ηt < ∞, for all t.

Theorem 1 shows that we can consistently estimate price jumps. The convergence rate
is n−1/3, up to a logarithmic factor. Moreover, asymptotic confidence is feasible and (24)
yields the following local jump test.

Corollary 2.2. The test for the null hypothesis that there is no jump at time τ ∈ (0, 1),
∆Xτ = 0, which rejects when

h−1/2
n

∣∣∣ X̂τ

σ̂
(tr)
τ+

− X̂τ−

σ̂
(tr)
τ−

∣∣∣ > qL
1−α (25)

with qL
1−α being the (1 − α) quantile of the distribution of |Z̃2 − Z̃1| and the half-normal

random variables from (24), has asymptotic level α and asymptotic power 1. That is, under
H1 : |∆Xτ | > 0, and σ−1

τ Jτ ̸= σ−1
τ−Jτ−, it holds for any α > 0 that

lim
n→∞

PH1

(
h−1/2

n

∣∣∣ X̂τ

σ̂
(tr)
τ+

− X̂τ−

σ̂
(tr)
τ−

∣∣∣ > qL
1−α

)
= 1 . (26)

Standardizing the local minima with estimates of the volatility before and after time τ ,
the method is robust with respect to a volatility jump, ∆στ ̸= 0. It is intuitive that this
requires the mild assumption that σ−1

τ Jτ ̸= σ−1
τ−Jτ−.

Remark 1. In the MMN-model jumps can be estimated with an optimal rate of convergence
n−1/4 based on n equidistant high-frequency observations, see, for instance, the LAN result
in Proposition 5.2 of Koike (2017). Hence, the rate of convergence for LOMN is faster.
The optimal rate in the LOMN-model is n−1/3, and we attain this rate up to a logarithmic
factor.
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Using extreme value theory, we present a result for a global test for price jumps in the
spirit of the Gumbel test by Lee and Mykland for high-frequency prices without noise in
Lee and Mykland (2008) and with MMN in Lee and Mykland (2012), respectively.

Theorem 2. On the null hypothesis of no jumps,

H0 : sup
τ∈[0,1]

|∆Xτ | = 0 , (27)

under Assumptions 1, 2 and (3) with (σt) Hölder continuous with regularity α, with hn =
2 log(2h−1

n − 2)n−2/3(1 + O(1)) and Kn as in (17), the statistic (13) satisfies the Gumbel
convergence

n1/3 T BHR(Y0, Y1 . . . , Yn) − 2 log(2h−1
n − 2) + log

(
π log(2h−1

n − 2)
) d−→ Λ , (28)

where Λ refers to the standard Gumbel distribution, that is, it holds with Bn = 2 log(2h−1
n −

2) − log
(
π log(2h−1

n − 2)
)
, for all x ∈ R that

lim
n→∞

PH0

(
n1/3 T BHR(Y0, Y1 . . . , Yn) − Bn ≤ x

)
= exp

(
−e−x

)
. (29)

The test that rejects H0 whenever

n1/3 T BHR(Y0, Y1 . . . , Yn) − Bn > q Λ
1−α , (30)

for q Λ
1−α being the (1 − α) quantile of the Gumbel distribution, has asymptotic level α.

Moreover, under the alternative hypothesis that

H1 : lim inf
n→∞

nβ sup
τ∈(0,1)

|∆Xτ | > 0, for some β < 1/3 , (31)

under Assumptions 1, 2 and (3), the test rejects asymptotically with probability 1:

lim
n→∞

PH1

(
n1/3 T BHR(Y0, Y1 . . . , Yn) − Bn > q Λ

1−α

)
= 1 . (32)

The condition of a continuous volatility is required to use Proposition 2.1 in the proof
of the Gumbel convergence on the null hypothesis. Since volatility jumps are typically
associated with events that simultaneously trigger price jumps, it is not too restrictive to
work under a null hypothesis that there are no price and no volatility jumps. For the results
under the alternative hypothesis, we only require pointwise consistency of the spot volatility
estimator and allow for volatility jumps.

In contrast to the Gumbel convergences in Lee and Mykland (2008), Lee and Mykland
(2012) and Bibinger et al. (2019b), we cannot trace back our result (28) to the Gumbel
convergence for the maximum of i.i.d. standard normally distributed random variables. In-
stead, we prove that the statistic T BHR can be approximated by the maximum of absolute
differences of 1-dependent half-normally distributed random variables. We then establish
the extreme value theory for these random variables. Since we expect this and related results
to be of interest in their own right for extreme value theory and its applications to various
high-frequency jump tests, the result embedded into a more general theory is provided as
a preliminary note Bibinger (2021). Nunes and Ruas (2024) adds a recent discussion of
the convergence rates obtained in Lee and Mykland (2008), Lee and Mykland (2012) and
Bibinger (2021) and shows that they are coherent.

The result (32) implies consistency of the test, i.e., it rejects asymptotically almost surely
if there is a jump, supτ∈[0,1] |∆Xτ | > 0. The stronger result (32) addresses moreover local
alternatives. The sequence of tests can detect jumps with decreasing sizes in n, as long as
the jump sizes decrease slower than n−1/3. This result provides information about what
jump sizes can be detected for a given sample size n. While in the MMN-model, n−1/4 is
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|jump size|
q 0.00% 0.10% 0.15% 0.20% 0.25% 0.30% 0.50%

0.010% 0.05 0.16 0.59 0.91 0.99 1.00 1.00
0.025% 0.05 0.15 0.56 0.90 0.99 1.00 1.00
0.050% 0.05 0.14 0.54 0.89 0.98 1.00 1.00
0.075% 0.05 0.13 0.52 0.87 0.98 1.00 1.00
0.100% 0.05 0.13 0.50 0.85 0.97 1.00 1.00

Table 1: Simulation results for the global test on a significance level of α = 5%. The column |jump size| =
0.00% gives the estimated size and the columns with |jump size| > 0% give the estimated power for the
corresponding jump sizes.

the optimal rate for local alternatives, our rate n−β , for any β < 1/3 , is much faster. This
shows that for the same sample size, we can detect much smaller jumps.

3. Simulations and finite sample behavior

The aim of this simulation study is twofold. Firstly, we evaluate the finite sample per-
formance of the main theoretical results and, secondly, we provide a comparison of jump
tests for the LOMN-model and the MMN-model. For both cases, we simulate n = 23,400
observations, corresponding to one observation per second over a (NASDAQ) trading day
of 6.5 hours. The efficient log-price process under the null hypothesis is sampled from

dXt = vtσtdWt (33a)
dσ2

t = 0.0162 · (0.8465 − σ2
t )dt + 0.117 · σtdBt (33b)

vt = (1.2 − 0.2 · sin(3/4πt)) · 0.01 with t ∈ [0, 1]. (33c)

The factor vt generates a typical U-shaped intraday volatility pattern and (Wt, Bt) is a
two-dimensional Brownian motion with leverage d[W, B]t = −0.5dt. This setup captures a
variety of realistic features of financial high-frequency data. Variants thereof are frequently
employed in the literature, see, e.g., Lee and Mykland (2012) and Bibinger et al. (2019b)
as well as the references therein. Under the alternative, (33a) is augmented by a jump
occurring at a random time point, however neither close to the beginning nor to the end
of the sampled trajectory. We consider both positive and negative jumps. The sizes of the
jumps under the alternative are given in Tables 1 – 3 in absolute value. They are chosen
to illustrate the transition from non-detectable to detectable sizes depending on the noise
level as well as the block length hn as discussed below. R code and replication files for all
simulations are publicly available.3

3.1. Size and power of the global test under Theorem 2
Based on the setup for (Xt), (33a) - (33c), the noisy observations are generated by

Yi = Xi/n + qεi with εi
iid∼ Exp(1), i = 0, . . . , n, (34)

where the noise level q is shown in Table 1. To perform the jump test following Theorem 2,
the block length hn and the spot volatility estimates σ̂2

khn
have to be determined. The spot

volatility is estimated by (10). As in the simulations of Bibinger (2024), the spot volatility
estimator is tuned rather conservatively by averaging over many (Kn = 200) relatively short
intervals of local minima (nhn = 30). Our asymptotic results are worked out under the
condition that hn > n−2/3, we choose hn = 1.2 · n−2/3 here. Even though this finite-sample
tuning can be sub-optimal for the larger noise levels, it estimates the volatility path quite
robustly. As demonstrated in Section 5.1 of Bibinger (2024), the function Ψn in (16) needs

3github.com/bibinger/LOMN
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Figure 3: Left panel: Kernel density estimates of the standardized version of the test statistic T BHR under
the null (black solid line) and under the alternative (dashed-dotted line) for |jump size| = 0.25% and noise
level q = 0.1%. The gray solid line depicts the density function of the standard Gumbel distribution. The
black and gray vertical lines (almost indistinguishable) are the 95%-quantile of the standardized version of
the test statistic T BHR under the null and the 95%-quantile of the standard Gumbel distribution. Right
panel: Jump times vs. inferred jump times for |jump size| = 0.25% and noise level q = 0.1%.

to be taken into account as the first-order approximation (15) generates a non-negligible
finite-sample bias for this tuning. To account for this bias, the spot volatility estimator is
multiplied with the correction factor 0.954 as suggested in Section 5.1 of Bibinger (2024).

Table 1 documents the size (|jump size| = 0%) and power (|jump size| > 0% ) of the
global test for different noise levels q. We observe that the test keeps its level. The power
of the test decreases slightly for rising noise level and a given jump size. Here, jumps of
small size are more likely to be detected in case of low noise while jumps of larger size
can be detected for all noise levels considered. For |jump size| = 0.25% and q = 0.1%, the
performance of the test is illustrated in Figure 3 which shows kernel density estimates of the
standardized version of the test statistic T BHR under the null and under the alternative.
For comparison, in Figure 3, we also show the density function of the standard Gumbel
distribution. Even though there are minor deviations in the center of the distribution of the
standardized test statistics compared to the standard Gumbel distribution, the right tail of
the distribution of the test statistics under the null is quite accurately approximated. In
the right panel of Figure 3 we plot the true jump times against the inferred jump times
associated with the interval maximizing the test statistic T BHR for |jump size| = 0.25%.
As most of the points are on the main diagonal, we conclude that the test indeed correctly
detects the intervals containing the jumps in most cases. As more points are off the diagonal
in the morning than around lunch time, we further conclude that the test performs slightly
worse in intraday periods, where the volatility tends to be higher.

3.2. A comparison with Lee and Mykland (2012)
In order to compare the LOMN-model with the MMN-model, we generate observations

of both models by

Yi = Xi/n + (1 − 2π−1)−1/2q|εi| with εi
iid∼ N (0, 1), (35)

Zi = Xi/n + qεi (36)

where Yi are the observations of the LOMN-model and Zi are the observations of the MMN-
model, i = 0, . . . , n. Note that (1−2π−1)−1/2q|εi| ∼ HN(0, q2), such that the noise variances
are identical. It can be easily verified that half-normally distributed noise satisfies (3). In
both models, we have the same underlying efficient log-prices (Xi/n)0≤i≤n.
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|jump size|
q nhn test 0.000% 0.100% 0.125% 0.150% 0.175% 0.200% 0.225%

0.01%
3 BHR 0.00 0.96 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

LM 0.00 0.74 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

4 BHR 0.01 0.96 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
LM 0.00 0.75 0.94 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00

0.05%
11 BHR 0.05 0.31 0.63 0.85 0.94 0.98 1.00

LM 0.04 0.14 0.29 0.50 0.69 0.83 1.00

15 BHR 0.05 0.29 0.59 0.83 0.94 0.98 1.00
LM 0.05 0.16 0.33 0.54 0.72 0.85 1.00

0.10%
20 BHR 0.05 0.14 0.32 0.57 0.77 0.89 1.00

LM 0.05 0.07 0.10 0.19 0.32 0.47 1.00

34 BHR 0.05 0.12 0.23 0.43 0.64 0.80 1.00
LM 0.05 0.08 0.14 0.24 0.37 0.52 1.00

Table 2: Simulation results for the global test on a significance level of α = 5%. The column |jump size| =
0.000% gives the estimated size and the columns with |jump size| > 0% give the estimated power for the
corresponding jump sizes. The value nhn is the number of noisy observations per interval.

For the MMN-model, the global test for price jumps uses the maximum statistic

T LM := max
k=2,...,h−1

n −1

∣∣∣∣∣∣ (nhn)−1 ∑nhn(k+1)−1
i=nhnk Zi − (nhn)−1 ∑nhnk−1

i=nhn(k−1) Zi√
2
3 σ2

khn
C2 + 2q̂2

∣∣∣∣∣∣ , (37)

based on differences between local averages, where we assume that nhn is an integer with
hn = Cn−1/2, and C is a constant that is documented for different noise levels in Lee and
Mykland (2012). The statistic T LM builds on differences of local averages (while T BHR uses
local minima) and the asymptotic standard deviation of these differences of local averages
(the denominator) depends on the variance of the noise q2. Lee and Mykland (2012) show
that T LM converges after appropriate standardization to a standard Gumbel distribution
that permits testing hypotheses analogously to Theorem 2.

It should be noted that the improved power under LOMN is due to the (asymptotically)
smaller blocks of order close to n−2/3, instead of n−1/2 under MMN. When choosing a small
constant factor C to determine the block lengths for the MMN-model and a much larger
proportionality constant under LOMN, the test can – in finite samples – perform better in
terms of power than the test for the LOMN-model. This finite sample phenomenon is in
contrast to the asymptotic considerations but can arise in situations when the specific tuning
of hn results in shorter intervals in the MMN-model than in the LOMN-model. We compare
results for the tests with the same blocks for different block lengths including values which
optimize the power of the methods based on a grid search.

To produce comparable results, we employ a simple bootstrap. Following Proposition 2
of Lee and Mykland (2012) and a simple generalization to LOMN, consistent estimators
q̂BHR

n and q̂LM
n of the noise level q are given by

√
2q̂BHR

n =
(

n−1
n∑

i=1
(Yi − Yi−1)2

)1/2
and

√
2q̂LM

n =
(

n−1
n∑

i=1
(Zi − Zi−1)2

)1/2
. (38)

Based on these estimates, we generate m = 5,000 bootstrap samples

Y ∗
i,j = X∗

i/n,j + (1 − 2π−1)−1/2q̂BHR
n |ε∗

i,j | with ε∗
i,j

iid∼ N (0, 1), (39)

Z∗
i,j = X∗

i/n,j + q̂LM
n ε∗

i,j , (40)

for j = 1, . . . , m, and determine critical values under the null hypothesis based on the
empirical quantiles of {T BHR∗

j }m
j=1 and {T LM∗

j }m
j=1. Similar Monte Carlo or wild bootstrap
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Figure 4: Left panel: Kernel density estimates of the test statistic T BHR under the null (black solid line)
and under the alternative (dashed-dotted line) for |jump size| = 0.20% and noise level q = 0.1% for the
optimal nhn = 20. Right panel: Kernel density estimates of the test statistic T LM under the null (black
solid line) and under the alternative (dashed-dotted line) for |jump size| = 0.20% and noise level q = 0.1%
for the optimal nhn = 34. The vertical lines refer to the 95%-quantile of the respective test statistic under
the null.

procedures are used and known to perform well for high-frequency statistics, in particular
for extreme value statistics, see, for instance, Li et al. (2017c), Dovonon et al. (2019) and
Algorithm 1 in Chen and Feng (2023). In practice, this bootstrap relies on an estimate of
the stochastic volatility process vtσt, t ∈ [0, 1], in order to generate (X∗

i/n,j) based on an
Euler-Maruyama scheme where we set the drift to zero and with the Gaussian increments
of a Brownian motion. For this comparison, however, we use the simulated true volatility.
Otherwise we would require different spot volatility estimators for the two different models,
which would complicate the comparison of the combined methods. Using the true volatility
for both methods sheds light on their different capabilities to detect jumps based on maximal
differences of local minima under LOMN, and local averages under MMN, respectively.

Table 2 reports the results of the simulations based on 5,000 replications for both methods
with noise levels q = 0.01%, q = 0.05% and q = 0.10%, and different numbers of observations
per interval. We choose nhn such that the power of the corresponding test is maximized
over a large grid of values for q (the results of the respective other test are presented for
comparison). Except for q = 0.01%, we observe that both tests keep the size and reject
the null hypothesis (provided that the null is true) with approximate probability α. For
q = 0.01%, the size is underestimated because of the short interval lengths. It can be
shown that the size is kept for longer intervals such as nhn = 8, what has been found to
be appropriate for the test statistic T LM in Lee and Mykland (2012). The power of both
tests crucially depends on the noise level q and the |jump size|. Generally, the power of
both tests increases with the |jump size| and decreases in the noise level. In comparison,
the power of the test in the LOMN-model always outperforms the test in the MMN-model
even with same block lengths, although the magnitude depends admittedly on the specific
setting. Figure 4 illustrates the difference in the power of the tests for the special case of
|jump size| = 0.20% and q = 0.1%. Even though both plots use a different scaling, i.e., the
non-standardized test statistics are not directly comparable, the better performance of the
test in the LOMN-framework is evident.

In summary, our findings suggest that jumps are more likely to be detected under LOMN
than under MMN, and that jumps of smaller size can be detected in the LOMN-framework.
Compared to the results of Section 3.1, we observe that the number of observations per
block, nhn, can be chosen smaller in the test setting relying on the bootstrap. These smaller
blocks translate into a more precise localization of jumps and the possibility to detect smaller
jumps. In the test setting relying on the asymptotic Gumbel distribution of the standardized
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|jump size|
q τ test 0.000% 0.050% 0.075% 0.100% 0.125% 0.150% 0.200%

0.01%

bef- BHR 0.05 0.87 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
LM 0.04 0.49 0.71 0.82 0.90 0.95 0.99

at BHR 0.05 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
LM 0.04 0.97 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

aft+ BHR 0.05 0.87 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
LM 0.05 0.51 0.72 0.83 0.90 0.95 0.99

0.05%

bef- BHR 0.05 0.42 0.71 0.88 0.95 0.98 0.99
LM 0.05 0.18 0.34 0.47 0.58 0.66 0.75

at BHR 0.05 0.58 0.91 0.99 1.00 1.00 1.00
LM 0.04 0.45 0.79 0.96 1.00 1.00 1.00

aft+ BHR 0.05 0.41 0.71 0.88 0.94 0.97 0.99
LM 0.05 0.19 0.32 0.47 0.58 0.65 0.75

0.1%

bef- BHR 0.06 0.26 0.49 0.70 0.84 0.91 0.96
LM 0.05 0.12 0.20 0.31 0.42 0.51 0.64

at BHR 0.05 0.34 0.67 0.89 0.97 0.99 1.00
LM 0.05 0.27 0.51 0.75 0.90 0.98 1.00

aft+ BHR 0.06 0.26 0.49 0.70 0.84 0.91 0.96
LM 0.05 0.12 0.20 0.32 0.42 0.51 0.64

Table 3: Simulation results for the local test with a significance level of α = 5%. The column |jump size| =
0.000% gives the estimated size and the columns with |jump size| > 0% give the estimated power for the
corresponding jump sizes. The column τ indicates whether the test time τ ∈ (0, 1) is either randomly before
a negative jump (bef-), at the same time as a positive or negative jump, or randomly after a positive jump
(aft+). For q = 0.01% the number of observations is nhn = 4, for q = 0.05% the number of observations
within hn is nhn = 12 and for q = 0.1% the number of observations within hn is nhn = 26. The distance
between the random test time and the jump is at most (nhn − 1) observations.

version of the maximum statistic T BHR, the length of the time blocks hn was chosen larger
than n−2/3 to be in line with the assumptions of the asymptotic theory. When comparing the
power of the test for the bootstrap-based setting with the setting relying on the asymptotic
distribution for specific choices of q and jump sizes (given the same nhn = 32), we did not
find noteworthy differences. In this sense, in our experiments, the distribution of the noise
has no impact on the power of the test.

The origin of the outperformance in terms of power is due to the fast convergence rate
of the test statistic in the LOMN-framework, but also due to the pulverization of jumps
by pre-averages in the MMN-framework. To quantify the effect of this pulverization on the
power of the local test statistics, we generate again 5,000 Monte Carlo samples of (35) and
(36). Under the alternative, these samples are augmented by analogue jumps as used above.
In contrast to the global test, the local test is performed at a pre-specified time, for which we
use the following three scenarios: Firstly, the test is performed at the exact time of the jump.
Secondly, the test is performed at a random time before the jump but the distance between
the jump time and the test time is at most the time between the jump and the (nhn − 1)th
observation before the jump. Thirdly, the test is performed at a random time after the
jump but the distance between the jump time and the test time is at most the time between
the jump and the (nhn − 1)th observation after the jump. Similarly to the global test, we
use a bootstrap based inference for the local test statistics to obtain comparable results.
In particular, for q = 0.01% the number of observations within an interval is nhn = 4,
for q = 0.05% the number of observations is nhn = 12, and for q = 0.1% the number of
observations is nhn = 26.

Table 3 provides the corresponding results. The local test under MMN based on the
method by Lee and Mykland (2012) is detailed in Section 3.1.1 of Bibinger et al. (2019b).
In analogy to the results of the global test above, both tests keep the size and the power
of both tests decreases in the noise level q. In the situation when the jump time and the
test time coincide (i.e., there is no pulverization of jumps by pre-averages), the power of
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trading hour 09:35-10 10-11 11-12 12-13 13-14 14-15 15-16
n 3081 4032 2554 2027 2107 2646 3412

ask 100 · q̂ 0.0224 0.0197 0.0195 0.0194 0.0199 0.0197 0.0205
100 · σ̂2 0.0252 0.0287 0.0162 0.0132 0.0138 0.0191 0.0282
n 3083 4060 2561 2015 2112 2649 3375

bid 100 · q̂ 0.0222 0.0199 0.0196 0.0195 0.0201 0.0196 0.0204
100 · σ̂2 0.0253 0.0286 0.0164 0.0131 0.0139 0.0188 0.0276
n 6162 8092 5115 4042 4218 5295 6787

mid 100 · q̂ 0.0112 0.0099 0.0098 0.0097 0.0100 0.0098 0.0102
100 · σ̂2 0.0244 0.0290 0.0167 0.0130 0.0141 0.0193 0.0257

Table 4: Averages of the sample size n of ask, bid and mid quotes, the estimated noise level q̂ and the
estimated variance σ̂2 for the in total 3,974 time intervals.

both tests is of the same order of magnitude for q = 0.01%. For q = 0.05%, the power of
the test based on the LOMN-model is slightly better, while for q = 0.10% it is significantly
better. In the more realistic scenarios when the jump time and the test time do not exactly
coincide, a severe drop in the power can be observed for the test in the MMN-framework
compared to the situation when jump time and test time coincide. In the LOMN-framework
though, there is only a moderate drop in the power. Note that this comparable better
performance materializes only if the local test is performed before the jump and the jump
direction is negative or the local test is performed after the jump and the jump direction is
positive. However, this connection between the direction of the jump and the test time is
not important for the global test in the LOMN-model.

4. Empirical example for JPM stock quotes

We apply the procedures discussed above to data from actual quotes of JPMorgan Chase
& Co. (with symbol JPM). The sample period is from July 2007 to September 2009 covering
the most turbulent time of the subprime mortgage crisis, where we expect many large
changes in equity prices and corresponding quotes. Thus, the data set is appropriate for a
comparative empirical study of jump tests under MMN and LOMN, respectively.

4.1. Data
We use first-level limit order book data of ask and bid quotes at the highest possible

frequency from the LOBSTER database4, which provides access to reconstructed limit order
book data for NASDAQ traded stocks. First-level means that bid and ask price refer to the
best bid and best ask in the sequel. LOBSTER data has been used in several recent research
papers, e.g., Andersen et al. (2022). The data has at least millisecond precision, which
generally permits an analysis at the highest time resolution possible. In a non-negligible
proportion of cases, there is no change between subsequent quoted bid or ask prices (and
corresponding mid quotes). This is in conflict with both, the LOMN-model and the MMN-
model. We therefore select only those observations where the bid or ask price changes.
Moreover, all quotes before 9:30am or after 4:00pm are discarded. We also exclude the data
during 9:30am and 9:35am for each trading day in order to avoid peculiarities during the
opening period and in view of the reduced reliability of jump detection close to boundaries.
No further data cleaning procedures are performed before we apply the statistics.

As in Lee and Mykland (2012) each considered trading day is split into seven time
intervals. Table 4 reports the averages of the corresponding sample size n per interval, the
estimated noise level q̂ and the estimated variance σ̂2, which is assumed to be constant
within each out of the 3,974 intervals considered in total. All quantities (n, q̂ and σ̂2)
exhibit the expected U-shaped intra-daily seasonal pattern across ask, bid and mid quotes.

4https://lobsterdata.com/
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trading hour 09:35-10 10-11 11-12 12-13 13-14 14-15 15-16 total
ask 13.33 4.74 5.79 6.49 6.01 7.09 10.11 7.65
bid 13.68 5.44 4.56 7.02 8.30 9.04 9.04 8.15
mid 18.07 5.79 2.81 2.46 2.12 4.96 11.70 6.84

Table 5: Rejection frequencies of the 3,974 performed global tests in %.

In line with current research we calibrate the MMN-model to mid quotes having available
data from a limit order book. A comparison with the MMN-model calibrated to trade
prices reconstructed from the limit order book could yield different results due to smaller
sample sizes of trades. The noise levels are estimated using (38). For the LOMN-model,
we employ the same volatility estimator (with same tuning) as in our simulations, while
we use the spectral approach from Bibinger et al. (2014) and Bibinger et al. (2019a) for
volatility estimation in the MMN-model. The estimated volatilities are rather similar across
ask, bid and mid quotes, which is coherent with the idea of the same underlying efficient
log-prices in both models, and should hence not affect the comparison between the jump
tests considerably. While differences in the sample sizes between ask and bid quotes are not
worth mentioning, there are major differences in the sample sizes n between ask and mid
quotes as well as bid and mid quotes, respectively. Since by construction, changes in ask or
bid quotes imply changes of mid quotes, the sample size of the mid quotes is (approximately)
the sum of the sample sizes of ask and bid quotes. Combining bid and ask prices would
hence result in equal sample sizes for the LOMN- and MMN-model. A further difference
between ask and mid quotes as well as bid and mid quotes is the estimated noise level q̂,
which is just half size for mid quotes compared to ask and bid quotes. This is due to the
rather mechanical effect that the tick size for mid quotes is just half the tick size of ask or
bid quotes. In other words, if the best ask or bid changes by one tick (e.g., 0.01$), the mid
quote changes by just half a tick (e.g., 0.005$). As smaller noise levels improve the power
of the tests in our simulations, the lower noise level should favor an analysis based on mid
quotes.

4.2. Summary of empirical results
We perform the global test once for each time interval such that the total number of

intervals is equivalent to the number of performed tests. This is similar to Lee and Mykland
(2012). In contrast to the asymptotic theory, the finite-sample time blocks are chosen on
average a bit smaller for the computation of local averages of mid quotes than for taking local
minima or maxima of ask and bid quotes, respectively. In light of the data characteristics
shown in Table 4 and in line with the small proportionality constant for the MMN-model
suggested in Lee and Mykland (2012), i.e., nhn = 1

19
√

n for q = 0.01%, this is not that
surprising, however. Thus, we fix block lengths in the same way as in our simulations. In
most of the 3,974 cases, there are three observations nhn within one time block for mid
quotes and four observations for ask and bid quotes.

Table 5 presents the testing outcomes in terms of relative rejection frequencies of the
null hypothesis of the global test (no jump) on a significance level of 5%. We observe that
more jumps are detected after opening and before closing. Since more jumps are detected
based on ask or bid quotes than based on mid quotes in total, one expects that particularly
small-sized jumps are not (easily) detected based on mid quotes. However, estimated sizes
of detected jumps are on average slightly smaller for mid quotes compared to ask and bid
quotes. While this seems to be surprising (in view of the asymptotic theory), this results
from the finite-sample comparison due to the finer approximation of the non-observable
Xt based on mid quotes for which time blocks are smaller. Note that also the effect of
pulverization of jumps by pre-averages as illustrated in Section 2.1 can contribute to this
effect. This can for example be the case, if a large-size jump is mistakenly identified as two
adjacent jumps of smaller sizes instead.

There are, moreover, interesting differences in the results stemming from both methods.
During 09:35am-10am and 15am-16am, more jumps are detected by the global test for the
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MMN-model, while the tests for the LOMN-models reject the null hypothesis more frequently
during the day. These differences might put in question our paradigm assuming the same
underlying efficient price with the same jumps for the three different time series. Results
being fully coherent with this idea should rather yield the same detected jumps of larger
absolute sizes and some smaller jumps based on either LOMN- or MMN-data. In many of
the incoherent cases though, the detected jumps are large absolute log-returns, which do
not fully reflect the stylized picture of large directional jumps. Thus, categorizing these
cases into small-sized jumps or false alarms is challenging, which is also true for differences
between jumps inferred from bid and ask quotes. We shed light on these examples in the
next subsection.

Overall, the null hypothesis is more frequently rejected by the tests based on LOMN-data
compared to MMN-data. One possible way of combining ask and bid quotes is to reject the
null hypothesis of the global test (no jump) when at least one of the tests based on local
minima of ask quotes, or local maxima of bid quotes, rejects. This results in a rejection
frequency which is considerably larger than the rejection frequency based on mid quotes.
Considering rejections based on bid quotes only yields 8.15%, and on ask quotes only 7.65%,
such that these values are already larger compared to mid quotes (6.84%). The results thus
support our theoretical finding that more jumps can be detected in the LOMN-model. In
this finite-sample data example, this is not only due to different convergence rates, but also
due to the improved robustness of local order statistics compared to local averages, including
the pulverization of jumps by pre-averages.

Still, the presented results are not fully coherent in the sense that the tests for the
LOMN-model do not always reject the null hypothesis when the test for the MMN-model
does. In fact, in 2.29% of the time intervals we detect jumps only based on mid quotes. Many
of these events that systematically induce some incoherence, however, are due to specific
bounce-back movements of prices which we discuss in the following subsection.

4.3. A closer look at examples
There are several situations when all of the three tests detect a jump in the same time

interval, with the corresponding statistics identifying almost the same time point. Two
typical examples illustrating how stylized large-sized jumps can look like are presented in
Figure 5, where the left panel shows a negative jump and the right panel shows a positive
jump in the log mid quote. The gray areas in Figure 5 provide a rough orientation of the time
of the jump. Interestingly, both jumps are followed by an immediate increase in volatility
suggesting that the efficient log-price process and the volatility process jump simultaneously.
Such examples of instantaneous, large price adjustments, which are clearly in line with the
notion of a jump of (Xt), are coherently found by all considered methods.

We analyze cases with incoherent test decisions next. These are cases where the LOMN-
methods indicate no rejection of the null hypothesis, i.e., they do not detect jumps, while
the test based on the MMN-model points in the opposite direction. This could be seen as
incoherent with the idea of the same underlying efficient price. However, we find that this
discrepancy is frequently explained by rapid bounce-back movements of the observable price
of a few tick sizes magnitude. One extreme example is illustrated in Figure 6 (left panel),
where the bounce-back movement of the price occurs within only the hundredth of a second.
This mid quote movement originated from the almost simultaneous cancellation of 24 ask
orders comprising 5900 shares in total leading to a spontaneous increase of the best ask
price from 49.39$ to 49.48$, followed by an immediate bounce back to 49.35$. It is intuitive
that local averages of mid quotes detect a jump. Conversely, local minima of ask quotes are
more robust to isolated outliers than local averages and thus do not notify a jump in this
example. At the same time, however, similar events occasionally further result in differences
between tests based on local maxima of bid prices and local minima of ask prices. Moreover,
for this example, the null hypothesis is also rejected on a smaller significance level of 1% for
the considered small number of mid quotes per block nhn = 3, while no jump is identified as
soon as the length of time blocks is increased. In our data, there are several patterns similar
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Figure 5: Log mid quotes over time provided in seconds after midnight. Areas highlighted in gray contain
the detected jumps. Left: negative jump on 24th July 2007 detected by all three tests. Right: positive jump
on 30th Jan 2008 detected by all three tests.

to this example which might have been discarded by applying a data cleaning procedure.
However, there is no doubt that the cancellations of the ask orders are real and thus, they
should not be treated as recording errors that have to be removed from the data. Since the
long-term price movement is not affected by this bounce-back effect within a very short time
period, we think that this microstructural effect should not be regarded as a jump of (Xt).
Identifying a jump in such an event could be prevented by combining bid and ask quotes in
a way that we only reject the null if both tests reject. However, the question whether such
price dynamics should be modeled as jumps, or should be categorized in an alternative way,
might depend on the application and concrete research question. This should be thought of
with the statistical model and inference in the context of one another.

Finally, the right panel of Figure 6 highlights an interesting incoherent test decision. This
example addresses the sensitivity of the considered global jump tests with respect to the
lengths of time blocks. Here, both tests based on the LOMN-model detect a jump, which,
however, the MMN-model cannot identify. This is true for the automatically chosen number
of observations per time block nhn = 8 for ask quotes, nhn = 10 for bid quotes and nhn = 7
for mid quotes. However, in case of different choices of the number of mid quotes per time
block, i.e., nhn ∈ {5, 6, 9, . . . , 16, 18, 19, 20}, the picture reverses and the MMN test also
identifies a jump. Hence, in this example, the LOMN-based tests prove to be more robust
with respect to changes of time blocks.

4.4. Insights from the empirical analysis
Overall, we find that the empirical results mostly support our idea to model mid quotes

by the sum of an efficient log-price and MMN, while single ask and bid quotes are modeled
by the sum of the same efficient log-price and one-sided LOMN. We find, however, that some
subtle microstructural effects present in the data can result in minor inconsistencies with
this idea. The coherence of results can surely be increased by reducing the significance level
or by increasing the lengths of the blocks, but the question how to handle these examples
should be relevant for all jump tests based on ultra high-frequency data.

The empirical analysis shows that despite a much faster convergence rate for the detec-
tion of jumps under LOMN, the performance based on mid quotes and the MMN-model
is competitive in finite samples due to the large number of available mid quotes and the
tuning with very small time blocks. Nevertheless, we point out several advantages of us-
ing our new statistical methods with local minima of ask and local maxima of bid quotes.
Our new jump test turns out be more sensitive in practice than the classical one based on
mid quotes. Moreover, local order statistics avoid the pulverization effect that manipulates
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Figure 6: Log mid quotes over time provided in seconds after midnight. Areas highlighted in gray contain
the detected jumps. Left: a situation on 28th June 2007 when the test for the MMN-model detects a jump,
while none test for the LOMN-model detects a jump. Right: a situation on 24th Nov 2008 when both tests
for the LOMN-model detect a jump, while the test for MMN-model does not detect.

jump detection based on local averages of mid quotes. They are shown to be more robust
to bounce-back effects and varying block sizes. In any case, using LOMN-based inference
additionally to mid quotes and classical jump tests provides more information and a more
complete picture of intra-day price jumps.

5. Conclusion

The main insight of this work is that under one-sided noise (LOMN) we can detect smaller
jumps in the efficient price compared to regular market microstructure noise (MMN). We
develop methods to infer jumps of absolute size larger than order n−1/3, when we have n
observed best ask prices. For a fixed jump size, we attain higher power than tests based
on observations with regular market microstructure noise. Moreover, the intricate effect of
pulverization of jumps by pre-averages vanishes using block-wise local minima. Even for
uniformly consistent spot volatility estimation, we do not require conditions on the right
tail or moments of the noise distribution.

Extending the theory to more general noise distributions in future research is certainly
of interest. Instead of (3) we could allow for a general extreme value index at the minimum
and develop methods to estimate it for different assets. In particular, we conjecture that
this extreme value index influences convergence rates and the minimum jump sizes which
can be detected. It might be interesting to investigate if the estimated index is different over
different assets, how large its deviation from the standard value -1 is, and if it is constant
over different time periods. Furthermore, relaxing the independence assumption on the noise
to some weak dependence appears relevant. Working with order statistics, however, such an
extension is completely different than for local averages in case of regular noise and requires
extensive work and new concepts.

Our finite-sample analysis demonstrates that both models (MMN and LOMN) and cor-
responding inference methods can be applied to different time series from the same limit
order book data. As expected we find overall more jumps based on our LOMN-methods and
limit order quotes. We highlight some sound finite-sample properties of local order statis-
tics of bid and ask prices compared to local averages of mid quotes. While it nevertheless
appears difficult to conclude that one approach outperforms the other, we conclude that a
combination of both provides most information. Incoherent test decisions of the different
methods are often due to stylized facts as in the extreme example illustrated left-hand side
in Figure 6, while the methods coherently detect large directional jumps.
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6. Proofs

6.1. Crucial lemmas on the asymptotic distribution of local minima
In the sequel, we write

In
τ = {⌊nτ⌋ + 1, . . . , ⌊nτ⌋ + nhn}, and In

τ− = {⌊nτ⌋ − nhn + 1, . . . , ⌊nτ⌋} .

For sufficiently large n, it holds for all τ ∈ (0, 1) that nhn ≤ ⌊nτ⌋ ≤ n − nhn. The standard
localization procedure in high-frequency statistics allows us to assume that there exists a
(global) constant K, such that

max {|as(ω)|, |σs(ω)|, |Xs(ω)|, |δω(s, x)|/γ(x)} ≤ K ,

for all (ω, s, x) ∈ (Ω,R+,R). We refer to Jacod and Protter (2012), Section 4.4.1, for a
proof.

Lemma 1. For any τ , 0 ≤ τ ≤ 1 − hn, we have that

min
i∈In

τ

(
Yi − Xτ

)
= min

i∈In
τ

(
Mtn

i
+ ϵi − Xτ

)
+ OP

(
h1/2

n

)
,

where Mt = Xτ +
∫ t

τ
στ dWs, t ≥ τ .

Proof. It holds for all i that(
Yi − Xτ

)
−

(
Xtn

i
− Mtn

i

)
=

(
Mtn

i
+ ϵi − Xτ

)
.

In particular, we conclude that

min
i∈In

τ

(
Yi − Xτ

)
− max

i∈In
τ

(
Xtn

i
− Mtn

i

)
≤ min

i∈In
τ

(
Mtn

i
+ ϵi − Xτ

)
.

Changing the roles of
(
Yi −Xτ

)
and

(
Mtn

i
+ϵi −Xτ

)
, we obtain by the two analogous bounds

and the triangle inequality that∣∣∣ min
i∈In

τ

(
Yi − Xτ

)
− min

i∈In
τ

(
Mtn

i
+ ϵi − Xτ

)∣∣∣ ≤ max
i∈In

τ

∣∣Xtn
i

− Mtn
i

∣∣
≤ sup

t∈[τ,τ+hn]

∣∣Xt − Mt

∣∣ ≤ sup
t∈[τ,τ+hn]

∣∣∣Ct − Cτ −
t

∫
τ

στ dWs

∣∣∣ + sup
t∈[τ,τ+hn]

∣∣Jt − Jτ

∣∣ .

We are left to prove that

sup
t∈[τ,τ+hn]

∣∣∣Ct − Cτ −
t

∫
τ

στ dWs

∣∣∣ = OP(h1/2
n ) , (41a)

sup
t∈[τ,τ+hn]

∣∣Jt − Jτ

∣∣ = OP(h1/2
n ) . (41b)

We begin with the first term and decompose

sup
t∈[τ,τ+hn]

∣∣∣Ct − Cτ −
t

∫
τ

στ dWs

∣∣∣ ≤ sup
t∈[τ,τ+hn]

∣∣∣ t

∫
τ
(σs − στ ) dWs

∣∣∣ + sup
t∈[τ,τ+hn]

∫ t

τ

|as|ds .

By Itô’s isometry and Fubini’s theorem we obtain under Assumption 1 that

E
[( ∫ t

τ

(σs − στ ) dWs

)2]
=

∫ t

τ

E
[
(σs − στ )2]

ds
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= O
( ∫ t

τ

(s − τ)2α ds
)

= O
(
(t − τ)2α+1)

.

Applying Doob’s martingale maximal inequality and using that supt∈[τ,τ+hn]
∫ t

τ
|as|ds =

OP(hn), yields that

sup
t∈[τ,τ+hn]

∣∣∣Ct − Cτ −
t

∫
τ

στ dWs

∣∣∣ = OP
(
h(1/2+α)∧1

n

)
,

such that (41a) holds, since α > 0. Next, consider the jump term. Under Assumption 2
with r ≥ 1, we obtain for all t ∈ [τ, τ + hn], with some constant CJ , the bound

E
[∣∣Jt − Jτ

∣∣] ≤ CJ

( ∫ t

τ

∫
R
(γr(x) ∧ 1)λ(dx)ds

)1/r

≤ CJ |t − τ |1/r .

We used Jensen’s inequality. Markov’s inequality yields that

P
(∣∣Jt − Jτ

∣∣ ≥ Cδh1/r
n

)
≤ C−1

δ h−1/r
n E

[∣∣Jt − Jτ

∣∣] ≤ C−1
δ CJ ,

which is bounded from above by δ, if Cδ = (δCJ)−1. This shows that

sup
t∈[τ,τ+hn]

∣∣Jt − Jτ

∣∣ = OP
(
hmax(1/r,1)

n

)
and thus (41b), since r < 2.

Denote by f+ the positive part and by f− the negative part of some real-valued function
f . We use the following lemma from Bibinger (2024), Lemma 6.1, on an expansion of the
cdf of the integrated negative part of a Brownian motion close to zero.
Lemma 2. For a standard Brownian motion (Wt)t≥0, it holds that

P
( ∫ 1

0
(Wt)− dt ≤ x

)
= O(x1/3), x → 0 .

Lemma 3. For any τ , 0 ≤ τ ≤ 1 − hn, we have conditional on στ that

−h−1/2
n min

i∈In
τ

(
Mtn

i
+ ϵi − Xτ

) d−→ HMN(0, σ2
τ ) ,

with Mt defined in Lemma 1.
Proof. We prove pointwise convergence of the survival functions which implies the claimed
convergence in distribution. We begin with similar transformations as in the proof of Propo-
sition 3.2 of Bibinger et al. (2016). Conditional on στ means that we can treat στ as a
constant here. For x ∈ R, we have that

P
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h−1/2
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> xστ
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i
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)
+ h−1/2

n σ−1
τ ϵi

)
> x

)
= E
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n στ

(
x − h−1/2

n (Wtn
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|FX

)]

= E
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exp
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log
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where we have used the tower rule for conditional expectations, and that ϵi
iid∼ Fη. We use

the illustration

Wtn
i

− Wτ =
i−⌊nτ⌋∑

j=1
Ũj , Ũj

iid∼ N (0, n−1), j ≥ 2, Ũ1 ∼ N
(
0, tn

⌊nτ⌋+1 − τ
)

,

Uj = h−1/2
n Ũj

iid∼ N
(
0, (nhn)−1)

, j ≥ 2, U1 ∼ N
(
0, h−1

n

(
tn
⌊nτ⌋+1 − τ

))
,

and a Riemann sum approximation with a standard Brownian motion (Bt). We obtain with
(3), a first-order Taylor expansion of z 7→ log(1 − z), and dominated convergence that

P
(

h−1/2
n min

i∈In
τ

(
Mtn

i
+ ϵi − Xτ

)
> xστ

)
=

= E
[

exp
(

− h1/2
n στ η

⌊nτ⌋+nhn∑
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(
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Uj

)
+

(1 + O(1))
)]

= E
[

exp
(

− h1/2
n nhnστ η

∫ 1

0
(Bt − x)− dt (1 + O(1))

)]
.

Instead of setting hn ∝ n−2/3 as in Bibinger et al. (2016), and trying to deal with the very
involved distribution in this case, observe that

P
(

h−1/2
n min

i∈In
τ

(
Mtn

i
+ ϵi − Xτ

)
> xστ

)
=

P
(

inf
0≤t≤1

Bt ≥ x
)

+ E
[
1

(
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0≤t≤1
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)
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(
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n nhnστ η

∫ 1

0
(Bt − x)− dt (1 + O(1))

)]
= P

(
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0≤t≤1
Bt ≥ x

)
+ O(1) , (42)

when nh
3/2
n → ∞. The leading term becomes simpler in this case when the minimum of the

Brownian motion over the interval dominates the noise compared to a choice of hn ∝ n−2/3.
However, since we do not have a lower bound for

∫ 1
0 (Bt − x)− dt, we need a careful estimate

to show that the remainder term indeed tends to zero. Using that the first entry time Tx of
(Bt) in x, conditional on {inf0≤t≤1 Bt < x}, has a bounded, continuous conditional density
f(t|Tx < 1), we use Lemma 2 and properties of the Brownian motion what yields for any
δ > 0 that

E
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≤ P
(
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n n
)−1+δ

)
+ bn = O

((
h3/2

n nb−1
n
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3 + bn

)
,

holds true with any sequence (bn), bn ∈ (0, 1). We apply Lemma 2 in the last step. Choosing
bn minimal yields that

E
[
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(
inf

0≤t≤1
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)
exp
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n nσ(k−1)hn
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0
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4
)

,

almost surely. From the unconditional Lévy distribution of Tx, f(s|Tx < 1) is explicit, but
its precise form does not influence the asymptotic order. We have verified (42).

It is well known that by the reflection principle it holds that

P
(

− inf
0≤t≤1

Bt ≥ x
)

= P
(

sup
0≤t≤1

Bt ≥ x
)

= 2P
(
B1 ≥ x

)
= P

(
|B1| ≥ x

)
,

for x ≥ 0, and since |B1| ∼ HN(0, 1), we conclude the result.

6.2. Uniformly consistent spot volatility estimation
In the sequel, we write An ≲ Bn for two real sequences, if there exists some n0 ∈ N and

a constant K, such that An ≤ KBn, for all n ≥ n0. With the estimate from Lemma 1 and
using (41a) under the stronger condition that (σt) is Hölder continuous with regularity α,
we obtain with the process
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n ⌋hn

+
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Subtracting Xrhn
from mr,n and mr−1,n in differences mr,n − mr−1,n, we obtain with this

error bound that
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r−1,n)2
∣∣∣∣ = OP

(
hα∧1/2

n

)
,

with

m̃r,n = min
i∈In

r

(
ϵi + σ(r−1)hn

(Wtn
i

− Wrhn)
)

, and

m̃∗
r−1,n = min

i∈In
r−1

(
ϵi − σ(r−1)hn

(Wrhn − Wtn
i
)
)

.

Denote by Eσ(k−1)hn
expectations with respect to conditional probability measures given

σ(k−1)hn
. The remainder of the proof relies on a maximum and a moment inequality, for

which we use that the conditional moments of m̃r,n satisfy

Eσ(r−1)hn

[∣∣h−1/2
n m̃r,n

∣∣p]
= p

∫ ∞

0
xp Pσ(r−1)hn

(
|h−1/2

n m̃r,n| > x
)

dx
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= p

∫ ∞

0
xp Pσ(r−1)hn

(
σ(r−1)hn

sup
0≤t≤1

Bt > x
)

dx + OP(1)

= p

∫ ∞

0
xp Pσ(r−1)hn

(
σ(r−1)hn

|B1| > x
)

dx + OP(1)

= σp
(r−1)hn

Mp + OP(1) ,

with Mp the moments of the standard half-normal distribution. We have used Lemma 3.
We conclude the existence of all moments of m̃r,n, and analogously for m̃∗

r,n. We use a
generalization of Rosenthal’s inequality which states for i.i.d. random variables Y1, . . . , YN ,
with zero mean and E[|Y1|p] < ∞, p ∈ N, that

E
[∣∣∣ N∑

i=1
Yi

∣∣∣p]
≤ Cp max

( N∑
i=1

E[|Yi|p] ,
( N∑

i=1
E[Y 2

i ]
)p/2)

,

with some constant Cp depending on p, such that for p > 2, it holds that

E
[∣∣∣ 1

N

N∑
i=1

Yi

∣∣∣p]
≲ N−p/2 .

By Burkholder (1973) the inequality extends to martingale increments. Note that while
m̃r,n and m̃∗

r,n are correlated for the same r, (m̃r,n) is a sequence of uncorrelated random
variables and we conclude that

E
[∣∣∣ 1

Kn

Kn∑
r=1

((
h−1/2

n m̃r,n

)2 − Eσ(r−1)hn

[(
h−1/2

n m̃r,n

)2])∣∣∣p
]
≲ K−p/2

n ,

and analogous bounds when replacing m̃r,n by m̃∗
r−1,n, or m̃r,nm̃∗

r−1,n. By the tower rule
for conditional expectations, the considered random variables in the sum have mean zero.
With the Markov inequality we hence obtain for all ϵ > 0 that

P
(

Kγ
n max

k=1,...,h−1
n −1

∣∣∣ 1
Kn

k−1∑
r=(k−Kn)∧1

( h−1
n π

2(π − 2)
(
m̃r,n − m̃∗

r−1,n

)2
)

− Ψn(σ2
(r−1)hn

)
∣∣∣ > ϵ

)

≤ h−1
n

(
P

(
Kγ−1

n

∣∣∣ Kn∑
r=1

((
h−1/2

n m̃r,n

)2 − Eσ(r−1)hn

[(
h−1/2

n m̃r,n

)2])∣∣∣ >
ϵ

3

)

+
(
P

(
Kγ−1

n

∣∣∣ Kn∑
r=1

((
h−1/2

n m̃∗
r−1,n

)2 − Eσ(r−1)hn

[(
h−1/2

n m̃∗
r−1,n

)2])∣∣∣ >
ϵ

3

)

+
(
P

(
Kγ−1

n

∣∣∣ Kn∑
r=1

(
2h−1/2

n m̃r,nm̃∗
r−1,n − Eσ(r−1)hn

[
2h−1/2

n m̃r,nm̃∗
r−1,n

])∣∣∣ >
ϵ

3

))

≲ h−1
n

(
E

[∣∣∣Kγ−1
n

Kn∑
r=1

((
h−1/2

n m̃r,n

)2 − Eσ(r−1)hn

[(
h−1/2

n m̃r,n

)2])∣∣∣p
]

+ E
[∣∣∣Kγ−1

n

Kn∑
r=1

((
h−1/2

n m̃∗
r−1,n

)2 − Eσ(r−1)hn

[(
h−1/2

n m̃∗
r−1,n

)2])∣∣∣p
]

+ E
[∣∣∣Kγ−1

n

Kn∑
r=1

(
2h−1/2

n m̃r,nm̃∗
r−1,n − Eσ(r−1)hn

[
2h−1/2

n m̃r,nm̃∗
r−1,n

])∣∣∣p
]

≲ K(γ−1/2)p
n h−1

n → 0 .
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Choosing p sufficiently large, the term converges to zero as n → ∞. For (σt) being Hölder
continuous with regularity α, we have that

max
k=1,...,h−1

n −1

∣∣∣ 1
Kn

k−1∑
r=(k−Kn)∧1

σ2
(r−1)hn

− σ2
(k−1)hn

∣∣∣
= max

k=1,...,h−1
n −1

∣∣∣ 1
Kn

k−1∑
r=(k−Kn)∧1

(
σ2

(r−1)hn
− σ2

(k−1)hn

)∣∣∣
= OP

(
K−1

n

Kn∑
j=1

(jhn)α
)

= OP
(
(Knhn)α

)
= OP

(
K−1/2

n

)
.

By the differentiability of Ψn( · ), based on Eq. (A.35) from Bibinger et al. (2016), a local
approximation of the volatility in the argument of Ψn is asymptotically negligible as well.
This finishes the proof of Proposition 2.1.

6.3. Asymptotic distribution of jump estimates
By Lemmas 1 and 3, we obtain for any τ , 0 ≤ τ ≤ 1 − hn, conditional on στ , that

−h−1/2
n

(
min
i∈In

τ

Yi − Xτ

)
d−→ HMN(0, σ2

τ ) . (43a)

With Mt = Xτ− −
∫ τ−

t
στ− dWs, a completely analogous proof as for Lemmas 1 and 3, using

that (−Wt) is as well a Brownian motion, shows that for any τ , hn ≤ τ ≤ 1, conditional on
στ , it holds true that

−h−1/2
n

(
min

i∈In
τ−

Yi − Xτ−

)
d−→ HMN(0, σ2

τ−) . (43b)

Moreover, by the strong Markov property of (Ws) and since the (ϵi) are i.i.d., covariances
of the statistics in (43a) and (43b) for hn ≤ τ ≤ 1 − hn vanish, such that we deduce joint
weak convergence. For any τ ∈ (0, 1), hn ≤ τ ≤ 1 − hn holds true for sufficiently large n.
Continuous mapping readily yields (21).
We show that, when not conditioning on στ , the convergences in (43a) and (43b) are stable
in law with respect to the σ-field FX . The proof is analogous for both sequences, and we
restrict to the first one. The stable convergence is equivalent to the joint weak convergence
of αn = −h

−1/2
n mini∈In

τ
(Yi − Xτ ) with any FX -measurable, bounded random variable Z.

That is,

E [Zg(αn)] → E [Zg(α)] = E[Z]E [g(α)] (44)

as n → ∞, for any continuous bounded function g, and

α = στ |U | , (45)

with U ∼ N (0, 1) being independent of FX . By Lemma 1 it suffices to prove this for
α̃n = −h

−1/2
n mini∈In

τ

(
Mtn

i
+ ϵi − Xτ

)
, and Z measurable w.r.t. σ(

∫ t

0 σs dWs, 0 ≤ t ≤ 1).
Define the sequence of intervals An = [(τ − hn) ∨ 0, (τ + hn) ∧ 1], and consider the sequences
of decompositions

C̃(n)t =
∫ t

0
1An(s) σs dWs , C̄(n)t = Ct − C̃(n)t ,

of (
∫ t

0 σs dWs)t≥0. If Hn denotes the σ-field generated by C̄(n)t and F0, then
(
Hn

)
n

is an
isotonic sequence with

∨
n Hn = σ(

∫ t

0 σs dWs, 0 ≤ t ≤ 1). Since E[Z|Hn] → Z in L1(P), it
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suffices to show that

E[Zg(α̃n)] → E[Z g(α)] = E[Z]E[g(α)] , (46)

for Z being Hq-measurable for some q. Since, for all n ≥ q, conditional on Hq, α̃n has a law
independent of C̄(n)t, we obtain with the tower rule of conditional expectations:

lim
n→∞

E[Zg(α̃n)] = lim
n→∞

E
[
E[Zg(α̃n)|Hq]

]
= lim

n→∞
E

[
ZE[g(α̃n)|Hq]

]
= lim

n→∞
E[Z]E[g(α̃n)] = E[Z]E[g(α)] ,

for Z being Hq-measurable where we can use Lemma 3 in the last step. The stability allows
to conclude (23) from (20) and the analogous consistency of the truncated version of (10)
with (43a) and (43b). This completes the proof of Theorem 1.

6.4. Asymptotic distribution under the null hypothesis of the global test
To prove the asymptotic result for the global test, we establish the extreme value conver-

gence for the maximum of i.i.d. random variables distributed as the absolute difference of two
independent, standard half-normally distributed random variables in the next proposition.
This is based on classical extreme value theory and an expansion of convolution tails.

Proposition 6.1. Let (V1, . . . , Vn, Ṽ1, . . . , Ṽn) be a 2n-dimensional vector of i.i.d. standard
normally distributed random variables. It holds true that

max1≤i≤n

∣∣|Vi| − |Ṽi|
∣∣ − bn

an

d−→ Λ , (47)

where Λ denotes the standard Gumbel distribution, with the sequences

an = 1√
2 log(2n)

, and bn =
√

2 log(2n) + δn , with δn = − log(π log(2n))√
2 log(2n)

. (48)

Proof. Denote with g the density of |V1|−|Ṽ1| on the positive real line and G and Ḡ = 1−G
the associated cdf and survival function, respectively. For g(x), x > 0, we compute

g(x) = 2
π

∫ ∞

0
e−u2/2 e−(x+u)2/2 du

=
√

2
π

e−x2/4
∫ ∞

x/
√

2
e−v2/2 dv

= 2√
π

e−x2/4
(

1 − Φ
(
x/

√
2
))

=
√

1
π

e−x2/4 erfc(x/2) ,

with Φ the cdf of the standard normal distribution and

Φ(x) = 1 + erf(x/
√

2)
2 , erfc(x) = 1 − erf(x) .

For asymptotic equivalence of two positive functions f and g, we write f ≍ g, which means
that

lim
x→∞

f(x)
g(x) = 1 .
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Based on l’Hôpital’s rule we obtain that

erfc(x) ≍ e−x2

√
πx

,

and conclude that

g(x) ≍ 2
π

e−x2/2

x
.

Based on l’Hôpital’s rule, we obtain that the associated survival function Ḡ satisfies

Ḡ(x) =
∫ ∞

x

g(t) dt ≍ 2
π

e−x2/2

x2 .

By Equation (1.2.4) of de Haan and Ferreira (2006),

max1≤i≤n

(
|Vi| − |Ṽi|

)
− bn

an

d−→ Λ , (49)

is satisfied with some sequences (an) and (bn), if there exists a function f , such that for all
x ∈ R, the survival function Ḡ satisfies

lim
t↑x∗

Ḡ(t + xf(t))
Ḡ(t)

= e−x . (50)

x∗ is the right end-point of the distribution which is x∗ = +∞ here. In this case, (50) is
satisfied with f(t) = t−1, since

lim
t↑∞

Ḡ
(

t + x
t

)
Ḡ(t)

= lim
t↑∞

(
t + x

t

)−2
exp

(
− t2/2 − x − x2/(2t2)

)
t−2e−t2/2 = e−x , ∀ x ∈ R .

We show that (49) applies with

an = 1√
2 log(n)

, and bn =
√

2 log(n) + δn , with δn = − log(π log(n))√
2 log(n)

. (51)

We can determine (an) and (bn) based on

lim
n→∞

n Ḡ(ant + bn) = − log(Λ(t)) = e−t , (52)

or use bn = U(n), with U the general notation for the left-continuous generalized inverse of
1/(1 − G), see Remark 1.1.9 in de Haan and Ferreira (2006). Setting bn =

√
2 log(n) + δn,

with a null sequence δn, yields that

n ≍ π

2 b2
n eb2

n/2 ≍ π log(n) exp
(

log(n) +
√

2 log(n)δn

)
,

and we find that the identity holds true for

δn = − log(π log(n))√
2 log(n)

.

Computing nU ′(n), starting with U(n) = bn, gives for the sequence (an) that

an = (2 log(n))−1/2 .
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We exploit the symmetry of the distribution to conclude (47) readily from (49), see Lemma
1 in Bibinger (2021) for a more detailed argument.

Let us point out that the sequences an and bn are different compared to the Gumbel con-
vergence in the standard normal case, see Bibinger (2021) for a comparison and discussion.
These differences are of course crucial.

The triangle inequality yields for all k = 1, . . . , h−1
n − 1, that∣∣mk,n − mk−1,n

∣∣ ≤
∣∣mk,n − m̃k,n

∣∣ +
∣∣m̃∗

k−1,n − mk−1,n

∣∣ +
∣∣m̃k,n − m̃∗

k−1,n

∣∣.
By an analogous bound starting with

∣∣m̃k,n − m̃∗
k−1,n

∣∣, and elementary transformations, we
obtain that ∣∣∣∣ max

k=1,...,h−1
n −1

∣∣mk,n − mk−1,n

∣∣ − max
k=1,...,h−1

n −1

∣∣m̃k,n − m̃∗
k−1,n

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ max

k=1,...,h−1
n −1

∣∣mk,n − m̃k,n

∣∣ + max
k=1,...,h−1

n −1

∣∣mk,n − m̃∗
k,n

∣∣
≤ 2 sup

t,s: |t−s|≤hn

∣∣∣ ∫ s

t

(σu − σs) dWu

∣∣∣ + 2 sup
t,s: |t−s|≤hn

∫ s

t

|au| du

= OP
(
h1/2+α

n log(h−1
n )

)
= OP

(
h1/2

n

(
log(2h−1

n )
)−1/2)

,

using that (σt) is Hölder continuous with exponent α. For the difference between statistics
with estimated and true volatilities we use the estimate∣∣∣∣ max

k=1,...,h−1
n −1

∣∣m̃k,n − m̃∗
k−1,n

∣∣
σ̂khn

− max
k=1,...,h−1

n −1

∣∣m̃k,n − m̃∗
k−1,n

∣∣
σkhn

∣∣∣∣
≤ max

k=1,...,h−1
n −1

∣∣m̃k,n − m̃∗
k−1,n

∣∣
σkhn

max
k=1,...,h−1

n −1

∣∣∣σkhn

σ̂khn

− 1
∣∣∣ .

The uniform consistency of the spot volatility estimator yields that

max
k=1,...,h−1

n −1

∣∣m̃k,n − m̃∗
k−1,n

∣∣
σ̂khn

= max
k=1,...,h−1

n −1

∣∣m̃k,n − m̃∗
k−1,n

∣∣
σkhn

+ OP

((
log(2h−1

n )
)−1/2

)
.

Based on these two preliminary approximation steps, we obtain that

n1/3 max
k=1,...,h−1

n −1

∣∣mk,n − mk−1,n

∣∣
σ̂khn

= h−1/2
n

√
2 log(2h−1

n − 2) max
k=1,...,h−1

n −1

∣∣mk,n − mk−1,n

∣∣
σ̂khn

= h−1/2
n

√
2 log(2h−1

n − 2) max
k=1,...,h−1

n −1

∣∣m̃k,n − m̃∗
k−1,n

∣∣
σ̂khn

+ OP(1)

=
√

2 log(2h−1
n − 2) max

k=1,...,h−1
n −1

∣∣h−1/2
n m̃k,n − h

−1/2
n m̃∗

k−1,n

∣∣
σkhn

+ OP(1) .

For any fix K, by the independence between statistics on different blocks and Lemma
3, the vector h

−1/2
n (m̃k,n − m̃∗

k−1,n)1≤k≤K converges in distribution to a vector (|Uk| −
|U∗

k−1|)1≤k≤K , with two sequences of independent normally distributed random variables
(Uk) and (U∗

k ), with Uk and U∗
k correlated only for the same index k.

Using continuous mapping and the Skorokhod representation we derive that

n1/3 T BHR(Y0, Y1 . . . , Yn) = n1/3 max
k=1,...,h−1

n −1

∣∣∣mk,n − mk−1,n

σ̂khn

∣∣∣
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=
√

2 log(2h−1
n − 2) max

k=1,...,h−1
n −1

∣∣|Uk| − |U∗
k−1|

∣∣ + OP(1) ,

where (Uk)k=1,...,h−1
n −1 and (U∗

k )k=1,...,h−1
n −1 are i.i.d. sequences of standard normally dis-

tributed random variables, with Uk and U∗
j independent for k ̸= j. The Gumbel convergence

shown in Proposition 6.1 generalizes from an i.i.d. to a 1-dependent non-i.i.d. sequence as
shown in Watson (1954). As h−1

n → ∞, we can thus apply Proposition 6.1 replacing n by
the number of differences between blocks, h−1

n − 1. This proves (28).

6.5. Proofs of consistency of the tests
We are left to prove the consistency of the tests, (32) and (26). Under the alternative

hypothesis, there is some k∗ ∈ {1, . . . , h−1
n − 2} with θ ∈ (k∗hn, (k∗ + 1)hn), such that Xt

admits a jump at time θ ∈ (0, 1): |∆Xθ| = |∆Jθ| = |Jθ − Jθ−| > 0. By standard bounds for
the jump component, we have that

min
i∈In

k∗
Yi = min

i∈In
k∗

(
J i

n
+ C i

n
+ ϵi

)
= min

(
min

i: i
n ∈(k∗hn,θ)

(
J i

n
+ C i

n
+ ϵi

)
, min

i: i
n ∈[θ,(k∗+1)hn)

(
J i

n
+ C i

n
+ ϵi

))
= min

((
Jθ− + min

i: i
n ∈(k∗hn,θ)

(
C i

n
+ ϵi

))
,
(

Jθ + min
i: i

n ∈[θ,(k∗+1)hn)

(
C i

n
+ ϵi

)))
+ OP

(
h1/2

n

)
,

where the remainder is due to possible additional jumps on (k∗hn, (k∗ + 1)hn). We obtain
the elementary lower bound

min
i∈In

k∗
Yi ≥ min

(
Jθ−, Jθ

)
+ min

i∈In
k∗

(
C i

n
+ ϵi

)
+ OP

(
h1/2

n

)
,

and the upper bound

min
i∈In

k∗
Yi ≤ min

(
Jθ−, Jθ

)
+ max

(
min

i: i
n ∈(k∗hn,θ)

(
C i

n
+ ϵi

)
, min

i: i
n ∈[θ,(k∗+1)hn)

(
C i

n
+ ϵi

))
+ OP

(
h1/2

n

)
= min

(
Jθ−, Jθ

)
+ min

i∈In
k∗

(
C i

n
+ ϵi

)
+ OP

(
h1/2

n

)
,

since we know that the difference between the two minima in the maximum is OP
(
h

1/2
n

)
. In

case that ∆Jθ > 0, we obtain that

min
i∈In

k∗+1

Yi − min
i∈In

k∗
Yi = ∆Jθ + min

i∈In
k∗+1

(
C i

n
+ ϵi

)
− min

i∈In
k∗

(
C i

n
+ ϵi

)
+ OP

(
h1/2

n

)
= ∆Jθ + OP

(
h1/2

n

)
,

while for ∆Jθ < 0, we obtain that

min
i∈In

k∗
Yi − min

i∈In
k∗−1

Yi = ∆Jθ + min
i∈In

k∗

(
C i

n
+ ϵi

)
− min

i∈In
k∗−1

(
C i

n
+ ϵi

)
+ OP

(
h1/2

n

)
= ∆Jθ + OP

(
h1/2

n

)
.

Under the alternative hypothesis in Theorem 2, we thus have that

n1/3 max
k=1,...,h−1

n −1

∣∣∣mk,n − mk−1,n

σ̂khn

∣∣∣ ≥ n1/3 |∆Xθ|
σθ

(
1 + OP(1)

)
+ OP

(
n1/3h1/2

n

)
,

30



with θ ∈ (0, 1), for which lim infn→∞ nβ |∆Xθ| > 0, for some β < 1/3. The consistency of
the global test, (32), now follows from

n1/3 max
k=1,...,h−1

n −1

∣∣∣mk,n − mk−1,n

σ̂khn

∣∣∣ ≥ n1/3 |∆Xθ|
supt∈[0,1] σt

(
1 + OP(1)

)
+ OP

(√
log(2h−1

n )
)

= n1/3−β nβ |∆Xθ|
supt∈[0,1] σt

(
1 + OP(1)

)
+ OP

(√
log(2h−1

n )
)

P−→ ∞ ,

since 1/3 − β > 0 and lim infn→∞ nβ |∆Xθ| > 0. This completes the proof of Theorem 2.
The consistency of the local test, (26), follows with similar considerations:

h−1/2
n

∣∣∣ X̂τ

σ̂τ+
− X̂τ−

σ̂τ−

∣∣∣ = h−1/2
n

∣∣∣ Jτ

σ̂τ+
− Jτ−

σ̂τ−

∣∣∣ − OP(1)

= h−1/2
n

(∣∣∣Jτ στ− − Jτ−στ

στ στ−

∣∣∣ + OP(1)
)

− OP(1)

P−→ ∞ ,

since (σt) is uniformly bounded and |Jτ στ− − Jτ−στ | > 0 under the alternative hypothesis.
Since the asymptotic level α of the test readily follows from Theorem 1, Corollary 2.2 is
proved.
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