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Abstract

In this paper, we introduce a novel nonstationary price staleness factor model allowing for

market friction pervasive across assets and possible input covariates. With large panel high-

frequency data, we give the maximum likelihood estimators of the regressing coefficients,

and the factors and their loading parameters, which recovers the time-varying price stale

probability and an integrated functional of the price staleness over two assets. The asymp-

totic results are obtained when both the dimension d and the sampling frequency n diverge

simultaneously. With the local principal component analysis (LPCA) method, we find that

the efficient price co-volatilities (systematic and idiosyncratic), are biased downward due

to the presence of staleness. Bias corrected estimators of the systematic and idiosyncratic

covolatities (spot and integrated) are provided and proved to be consistent. Interestingly,

beside their dependence on the dimensionality d, the integrated estimates converge with a

factor of n−1/2 though the local PCA estimates converge with a factor of n−1/4, validat-

ing the aggregation efficiency after nonlinear nonstationary factor analysis. But the bias

correction degrade the convergence rates of the estimated (spot or integrated) systematic

covolatilies. Numerical experiments justify our theoretical findings. Empirically, we observe

that the staleness correction indeed leads to higher in-sample systematic volatility estimates,

but a reduced out-of-sample portfolio risk almost uniformly in tested gross exposure levels.

Keywords: Staleness; High-frequency data; Continuous-time factor model; Large volatility

matrix
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1 Introduction

Price staleness refers to the phenomenon that asset prices are not updated as frequently as

expected. One explanation is that it is caused by market friction that leads to sluggish price

dynamics. As typically in absence of arbitrage opportunities, the asset price evolves as a semi-

martingale, and hence the path regularity demonstrates stochastic continuity. In particular,

if the semimartingale is continuous driven by Brownian motions, the high-frequency returns

shrink in square root of the time lag. However, the empirical evidence as in Bandi et al. (2017)

shows that a large incidence of excessively small returns (smaller than a semimartingale implies)

happen, demonstrating clear contradiction with semimartingale type behavior and indicating

the presence of price staleness.

Staleness probability, statistically measured as the relative frequency of zero returns (zeros),

is influenced by two primary factors: zero or near-zero trading volume and price discretization

(Bandi et al. 2020). This concept provides valuable insights into the frictions within the trading

process and their determinants (e.g., liquidity), making it crucial for understanding the asset

price process and uncovering economic signals. Since Bandi et al. (2017) investigated into zeros

using intraday data in a continuous-time setting, the literature on staleness has been starting

to expand, c.f., Kolokolov et al. (2020), Phillips and Yu (2023), Zhu and Liu (2024). For ease

of presentation, let tj and tj−1 be two adjacent sampling times, a widely used model in theory

and applications for the observed log price of an asset is as follows.

Ỹtj = Ytj (1−Btj ) + Ỹtj−1Btj , (1)

where Btj is a Bernoulli random variable indicating the price updating depending on its value

being one or zero. The second term is the sluggish price term depicting a likelihood that price

staleness happens. The first term is an efficient price term and Yt is a semimartingale as usual.

But most studies focused on univariate series or multivariate processes of fixed dimension,

while Bandi et al. (2024) found that the lack of price updating have a systematic component

and thus pervasive across stocks. That being said, price staleness has cross-sectional correlation

structure. It was also emphasized in the aforementioned works that zeros are as informative as

volatilities and heavily detrimental for reliable inference on the efficient price dynamics like the

volatility. Therefore, understanding and properly modeling the joint dynamics of the price stale

probability of a large pool of assets are of vital importance in statistical theory and financial
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applications.

To the best of knowledge, so far there isn’t any paper on modeling the large-dimensional price

staleness across high-dimensional asset price processes with large panel high-frequency data.

This is a first motivation of the present paper. The rare paper Bandi et al. (2024) only gives a

motivational study for the existence of price co-staleness and proposed statistical indicators to

measure and explain the empirical patterns. Yet they assume that zero (or near-zero) returns

occur simultaneously across all assets at each time stamp which is restrictive. In reality, there

may be delays in the transmission of illiquid information across assets though contemporary

occurrence probability of stale prices for all assets is positive, and simultaneous zeros for all

assets are rare, especially at high frequencies for high-dimensional price processes. They also

assumed that the systematic staleness is constant and driven by only one factor, which is not

flexible enough. As shown in Figure 1, the principal components of cross-sectional staleness

for a intraday pattern demonstrate clear time variation. Systematic staleness is influenced by

multiple factors, with the first factor accounting for only 35.9% of the variation and the first

six factors cumulatively explaining about 76.8% of the total variation.
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Figure 1: Principal components of intraday cross-sectional staleness. Notes. These graphs display the first six
principal components extracted from the average intraday staleness of 152 stocks in March 2014. Each graph
also includes the cumulative percentage of variation explained by the corresponding principal component. Spot
staleness was estimated using the localized block method.

In this article, we formally introduce a novel nonlinear continuous-time model for high-

dimensional staleness process, termed the staleness factor model (SFM). The model maps ex-
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ogenous covariates and unobservable factors using a general link function (e.g., logit or probit).

We set the covariates and factors as general Itô semimartingales, which are generally nonsta-

tionary. There are several merits of this model. First, via the link function and modeling a

function of staleness probability with covariates and common factors, it is natural to explain

the price-stale pervasiveness. Even common flat prices are not observed across all assets, the

probability does not vanish making delayed flat price arrivals interpretable. Moreover, how

the probabilities differ for distinct assets is clearly characterized by the price staleness factors.

Second, the price-stale factors and even the covariate processes are allowed to be time-varying

and thus more flexible and empirically supported. The resulting high-dimensional price trajec-

tory is a superposition of a high-dimensional Brownian semimartingale and a high-dimensional

Bernoulli process counting the zero high-frequency returns with the law of the high-dimensional

staleness factor model, see Section 2.1 for details. Based on this model, we can analyze the

systematic staleness factors in a large cross-section and the influence of exogenous variables.

Besides the nonlinearity, a great difference with existing continuous-time factor models, such as

those in Ait-Sahalia and Xiu (2017), Pelger (2019), and Kong (2017, 2018), is that the multi-

variate factor process as well as the price stale probability process are in their integrated form

and can not be differenced because the price staleness probability (the probability that Btj = 1)

can not be observed. This causes challenge to the inference since the high-frequency global prin-

cipal component analysis (GPCA) and the local principal component analysis (LPCA) methods

(Kong et al. 2023) taken on differenced simimartingales are not applicable any more. This is

tackled in the present paper. To estimate the nonlinear nonstationary staleness factor model,

we employ a maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) procedure. We examine the asymptotic

properties of the estimators when the dimension d and sample size n approach infinity. The

estimator of the staleness probability has an error bound of order min(
√
n,

√
d)−1, while the

integrated version achieves the accuracy of order n−1/2, consistent with the efficiency rate of

the estimated volatility functionals theoretically underpinned in Jacod and Rosenbaum (2013).

Notably, our estimator does not suffer from biases due to nonlinearity, volatility of volatility,

and edge effects associated with aggregating the local estimates of staleness.

High-dimensional volatility matrix estimation is crucial for constructing large portfolios,

risk management, pricing financial instruments, and estimating risk premiums for various risk

factors. Natural questions under the framework of our newly proposed model arise. A first

fundamental problem, with the superpositioned price staleness factor model making the semi-

4



martingale property biased, is how to estimate the efficient price volatility matrix contributed

by the semimartingale component? A second interesting question is what is effect of the price

staleness on the estimated efficient price volatilities (systematic and/or idiosyncratic)? The

present paper aims at answering these questions. The first estimator of large sparse volatility

matrix using high-frequency data was introduced by Wang and Zou (2010). This estimator has

been refined and extensively studied by Tao et al. (2013) and Kim et al. (2018). Improved esti-

mation can be achieved by imposing a low-rank plus sparse structure (e.g., Ait-Sahalia and Xiu

2017; Kong 2018; Fan and Kim 2018, 2019; Dai et al. 2019; Chen et al. 2020), see also Chen

(2024), Li et al. (2024), and Chen et al. (2024). But the estimation of the efficient price volatil-

ity matrix has been overlooked in the presence of staleness. This oversight could introduce bias

in the volatility matrix estimation when staleness is high. This is a second motivation of the

present paper.

This article estimates spot systematic and idiosyncratic volatility of the efficient price pro-

cesses using local factor analysis as well as their integrated versions by aggregating the non-

overlapping local volatility proxies. We observe that while the estimated covolatilities are biased,

the volatility estimates remain unbiased. We also derived the concentration-type inequalities

for spot volatility matrix and its inverse. After locally correcting the bias due to the price

staleness, we obtain a consistent and unbiased estimator. It is interesting to preview two re-

sults: 1) the staleness correction worsens the convergence rates of the volatility estimates in a

factor of dimension d; more precisely, the staleness-corrected estimates of the systematic co-

volatilities (spot or integrated) have lower convergence rate (d−1/2 in d) than the uncorrected

(d−1 in d); nevertheless, the bias-corrected estimates are consistent, and our empirical studies

demonstrate that the staleness correction leads to reduced out-of-sample portfolio risk almost

uniformly in tested gross exposure levels; 2) the factors in the sample size n of the convergence

rates of the integrated estimates are much smaller than those of the spot estimates, validating

the aggregation efficiency after nonlinear factor analysis.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the SFM, presenting

the model estimation procedure and key theoretical results. Section 3 outlines the estimation

procedure for effective price volatility matrices along with the corresponding theoretical results.

Section 4 offers a simulation study evaluating finite-sample performance. Section 5 contains our

empirical analysis. Section 6 concludes. All proofs and supplementary results are provided in

the Supplementary Appendix.
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To end this section, we introduce some notations that are used throughout the paper. We

use ‖A‖ to represent the spectral norm of a matrix A or the Euclidean norm of a vector

A. The Frobenius norm of a matrix A is denoted by ‖A‖F . The L1 norm of a matrix A is

defined as maxj
∑

i |Aij | and the weighted quadratic norm ‖A‖Σ is d−1/2‖Σ−1/2AΣ−1/2‖F . Let

a ∧ b = min{a, b} and a ∨ b = max{a, b}. 1d is a vector that all elements are 1. rmin(A) and

rmax(A) are the minimum and maximum eigenvalues of A, respectively, ordered in λmax(A) =

λ1(A) ≥ λ2(A) ≥ ... ≥ λmin(A). C is a generic positive constant that may vary from line to line.

Ir is an r-dimensional identity matrix. The operator ◦ represents Hadamard product and ⊗

stands for Kronecker product. We use
P−→, L|F , and Ls|F to denote convergence in probability,

F-conditional convergence in law (i.e., weak convergence), and F-conditional stable convergence

in law, respectively. For any function f , f (i) is the ith order derivative of f . We specify the

structure of the σ-field F . We have the following flows of information on F : 1) (F (p)
t )t≥0 is

the natural filtration associated with the staleness probability process; 2) F (b)
tj ,n

is the σ-algebra

generated by the random variables bt0,n, bt1,n, · · · , btj ,n, which is a discrete filtration associated

with a partition of the fixed time interval [0, T ]; and 3) (Ft)t≥0 is the natural filtration associated

with the efficient price process. Moreover, we write F∞ = ∨t>0Ft.

2 Price Staleness Factor Analysis

2.1 Price Staleness Factor Model

We observe a large intra-day panel of asset log-prices, Ỹ at discrete times t0, t1, ..., tn over a finite

time interval [0, T ], where tj = j∆n with ∆n being the sampling frequency and n = ⌊T/∆n⌋.

The effective price Y is partially observable and it depends on if price staleness occurs or not.

Extending the model (1) to the d-dimensional case, Ỹ can be expressed as follows. 1

Ỹtj = Ytj ◦ (1d −Btj ) + Ỹtj−1 ◦Btj , (2)

where Btj =
(
B1tj , . . . , Bdtj

)′
is a d-dimensional vector of binary (Bernoulli) variables, the

efficient log price {Yt, t ≥ 0} is a d-dimensional continuous-time Itô-semimartingale. When

Bitj = 1, implying that zero occurs, Ỹitj is the lagged value Ỹitj−1 , and otherwise Ỹitj is the

1There are two possible causes of zeros (zero returns): the absorption of limited trading volume without price
impact (defined as excess staleness) and price discretization (price rounding). The implicit differences between
these two are discussed in Bandi et al. (2020).
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efficient price Yitj .

In most previous studies in the high-frequency data analysis literature often ignored the

existence of price staleness, i.e., B = 0 is assumed typically, c.f., Mykland and Zhang (2009),

Chen et al. (2020), and Chen et al. (2024). Ever since Bandi et al. (2017), price staleness began

to be considered formally. Bandi et al. (2024) was the first to examine price staleness using

high-dimensional data, employing a two-layer Bernoulli variable structure to study systematic

staleness. To tackle with the limitations mentioned in the introduction, we develop a new and

flexible model for studying systematic and idiosyncratic staleness in high dimension.

We rewrite the Bernoulli random variable Bit as Bit = 1{bit≤pit}, where 1{·} is the indicator

function and {bit}t∈[0,T ] is a collection of uniformly distributed random variables. Given the

information set F (p), the Bernoulli random variables Bit and Bms are independent ∀ t 6= s or

i 6= m. The mutual independence of the Bit’s implies that the duration, defined as the time

between price updates, converges in probability to zero as n→ ∞. In addition, pt = (p1t, ..., pdt)
′

is modeled as a continuous-time stochastic process to capture how likely the zeros occur, which

is independent of the efficient price and its volatility. Inspired by the generalized linear model,

we define pit = Ψ(zit), where Ψ: R → (0, 1) is an increasing function in C3. The process zit is

modeled as a Itô semimartingale, defined as follows:

zit = a′ixit + γ′igt, i = 1, ..., d,

where xit is an rx dimensional stochastic process (covariate), ai is the coefficient vector, gt is

an rg dimensional continuous-time factor process independent of xt = (x1t, ..., xdt), and γi is a

vector of factor loadings describing the exposure to the systematic factors. The covariate xi for

the ith asset could be the trading volume and liquidity.

Next, we assume the processes xi and g are locally bounded Itô semimartingales,

xit = xi0 +

∫ t

0
µxisds+

∫ t

0
σxisdW

x
is, gt = g0 +

∫ t

0
µgsds+

∫ t

0
σgsdW

g
s ,

whereW x
i andW g are rx- dimensional and rg-dimensional Brownian motions, respectively. The

coefficients µxi and µ
g are progressively measurable, and σxi and σg are adapted càdlàg processes.

Notably, we only observe the stochastic process xi and the Bernoulli random variables Bi, but

not pit or zit. This poses a challenge that the GPCA in Ait-Sahalia and Xiu (2017) and Pelger

(2019) and the LPCA in Kong (2017, 2018); Kong et al. (2023) are not applicable any more,

because the differential form of zit (or pit) is no longer observable at discrete time instances. A
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new method that can handle the nonstationary integral form of zit with continuous-time factor

structure has to be invented. While it would be interesting to consider jumps in these processes,

this article does not include them in xit and gt due to the added complexity they introduce in

our proposed MLE.2 The consideration of jumps is left for future work.

Before giving the maximum likelihood estimation method for a latent nonlinear nonstation-

ary factor model, we give some regularity assumptions on the staleness factor model.

Assumption 1. 1. ‖d−1ΓΓ′− Irg‖ → 0 where Γ = (γ1, ..., γd)
′. max1≤i≤d ‖γi‖F ≤ C. There

exists a locally bounded process Ct such that supt∈[0,T ] ‖xi,t‖F ≤ Ct and supt∈[0,T ] ‖gt‖F ≤

Ct for all i = 1, ..., d.

2. There exist constant p (0 < p < 1) such that supt∈[0,T ]max1≤i≤d pit ≤ p. Moreover, we

have inft∈[0,T ]min1≤i≤d pit > 0. We define Ξ = {p : 0 < p ≤ p}.

3. |ψ(j)(z)| < C for any z ∈ Ξ, where ψ(z) := dΨ(z)
dz and Ξ = {z : 0 < Ψ(z) ≤ p}.

Assumption 1.1 is standard in high-frequency factor analysis, c.f., Ait-Sahalia and Xiu

(2017) and Kong (2017, 2018). Assumption 1.2 is mild and appeared in Bandi et al. (2023).

Assumption 1.3 is primarily to ensure that the derivative of the log-likelihood function (defined

in Section 2.2) is bounded.

The following notations are related to the asymptotic variances. Let

Ωu = diag{Ωu,1, ..., ωu,d}, Ωγ = diag{Ωγ,1, ..., ωγ,n+1}, Ωuγ = {Ωuγ,ij}d(rx+rg)×(n+1)rg ,

where

Ωu,i =
1

T

∫ T

0

ψ2(zit)

Ψ(zit)(1−Ψ(zit))
uitu

′
itdt, Ωγ,j = plimd→∞

1

d

d∑

i=1

ψ2(zitj )

Ψ(zitj )(1−Ψ(zitj ))
γiγ

′
i,

Ωuγ,ij =
ψ2(zitj )

Ψ(zitj )(1 −Ψ(zitj ))
uitjγ

′
i.

Assumption 2. 1. Ωu,i and Ωγ,j are positive define for 1 ≤ i ≤ d and 0 ≤ j ≤ n. rmax(Ωu),

rmax(Ωγ), rmax(Ω
−1
u ), rmax(Ω

−1
γ ), 1

ndΩ
′
uγΩ

−1
u Ωuγ and 1

ndΩuγΩ
−1
γ Ω′

uγ are all finite.

2. maxt∈[0,T ] ‖1
d

∑d
i=1

ψ2(zit)
(1−Ψ(zit))Ψ(zit)

γiγ
′
i−Ω∗

γt‖F = oP (1) as d→ ∞, where Ω∗
γt = plimd→∞

1
d

∑d
i=1

ψ2(zit)
(1−Ψ(zit))Ψ(zit)

γiγ
′
i.

2In our binary observables, the usual techniques for dealing with jumps are no longer applicable, e.g., Mancini
(2009).
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Assumption 2.1 is used for deriving the inverse of the Hessian matrix. Similar assumptions

appeared in Gao et al. (2023) for low-frequency panel data. Assumption 2.2 is made to ensure

that the asymptotic variance of the cross section is uniformly convergent. We emphasize that

the converging asymptotic variance is guaranteed by the in-fill theory.

2.2 Estimation of the Staleness Factor Model

Unlike traditional long span (T → ∞) nonlinear factor models, the SFM is inherently non-

stationary within any fixed time window [0, T ] which is typical in high-frequency data analysis.

As a result, many of the well established methodologies in large-dimensional factor analysis

are not directly applicable to our nonstationary framework. One would think of using PCA

(Ait-Sahalia and Xiu 2017; Pelger 2019) or LPCA (Kong et al. 2023) on the high-frequency

increments of zt = (z1t, ..., zdt)
′, but zt itself is not observable making the differential form

unavailable. To estimate the SFM, we employ a nonstationary MLE. Define the increments of

the observed covariate x and latent factor g by

∆xitj := xitj − xitj−1 and ∆gtj := gtj − gtj−1 ,

for j = 1, ..., n. We use the convention that ∆xit0 := xit0 and ∆gt0 := gt0 . We next rewrite zit

in the integrated form of diminishing increments:

zitj = a′i

j∑

l=0

∆xitl + γ′i

j∑

l=0

∆gtl .

Since zitj is latent, unlike returns data, we cannot estimate ∆gtj by directly analyzing ∆zitj .

Instead, we can only use the aggregated form zitj . Let

A = (a1, ..., ad)
′, Γ = (γ1, ..., γd)

′, G = (gt0 , gt1 , ..., gtn )
′, ∆G = (∆gt0 , ...,∆gtn )

′,

and θi = (a′i, γ
′
i)
′, Θ = (A,Γ), uit = (x′it, g

′
t)
′. The relationship between G and ∆G is G =

(̺ ⊗ Irg)∆G, where ̺ =
(
1{i≤j}

)j=1,...,n+1

i=1,...,n+1
is a (n + 1) × (n + 1) dimensional matrix with the

lower triangular and diagonal entries being 1 and others 0.

A well known fact of the factor model is that γi and ∆gtj (or gtj ) cannot be separately

identified without imposing normalization. We choose the following normalization in the SFM:

Γ ∈ G =

{
Γ| Γ

′Γ
d

= Irg

}
, ∆G ∈ G :=

{
∆G| ∆G

′∆G
n+ 1

is diagonal with distinct values

}
. (3)
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Now, the F (p)-conditional likelihood function is

L(A,Γ,∆G) :=

d∏

i=1

n∏

j=0

[
1−Ψ

(
a′ixitj + γ′i

j∑

l=0

∆gtl

)]1−Bitj

Ψ

(
a′ixitj + γ′i

j∑

l=0

∆gtl

)Bitj

,

and its log-scale form is ( recall zitj = a′ixitj + γ′i
∑j

l=0∆gtl)

Ld,n(A,Γ,∆G) :=
d∑

i=1

n∑

j=0

{(
1−Bitj

)
log
[
1−Ψ(zitj )

]
+Bitj log Ψ(zitj )

}
.

Then the MLE of {Â, Γ̂, Ĝ} is given by

(Â, Γ̂,∆Ĝ) = arg max
A∈Rd×rx ,Γ∈G ,∆G∈G

Ld,n(A,Γ,∆G). (4)

It can be easily seen that, unlike the high-frequency PCA (Global or Local) our estimator does

not have analytical closed form. This makes it difficult in the derivation of the large sample

property and computation. It turns out, as demonstrated by Theorem 1, the MLE achieves the

same convergence rate as the high-frequency PCA estimation. We first give the computational

algorithm. Let li,j(zitj ) =
{(

1−Bitj
)
log
[
1−Ψ(zitj )

]
+Bitj logΨ(zitj )

}
, and define

Li,n(θi,∆g) =
n∑

j=0

li,j(zitj ), Ld,j(θ,∆gtj ) =
d∑

i=1

n∑

l=j

li,l(zitl).

Note that Ld,n(A,Γ,∆G) = d−1
∑d

i=1 Li,n(θi,∆g).

We now propose the following iterative procedure:

Step 1: Choose the initial values of ∆G(0) and Θ(0).

Step 2: Given ∆G(l−1), solve θ
(l−1)
i = argmaxθ Li,n(θ,∆g

(l−1)) for i = 1, ..., d; given Θ(l−1),

solve ∆g
(l)
tj

= argmax∆g Ld,j(θ,∆g
(l−1)) for j = 0, 1, ..., n.

Step 3: RRepeat the second step until Ld,n(A
(l∗),Γ(l∗),∆G(l∗)) is sufficiently close to Ld,n(A

(l∗),Γ(l∗),∆G(l∗−1)),

for l = 1, ..., l∗.

Step 4: Normalize Γ(l∗) and ∆G(l∗) so that they satisfy the normalization in (3); set G by

G(l∗) = (̺⊗ Irg)∆G
(l∗).

In Step 1, we use a local block approach to estimate the staleness probability pitj (similar

to the method referenced in Kong 2017, 2018). We then apply the inverse map to obtain

zitj = Ψ−1(pitj ) and regress zitj against xitj for j = 0, ..., n to get the estimate ãi. Next, we
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compute the residual zitj − ã′ixitj , for which we use the high-frequency PCA based on Pelger

(2019) to estimate Γ and ∆G. These are used as the initial estimates. In Step 3, we set the

tolerance condition as:

1

d

d∑

i=1

‖a(l
∗)

i − a
(l∗−1)
i ‖2F +

1

nd
‖G(l∗)Γ(l∗) −G(l∗−1)Γ(l∗−1)‖2F < ε,

for sufficiently small ε > 0, e.g., 10−3. In step 4, performing the diagonalisation to obtain

(
1

d
Γ(l∗)′Γ(l∗)

)1/2( 1

n+ 1
∆G(l∗)′∆G(l∗)

)(
1

d
Γ(l∗)′Γ(l∗)

)1/2

= ΓΨΓ ′,

where Γ is an orthogonal matrix and Ψ is a diagonal matrix. The final numerical solutions for

Γ and ∆G are Γ(l∗)
(
1
dΓ

(l∗)′Γ(l∗)
)−1/2

Γ and ∆G(l∗)
(
1
dΓ

(l∗)′Γ(l∗)
)1/2

Γ , respectively.

To consistently determine the number of factors, we use the method proposed by Pelger

2019, which examines the ratio of adjacent eigenvalues. Specifically, let the ordered eigenvalues

of (Γ̂∆Ĝ′)(Γ̂∆Ĝ′)′ be λ̃1 ≥ · · · ≥ λ̃rmax
g

where rmax
g is a prespecified large constant. The

perturbed eigenvalues are defined as
ˆ̃
λk = λ̃k + ξnd where ξnd is the median eigenvalue rescaled

by
√
d. The perturbation term ξnd is any slowly increasing sequence such that ξnd/d → 0 and

ξnd → ∞. The estimated number of factors is estimated by

r̂g(χ) = max{k ≤ rmax
g − 1 : ERk > 1 + χ}, χ > 0,

where ERk =
ˆ̃
λk/

ˆ̃
λk+1.

2.3 Results for Staleness Factor Analysis

It is worth noting that ∆gtj tends to 0 as ∆n tends to 0 (T fixed and n → ∞). We might

also estimate the properly normalized factor increments, but the asymptotic statements will

be formulated on evaluating the stochastic process g at a discrete time point tj, i.e., gtj =

∑j
k=0∆gtk . Let ωnd = min(

√
n,

√
d). The following proposition provides the convergence of θ̂i

and ĝtj .

Proposition 1. (Consistency). Assuming that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, we posit the existence

of a constant δ† such that d

n1+δ†
= o(1).

(i) 1√
d
‖Θ̂ −Θ‖F = OP (ω

−1
nd ), ‖ĝtj − gtj‖ = OP (ω

−1
nd ), and|γ̂′iĝtj − γ′igtj | = OP (ω

−1
nd ).

(ii) As ωn,d −→ ∞,

11



n∑

j=1

(â′i∆xitj )(â
′
m∆xmtj ) = a′i[xi, xm]Tam +OP (n

−1/2),

and if n/d→ 0,

n∑

j=1

∆ĝtj∆ĝ
′
tj = [g, g]T + oP (1),

n∑

j=1

(γ̂′i∆ĝtj )(γ̂
′
m∆ĝtj ) = γ′i[g, g]T γm + oP (1).

Proposition 1 provides the convergence for the quadratic variation of the estimators. How-

ever, estimating the factor component requires stricter conditions, as both the factors and their

loadings must be estimated, whereas covariate estimation involves only the coefficients.

We now demonstrate that the estimators for the factor loadings and factors converge stably

in law to mixed Gaussian distributions.3

Proposition 2. (Asymptotic Distribution of Loadings and Factors). Under the conditions in

Proposition 1, as ωn,d −→ ∞.

(i) If
√
n
d → 0,

n1/2
(
θ̂i − θi

) Ls|F(p)

−→ N (0,Ω−1
u,i),

where Ωu,i =
1
T

∫ T
0

ψ2(zit)
Ψ(zit)(1−Ψ(zit))

uitu
′
itdt.

(ii) If
√
d
n → 0,

d1/2
(
ĝtj − gtj

) L|F(p)

−→ N (0,Ω−1
γ,j),

where Ωγ,j = plimd→∞
1
d

∑d
i=1

ψ2(zitj )

Ψ(zitj )(1−Ψ(zitj ))
γiγ

′
i.

Note that the mode of convergence is stable convergence in law. The asymptotic distribution

of θ̂i is mainly determined by the serial partial sums of the weighted Bernoulli variates, and the

asymptotic distribution of ĝtj is determined by the cross-sectional partial sums of the weighted

Bernoulli variates. Note that we study the asymptotic distribution of the cumulative sum of

the increments, i.e., the factor processes evaluated at some terminal time.

Based on Propositions 1 and 2, we establish the consistency and asymptotic normality for

the estimated pitj .

3The classical results on stable convergence proposed by Hall and Heyde (2014) do not hold under the filtration

F(b)
tn,n, as the condition of nested filtrations is no longer satisfied. Nonetheless, this issue can be addressed using

Theorem 1 and Corollary 3 from Kolokolov et al. (2020).
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Theorem 1. (Statistical Properties of pitj). Assuming that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold, we posit

the existence of a constant δ† such that d

n1+δ†
= o(1).

(i) p̂itj − pitj = OP (ω
−1
nd ) for i = 1, ..., d.

(ii) ωnd(p̂itj −pitj )
L|F(p)

−→ N1, where N1 is defined on an extension of the probability space, and

conditionally on F (p) is centered Gaussian with (conditional) variance

Ω
(p)
itj

= ψ2(zitj )

(
ω2
nd

n
u′itjΩ

−1
u,iuitj +

ω2
nd

d
γ′iΩ

−1
γ,jγi

)
. (5)

The statistical properties of p̂itj rely on the ith serial partial sums and jth cross-sectional

partial sums of the Bernoulli variates. The mode of convergence here is stable convergence in

law, which is a stronger notion compared to convergence in distribution. The theorem delin-

eated in Theorem 1 (ii) manifests two notable special cases: 1) when the ratio d/n → 0,
√
d(p̂itj−

pitj )
L|F(p)

−→ N
(
0, ψ2(zitj )γ

′
iΩ

−1
γ,jγi

)
; 2) otherwise,

√
n(p̂itj−pitj)

L|F(p)

−→ N
(
0, ψ2(zitj )u

′
itj
Ω−1
u,iuitj

)
.

These results underscore the nuanced behavior of our model under different conditions, shedding

light on its statistical properties under contrasted scenarios.

To make the CLT feasible, one needs consistent estimator Ω̂
(p)
itj

of the conditional variance

Ω
(p)
itj

in (5). In view of Proposition 1 and Theorem 1 (i), this is easily accomplished by defining

Ω̂
(p)
itj

=ψ2(ẑitj )


ω

2
nd

n
û′itj


 1

n

n∑

j=0

ψ2(ẑitj )

Ψ(ẑitj )(1−Ψ(ẑitj )
ûitj û

′
itj




−1

ûitj

+
ω2
nd

d
γ̂′i

(
1

d

d∑

i=1

ψ2(ẑitj )

Ψ(ẑitj )(1 −Ψ(ẑitj )
γ̂iγ̂

′
i

)−1

γ̂i


 ,

where ûitj = (x′itj , ĝitj )
′. By the mode of stable convergence and since Ω

(p)
itj

is F (p)
∞ measurable,

we soon have the following corollary.

Corollary 1. Under the conditions in Theorem 1,

ωnd√
Ω̂
(p)
itj

(p̂itj − pitj )
L|F(p)

−→ N (0, 1),

where N (0, 1) is a standard normal random variable and independent of F (p).

Besides the pointwise convergence in the time window as shown in Theorem 1 and Corollary

1, we next introduce a global convergence result of the estimated processes in the whole time
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window. The integral functional of two staleness probability processes is useful (see Theorem

5). Define a function φ: (0, 1)2 → R to be locally bounded and in C2, we are interested in the

following integral functional:

Uim(φ) =

∫ T

0
φ(pit, pmt)dt for i 6= m.

A natural estimator is through Riemann sum approximation and plug-in principal, which is

defined as

Unim(∆n, φ) = ∆n

n∑

j=0

φ(p̂itj , p̂mtj ).

The following theorem gives the consistency and asymptotic normality of the functional

estimator.

Theorem 2. (Statistical Properties of the integrated functional). Assuming that Assumptions

1 and 2 hold, we posit the existence of a constant δ† such that d

n1+δ†
= o(1). Let φ: Ξ2 → R be

a locally bounded C2 function such that |∂j,kφ(x, y)| ≤ C(1 + |x|q′−j + |y|q′−k) for j, k = 0, 1, 2

and q′ ≥ 2. As d ∧ n −→ ∞,

(i) Unim(∆n, φ)
P−→
∫ T
0 φ(pit, pmt)dt.

(ii) ∆
−1/2
n (Unim(∆n, φ)− Uim(φ))

Ls|F(p)
∞−→ 1√

T

(∫ T
0 ∂1φ(pit, pmt)u

′
itdt
)
Ω−1
u,iN2

+ 1√
T

(∫ T
0 ∂2φ(pit, pmt)u

′
mtdt

)
Ω−1
u,mN3,

where N2 and N3 are defined on an extension of the original probability space, ∂1φ(x, y) =

∂φ(x,y)
∂x and ∂2φ(x, y) =

∂φ(x,y)
∂y . Conditionally on F (p), N2 and N3 are independent centered

Gaussian variables with covariance matrices Ωu,i and Ωu,m, respectively.

To make this CLT feasible in inference, we provide the plug-in version of the limiting variance

in Theorem 2 (ii). See the following corollary.

Corollary 2. Under the conditions in Theorem 2,

∆−1/2
n

(Unim(∆n, φ)− Uim(φ))√
Ω̃u,i + Ω̃u,m

Ls|F(p)
∞−→ N (0, 1),

where (Ω̃u,m is similarly defined)

Ω̃u,i =
∆n√
T

n∑

j=0

∂1φ(p̂itj , p̂mtj )û
′
itj




n∑

j=0

ψ2(ẑitj )

Ψ(ẑitj )(1 −Ψ(ẑitj )
ûitj û

′
itj




−1
n∑

j=0

∂1φ(p̂itj , p̂mtj )ûitj .
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Remark 1. An important equation for deriving Theorem 2 is (see the Supplementary Material)

p̂itj − pitj = ψ(zitj )u
′
itjΩ

−1
u,i

1

n

n∑

k=0

εitkψ(zitk )uitk + ψ(zitj )γ
′
iΩ

−1
γ,j

1

d

d∑

m=1

εmtjψ(zmtj )γm + oP (ω
−1
nd ),

where εitj =
Bij−Ψ(zitj )

(1−Ψ(zitj ))Ψ(zitj )
. We note that the result related to the

∑d
m=1 εmtjψ(zmtj )γm does

not appear in Theorem 2.

The two dominant terms in Remark 1 are caused by θ̂i and ĝtj , respectively, and are F (p)-

conditionally asymptotically independent of each other.

Remark 2. Estimating Uim(φ) typically follows the estimation of pt. Unlike Kolokolov et al.

(2020) who used the local block method, we employ MLE. Estimating functionals of interest

via the local block method can introduce errors, such as edge effects and nonlinear bias (see

Jacod and Rosenbaum 2013; Jacod and Todorov 2014; Li et al. 2019). These errors are influ-

enced by the window size in the local block method, whereas our MLE-based estimator avoids

these issues, benefiting from the inherent nature of maximum likelihood estimation.

3 Efficient Price Volatility Estimation

3.1 Efficient Price Process

We assume the efficient price process Y , defined on a filtered probability space (Ω,F , {Ft}t≥0,P),

takes the following form with continuous-time factor structure:

Yit = Yi0 +

∫ t

0
µisds+

r∑

l=1

∫ t

0
σlisdW

l
s +

∫ t

0
σ∗isdW

∗
is, 1 ≤ i ≤ d, (6)

where µi’s, σ
l
i’s (1 ≤ l ≤ r), σ∗i ’s are locally bounded adapted processes andW = (W 1, · · · ,W r)′

is an r-dimensional standard Brownian motion and W ∗ = (W ∗
1 , · · · ,W ∗

d )
′ is a d-dimensional

Brownian motion with correlation matrix ρ∗ independent of W . We impose a sparse structure

on ρ∗, which naturally renders a sparse structure of the integrated idiosyncratic volatility matrix

Σe = (Σeim)d×d =

(∫ T

0
σ∗isρ

∗
imσ

∗
msds

)

d×d
.
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Assumption 3. The correlation matrix ρ∗ belongs to Iq(md) =
{
ρ∗ : maxm

∑d
i=1 |ρ∗im|q ≤ md

}
,

for some 0 ≤ q < 1, and md is a function of d.

Note that md may be bounded or may slowly diverging to infinity. When q = 0, Assumption

3 indicates that each asset-specific factor is correlated with at most md assets.

In matrix form, (6) can be rewritten as

dYt = µtdt+ σtdWt + σ∗t dW
∗
t ,

where Yt = (Y1t, · · · , Ydt)′, µt = (µ1t, · · · , µdt)′, σ∗t = diag(σ∗1t, · · · , σ∗dt) and σt = (σlit)
l=1,...,r
i=1,...,d is

a d× r systematic volatility matrix.

We first give some regularity assumptions on the coefficient processes of Y . This is commonly

used in the literature, e.g., Jacod and Todorov (2014) for univariate models, and Wang and Zou

(2010), Fan et al. (2012), Kim et al. (2018), and Kong (2018) for large-dimensional Itô semi-

martingales.

Assumption 4. There is a sequence τm of stopping times increasing to infinity, and a sequence

ςm of bounded positive numbers satisfying, for all i = 1, ..., d and l = 1, ..., r:

1. (Locally boundedness) when t < τm, |Zt| ≤ ςm is satisfied for Z = µi, σ
l
i, and σ

∗
i ;

2. (Continuity) for Z = σli, σ
∗
i , |Zt+s−Zt|2 ≤ ςms

1−ε for ǫ > 0, and
∣∣EFt∧τm

(Z(t+s)∧τm − Zt∧τm)
∣∣+

∣∣EFt∧τm
(Z(t+s)∧τm − Zt∧τm)2

∣∣ ≤ ςms.

The last regularity condition holds for σli and σ
∗
i when they follow a Brownian Itô process

with locally bounded coefficient processes, which can be verified using the Lévy’s continuity

theorem.

Assumption 5. There exists a sequence of stopping times τm → ∞ as well as a sequence of

constants ς∗m that satisfy:

inf0≤t≤τmλmin

(
σ′tσt
d

)
≥ ς∗m, inf0≤t≤τmλmin

((
σ′tσt
d

)
◦ Pt

)
≥ ς∗m,

where Pt =
(
1− pit+pmt−2pitpmt

1−pitpmt
1{i 6=m}

)
d×d

is a symmetric matrix. Moreover, for all t ∈ [0, T ],

σ′tσt/d and (σ′tσt) ◦Pt/d almost surely has distinct eigenvalues and (sorted in decreasing order)
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inf0≤t≤τm min
1≤l≤r−1

∣∣∣∣λl+1

(
σ′tσt
d

)
− λl

(
σ′tσt
d

)∣∣∣∣ ≥ ς∗m,

inf0≤t≤τm min
1≤l≤r−1

∣∣∣∣λl+1

((
σ′tσt
d

)
◦ Pt

)
− λl

((
σ′tσt
d

)
◦ Pt

)∣∣∣∣ ≥ ς∗m.

Finally, we assume that rank
(
σ′tσt
d

)
= rank

((
σ′tσt
d

)
◦ Pt

)
= r.

Assumption 5 assumes that all leading r eigenvalues are simple and do not cross during

[0, T ]. This setting excludes duplicate eigenvalues. Statistical properties regarding the eigen-

values of the sample covariance matrix can be seen in Hu et al. (2019). The eigenvalue gaps in

Assumption 5 guarantee the validity of the SIN(θ) theorem, see Fan et al. (2013). Furthermore,

Assumption 5 implies that these factors are strong factors, and hence the resulting volatility

matrix of the diffusion system is strongly spiked. The weak factor setting is interesting but is

not the focus of this article; its corresponding weak factor generalization is left for the future.

The setting of the same rank ensures the stability of the factor space.

Next, we assume the weakly dependent structure of W ∗, by constraining the L1 norm of the

correlation coefficient matrix ρ∗.

Assumption 6.
∑d

i,j=1 |ρ∗ij |/d < C.

3.2 Estimation of Efficient Price (Co)Volatilities

It remains uncertain whether conventional volatility estimates are biased due to price staleness?

how to correct any potential bias? and the extent to which such corrections might impact

precision? To this end, we first briefly review the LPCAmethod and the estimation of systematic

and idiosyncratic volatility matrices. Under the efficient price processes Y (model (6)), the spot

systematic and idiosyncratic volatility matrices are defined, respectively, as

V c
s := σsσ

′
s and V e

s := σ∗sρ
∗σ∗s .

The integrated systematic and idiosyncratic co-volatilities are

Σcij =

∫ T

0
V c
ij(s)ds and Σeij =

∫ T

0
V e
ij(s)ds,

respectively, where V c
ij(s) and V

e
ij(s) are the (i, j)th entry of V c

s and V e
s , respectively.

Let ∆n
j Yi = Yitj − Yitj−1 , δs = (∆n

⌈ s
∆n

+j⌉Yi/
√
∆n)

j=1,...,kn
i=1,...,d ≡ (δsij)d×kn , which is a d × kn

matrix. Here ⌈x⌉ denotes the smallest integer greater than or equal to x. The drift is
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represented by µs = (µit⌈ s
∆n

+j⌉
)j=1,...,kn
i=1,...,d , which is also a d × kn matrix. The matrix Fs =

(∆n
⌈ s
∆n

+j⌉W
l/
√
∆n)

j=1,...,kn
l=1,...,r ≡ (Fs(1), ..., Fs(kn)) is of size r×kn, while F ∗

s = (∆n
⌈ s
∆n

+j⌉W
∗
i /

√
∆n)

j=1,...,kn
i=1,...,d ≡

(F ∗
s (1), ..., F

∗
s (kn)) is a d× kn matrix. The volatility matrix is denoted as σs = (σlis)

l=1,...,r
i=1,...,d, re-

sulting in a d× r matrix, and σ∗s = diag{σ1s, ..., σ∗ds} is a d× d matrix. Then as kn∆n → 0, we

expect that

δs ≈ µs
√

∆n + σsFs + σ∗sF
∗
s , (7)

and we define δ̄s = σsFs+σ
∗
sF

∗
s . The discretization error in (7) was shown to be negligible, and

the right-hand side of (7) is a discrete approximate factor model. By using PCA in each block,

we can then estimate local factors and their loadings. For the local window size kn, we assume

the following.

Assumption 7. kn/
√
n is bounded, log d = o(n1/2−ǫ) and n/d2δ

′
= o(1) for some δ′ ≥ 1 and

any ǫ > 0.

Following Kong (2018), in a local window (s, ⌈ s
∆n

⌉∆n + kn∆n), PCA is performed on δ′sδs
dkn

.

Specifically, F̂s is the eigenvector of
δ′sδs
dkn

(eigenvalues are sorted in decreasing order) times
√
kn

and σ̂s ≡ δsF̂ ′
s

kn
. Then the estimators of V c

im(s), V
e
ii(s), V

e
im(s), Σ

c
im, and Σeim are, respectively,

given by

V̂ c
im(s) = σ̂′isσ̂ms, V̂ e

ii(s) =
1

kn

kn∑

j=1

(δsij)
2 − V̂ c

ii(s),

V̂ e
im(s) =

1

kn

kn∑

j=1

(δsij − σ̂′isF̂s(j))(δ
s
mj − σ̂′msF̂s(j)) for i 6= m,

Σ̂cim = kn∆n

[n/kn]∑

k=1

V̂ c
im(t(k−1)kn), Σ̂eim = kn∆n

[n/kn]∑

k=1

V̂ e
im(t(k−1)kn).

(8)

For this low-rank plus sparse structure, we use the Principal Orthogonal complEment

Thresholding (POET) method for the sparse structure, see Fan et al. (2013) and Kong (2018).

Taking the spot volatility as an example, we have

V̂ eT
s = (V̂ eT

im (s))d×d with V̂ eT
im (s) =





V̂ e
ii(s), i = m,

sim(V̂
e
im(s)), i 6= m,

where sim(·) is a generalized shrinkage function (Cai and Liu 2011; Fan et al. 2013) that satisfies

the following conditions: (i) |sim(z)| ≤ c|y| for all z, y satisfying |z−y| ≤ τim and some constant

c > 0; (ii) sim(z) = 0 for |z| < τim; (iii) |sim(z) − z| ≤ τim for all z ∈ R. These conditions
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are satisfied by several functions, including the hard thresholding function sim(z) = z1{|z|≥τim},

the soft thresholding function sim(z) = sgn(z)(|z| − τim)+ and the adaptive lasso rule sim(z) =

z(1 − |τim/z|η)+ with η ≥ 1. The integrated idiosyncratic volatility is treated analogously

and is denoted as Σ̂eT = (Σ̂eTim)d×d. In addition, τim is an entry-dependent threshold, which

is τim = Cϕnd
√
ℏ̂im for spot volatility and τim = Cϕ̃nd

√
~̂im for integrated volatility (see

Theorem 3 for ϕ̃nd and ϕnd).
4 Our factor-based estimators of the total spot and integrated

volatility matrices are, respectively,

V̂s = V̂ c
s + V̂ eT

s and Σ̂ = Σ̂c + Σ̂eT .

If staleness happens, we observe Ỹ , and we denote δ̃s = (∆n
⌈ s
∆n

+j⌉Ỹi/
√
∆n)

j=1,...,kn
i=1,...,d . In a

local window (s, ⌈ s
∆n

⌉∆n + kn∆n), we denote Bi⌈ s
∆n

⌉+j = Bsi(j) = Bs(i, j),

α
(i)
s,jl = (1−Bs(i, j))

l∏

k=1

Bs(i, j − k) for l ≤ 1, and α
(i)
s,j0 = (1−Bs(i, j)).

Thus, we can express δ̃s in the following form.

δ̃sij = ∆n
⌈ s
∆n

+j⌉Ỹi/
√

∆n =

j−1∑

l=0

α
(i)
s,jl∆

n
⌈ s
∆n

+j−l⌉Yi/
√

∆n =

j∑

l=1

α
(i)
s,j(j−l)∆

n
⌈ s
∆n

+l⌉Yi/
√

∆n,

and the relationship between δ̃s and δs is δ̃
s
ij =

∑j
l=1 α

(i)
s,j(j−l)δ

s
il. The introduction of price stal-

eness in our model is similar to incorporating factor lags. However, our model adds complexity

by using random coefficients. To determine the number of factors, r, we use an information-type

approach, minimizing the aggregated mean square residual error with a penalty, as outlined in

Kong (2017).

3.3 Results of Estimating the Efficient Price (Co)Volatilities

Our first result below demonstrates that ignoring the price staleness causes bias in estimating

the covolatilities.

Theorem 3. Suppose Assumptions 1–7 hold, maxm≤d
∑d

i=1 |ρ∗im|/
√
d < C, λmax(ρ

∗ ◦ Ps) < C

for some positive constant C.

(i) For systematic (co)volatilities,

4Note that ℏ̂im and ~̂im are chosen similarly to Fan et al. (2013), and we choose ℏ̂im = 1
kn

∑kn

j=1[(δ
s
ij −

σ̂′
isF̂s(j))(δ

s
mj − σ̂′

msF̂s(j))− V̂ e
im(s)]2 and ~̂im = kn∆n

∑[n/kn]
k=1 [V̂ e

im(t(k−1)kn
)− Σ̂e

im]2.
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V̂ c
im(s)−

(
1− pis + pms − 2pispms

1− pispms
1{i 6=m}

)
σ′isσms =OP

(
1

d ∧ n1/4
)
,

Σ̂cim −
∫ T

0

(
1− pis + pms − 2pispms

1− pispms
1{i 6=m}

)
σ′isσmsds =OP

(
1

d ∧ n1/2
)
.

(ii) For idiosyncratic volatility matrices,

P

(
sup

ρ∗∈Iq(md)
‖V̂ eT

s,r̂ − V e,(p)
s )‖ ≤ Cqmdϕ

1−q
nd

)
=1−O(d−δ

′
n1/2 + d−δ

′/2 + d1−δ
′
n1−δ

′/2),

P

(
sup

ρ∗∈Iq(md)
‖Σ̂eTr̂ − Σe,(p))‖ ≤ Cqmdϕ̃

1−q
nd

)
=1−O(d−δ

′
n1/2 + d−δ

′/2 + d1−δ
′
n1−δ

′/2),

for some constant Cq, where ϕnd =
1√
d
+

√
log d
n1/4 , ϕ̃nd =

1√
d
+

√
log d√
n

, V
e,(p)
s = V e

s ◦ Ps and

Σe,(p) =
∫ T
0 V

e,(p)
s ds.

The process p do not bias the estimates of both spot and integrated systematic volatilities

(i = m), but bias the estimates of the co-volatilities (i 6= m). Interestingly, our rates of

convergence are the same as those for the efficient price volatility estimates given in Kong

(2018). Moreover, we find that the (i,m)th entry of Ps equals 0 if either pis or pms reaches 1.

In such cases, recovering the effective price covariance matrix is not easy, which is avoided by

Assumption 1.2.

Theorem 3 (ii) proves that the threshold estimates of sparse spot and integrated idiosyncratic

volatility matrices converge at rates mdϕ
1−q
nd and mdϕ̃

1−q
nd . If mdϕ

1−q
nd = o(1), mdϕ̃

1−q
nd = o(1),

and d−δ
′
n1/2 + d1−δ

′
n1−δ

′/2 = o(1), then V̂ eT
s,r̂ and Σ̂eTr̂ are consistent estimates of V

e,(p)
s and

Σe,(p), respectively. Note that V
e,(p)
s and Σe,(p) are influenced by Ps, indicating that price

staleness affects both systematic and idiosyncratic co-volatilities.

One of our main goals is to estimate Vs, a d × d dimensional total volatility matrix. We

achieve this using a low-rank plus sparse structure and by imposing a threshold constraint on

the idiosyncratic volatility matrix. In cases with highly spiked eigenvalues, covariance matrices

cannot be consistently estimated in the spectral norm, but they can be accurately estimated in

terms of the relative errors, as discussed by Fan et al. (2008) and Fan et al. (2013). Specifically,

we consider the relative error matrix V
−1/2
s V̂s,r̂V

−1/2
s −Id, measured by its normalized Frobenius

norm d−1/2‖V −1/2
s V̂s,r̂V

−1/2
s − Id‖F = ‖V̂s − Vs‖Vs . The factor d−1/2 is used for normalization.

Let V
(p)
s = Vs ◦Ps. The following theorem summarizes the convergence results of the estimated

total volatility matrix and its inverse.

Theorem 4. Assuming the conditions in Theorem 3.
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(i) Let ϕnd =
1√
d
+

√
log d
n1/4 , for some positive constant Cq,

P

(
sup

ρ∗∈Iq(md)
‖V̂s,r̂ − V (p)

s ‖
V

(p)
s

≤ Cq

(
mdϕ

1−q
nd +

1

d1/4
+

√
d log d

n(1−ǫ)/2

))

= 1−O(d−δ
′
n1/2 + d−δ

′/4 + d1−δ
′
n1−δ

′/2).

(ii) If mdϕ
1−q
nd = o(1), d−δ

′
n1/2 + d1−δ

′
n1−δ

′/2 = o(1), infs∈[0,T ]min1≤i≤d |σ∗is| > c−1 and

c−1 ≤ λmin(ρ
∗ ◦ Ps) ≤ λmax(ρ

∗ ◦ Ps) ≤ c for some positive constant c,

‖(V̂s,r̂)−1 − (V (p)
s )−1‖ = OP

(
mdϕ

1−q
nd +

1√
d
+

√
log d

n1/4

)
.

In Theorem 4, the term 1
d1/4

+
√
d log d

n(1−ǫ)/2 arise from the estimation of the common factor. This

implies that a larger sample size n is required when price staleness exists to offset the error

introduced by price staleness.

Theorem 4 also indicates that our volatility matrix estimate (precision matrix estimate) is

not consistent to the volatility matrix (precision matrix) of the efficient price in the presence

of price staleness. As mentioned in Section 3.2, we can correct for systematic and idiosyncratic

volatility estimators to obtain unbiased estimators. One straightforward correction for i 6= m is

V̂ c⋆
im(s) := V̂ c

im(s)φ(p̂is, p̂ms)
−1, V̂ e⋆

im(s) := V̂ e
im(s)φ(p̂is, p̂ms)

−1,

Σ̂c⋆im := kn∆n

[n/kn]∑

k=1

V̂ c
im(t(k−1)kn)φ(p̂it(k−1)kn

, p̂mt(k−1)kn
)−1,

Σ̂e⋆im := kn∆n

[n/kn]∑

k=1

V̂ e
im(t(k−1)kn)φ(p̂it(k−1)kn

, p̂mt(k−1)kn
)−1,

where V̂ c
im(s) and V̂

e
im(s) are obtained from (8), and p̂is and p̂ms are obtained from maximum

likelihood estimation in (4), and φ(x, y) = (1−x)(1−y)
1−xy . Similarly, the idiosyncratic volatility

matrix estimators can be corrected as V̂ e⋆T
s (spot) and Σ̂e⋆T (integrated). Define

V̂ ⋆
s = V̂ c⋆

s + V̂ e⋆T
s and Σ̂⋆ = Σ̂c⋆ + Σ̂e⋆T .

The next theorem gives the convergence rates of the corrected estimators of the systematic

and idiosyncratic volatilities.

Theorem 5. Assuming the conditions in Theorem 3 and additional condition λmax(ρ
∗) < C

21



for some positive constant C.

(i) For systematic covolatilities with i 6= m,

V̂ c⋆
im(s)− σ′isσms =OP

(
1

d1/2 ∧ n1/4
)
,

Σ̂c⋆im −
∫ T

0
σ′isσmsds =OP

(
1

d1/2 ∧ n1/2
)
.

(ii) For idiosyncratic volatility matrices, assume there exist constants δ†, δ‡, and δ§ such that

d

n1+δ†
+ n

d2−δ‡ log d
+ d

n2−δ§ logn
= o(1). Then, for some constant Cq,

P

(
sup

ρ∗∈Iq(md)
‖V̂ e⋆T

s,r̂ − V e
s ‖ ≤ Cqmdϕ̊

1−q
nd

)
=1−O(d−δ

′
n1/2 + d−δ

′/2 + d1−δ
′
n1−δ

′/2),

P

(
sup

ρ∗∈Iq(md)
‖Σ̂e⋆Tr̂ −Σe‖ ≤ Cqmdϕ̆

1−q
nd

)
=1−O(d−δ

′
n1/2 + d−δ

′/2 + d1−δ
′
n1−δ

′/2),

where ϕ̊nd =
√
logn
d1/2

+
√
log d
n1/4 and ϕ̆nd =

√
logn
d1/2

+
√
log d√
n

.

A notable feature after the correction is that the rate of spot systematic volatility (resp.,

integrated systematic volatility) reaches d1/2 ∧n1/4-consistency (resp., d1/2 ∧ n1/2-consistency),

which is reduced from d (uncorrected version) to d1/2 in d. This indicates that higher data

dimensions are necessary for accurate volatility estimation with the corrected volatilities. The

factors in the sample size n of the convergence rates of the integrated estimates are much

smaller than those of the spot estimates, validating the aggregation efficiency after nonlinear

factor analysis.

After the price staleness correction, the resulting estimates are unbiased, which is true for

the total volatility matrix and its inverse.

Theorem 6. Assuming the conditions in Theorem 5.

(i) Let ϕ̊nd =
√
logn
d1/2

+
√
log d
n1/4 , and for some positive constant Cq,

P

(
sup

ρ∗∈Iq(md)
‖V̂ ⋆

s,r̂ − Vs‖Vs ≤ Cq

(
mdϕ̊

1−q
nd +

1

d1/4
+

√
d log d

n(1−ǫ)/2
+

√
log n

d

))

= 1−O(d−δ
′
n1/2 + d−δ

′/4 + d1−δ
′
n1−δ

′/2).

(ii) If mdϕ̊
1−q
nd = o(1), d−δ

′
n1/2 + d1−δ

′
n1−δ

′/2 = o(1), infs∈[0,T ]min1≤i≤d |σ∗is| > c−1 and

c−1 ≤ λmin(ρ
∗) ≤ λmax(ρ

∗) ≤ c for some positive constant c,
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‖(V̂ ⋆
s,r̂)

−1 − (Vs)
−1‖ = OP

(
mdϕ̊

1−q
nd +

√
log n

d1/2
+

1

d1/4
+

√
log d

n1/4

)
.

For the estimation error of the estimated spot volatility, the concentration type inequal-

ity implies that
√

log n/d comes from estimating the staleness pt. For the precision matrix,
√

log n/d comes from the estimation of pt as well. Thus, the introduction of an estimate of pt

introduces extra errors.

4 Simulation

4.1 Simulation Design

We generate one-minute or five-minute high-frequency data (6.5 hours per day) from the process





Ỹit0 = Yit0 = log(100),

Ỹitj = (1−Bij)Yitj−1 +BijỸitj−1 , i = 1, . . . , d.

where the Bernoulli variates Bij are generated in steps: (for i = 1, ..., d):

Step 1. Generate uniformly distributed random variates from [0, 1] 100 times: bi1, bi2, ..., bin.

Step 2. Choose the function Ψ in probit or logit forms and generate the path of z by

zitj = a′ixitj + γ′igtj .

All elements in ai are sampled independently from U(0, 6) and those in γi are sampled

independently from N(0, 1). For i = 1, ..., d. The covariate x and the factor g are

sampled from the following mean reverting processes:

dxit =κx(µx − xit)dt+ σxdW
x
it , dgt = κg(µg − gt)dt+ σgdW

g
it,

where κx is an rx-vector whose lth entry is 1 + l/(10rx), µx is an rx-vector whose

lth entry is −0.01 + l/(2rx), σx is an rx-vector whose lth entry is 0.5 + l/(10rg), κg

is an rg-vector whose lth entry is 0.5 + 2l/rg, µg is an rg-vector whose lth entry is

−0.03 + l/(2rg), σg is an rg-vector whose lth entry is 1 + l/(5rg). The probability p is

obtained by transforming Ψ(z). We simulate p once.

Step 3. Generate Bernoulli variates from Bij = 1{bij≤pitj}.
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For the simulation of the efficient price process Y , we completely follow Kong (2018)’s setup.

We assume that the number of price factors r is 3. Systematic spot volatility is generated by a

square root process,

d
(
σlit

)2
= cli

(
ali −

(
σlit

)2)
dt+ σ0liσ

l
itdW

σ
it , l = 1, . . . , r.

We set a1i = 0.5 + i/d, a2i = 0.75 + i/d, a3i = 0.6 + i/d, c1i = 0.03 + i/(100d), c2i =

0.05 + i/(100d), c3i = 0.08 + i/(100d), σ01i = 0.15 + i/(10d), σ02i = σ03i = 0.2+ i/(10d). The

specific volatility process follows the stochastic differential equation,

d (σ∗it)
2 = (0.08 + i/(100d))

(
0.25 + i/d − (σ∗it)

2
)
dt+ (0.2 + i/(10d))σ∗itdW

σ∗
it .

We set the initial values to (σ1i0, σ
2
i0, σ

3
i0) = (

√
0.04,

√
0.04,

√
0.03) and σ∗i0 =

√
0.03.

As in Jacod and Todorov (2014) and Kong (2018), we generate efficient prices from

dYit = σ1itdW
1
s + · · · + σritdW

r
s + σ∗isdW

∗
is,

where W 1
s , · · · ,W ∗

is are independent, and (W σ
it ,W

σ∗
it ,W

l
s,W

∗
is) are independent of each other.

The correlation structure ρ∗ satisfies a banded structure, with ρ ∼ U(0, 0.4), defined as

ρ∗ =





ρ|i−m| × 1{|i−m|≤5}, i 6= m,

1, i = m.

We repeat the simulations 200 times (denoted as M) and set d = 100, 150, and 200. In our

estimation, we first assume the number of factors is known. First, we consider the case when

n = 1170, simulating a dataset with one-minute intervals over 3 days (3 × 6.5 × 60). We set
√
kn = 30 ≈

√
1170, resulting in the data set being divided into 39 blocks. Additionally, we

consider the case when n = 234, representing a dataset with five-minute intervals over 3 days

(3× 6.5× 12). Here, we set
√
kn = 15 ≈

√
234, dividing the dataset into 15 blocks.

4.2 Simulation Results

To evaluate the accuracy of the estimated number of factors of the staleness factor model, we

use the percentage of correct (PC) estimates. We report in Table 1 the accuracy results for

estimating the number of staleness factors, the staleness probability pt, V̂t, V̂
(p)
t , Σ̂, and Σ̂⋆ in
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different scenarios. The estimation accuracy is measured in various norms averaged over all

time stamps on the trajectory.

Table 1: Percentages of correctly (PC) identifying the number of factors, root mean square
error (RMSE) of p, and various norms for volatility matrices.

Without staleness With staleness + uncorrection With staleness + correction

d PC RMSEp ‖V̂t − Vt‖Vs ‖Σ̂− Σ‖ ‖V̂t − V
(p)
t ‖

V
(p)
t

‖Σ̂− Σ(p)‖ ‖V̂ ⋆
t − Vt‖Vs ‖Σ̂⋆ − Σ‖

Logit (1 min)

100 0.915 0.654 0.852 0.009 0.984 0.031 1.021 0.055
150 0.950 0.642 0.832 0.007 0.965 0.025 0.998 0.051
200 0.990 0.631 0.804 0.007 0.922 0.018 0.952 0.042

Logit (5 min)

100 0.850 0.667 0.961 0.013 1.037 0.034 1.142 0.061
150 0.935 0.652 0.951 0.012 1.001 0.028 1.021 0.058
200 0.965 0.642 0.901 0.010 0.981 0.021 0.986 0.051

Probit (1 min)

100 0.920 0.641 0.841 0.009 0.972 0.028 0.994 0.051
150 0.975 0.631 0.833 0.008 0.961 0.025 0.952 0.053
200 1.000 0.621 0.811 0.007 0.921 0.019 0.941 0.049

Probit (5 min)

100 0.885 0.685 0.961 0.013 1.134 0.036 1.189 0.063
150 0.925 0.674 0.921 0.011 1.021 0.034 1.024 0.057
200 0.975 0.661 0.884 0.009 0.992 0.027 0.971 0.045

Table 1 demonstrates that 1) different link functions perform similarly; 2) increasing the

sampling frequency and dimensionality improves the estimation accuracy; 3) our correction

method provides accurate volatility matrix estimations.

To save space, extra simulation results are provided in the Supplementary Material. It in-

cludes comparisons between the estimated trajectory pt and the true one, as well as illustrations

of the asymptotic normality in Corollaries 1 and 2.

5 Empirical Application

To examine staleness and its impact on the volatility matrix estimation, we analyze high-

frequency data for 152 stocks from April 2014. These stocks, all are constituents of the S&P

500 index, have trading records throughout the chosen period. The data were downloaded from

the Pi-Trading database.

Notably, many stocks do not trade at the opening time of 9:30 am but only start trading

a few minutes later. Consequently, we begin our intraday sample at 9:40 am, which yields 76
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log returns for 5-minute intervals and 380 log returns for 1-minute intervals.5 In addition to

the price data, we include high-frequency trading volume as the sole covariate, along with the

transformation log(volume + 1). Further details on data selection and cleaning procedures are

provided in the Supplementary Appendix.

5.1 Estimation Results for SFM

Table 2 summarizes the MLE results for the SFM. We observe that the number of staleness

factors is consistently around three.

Table 2: Summary of the averaged parameters

a γ g p

1st 2nd 3rd 1st 2nd 3rd

Logit+5min -0.138 0.671 -0.073 -0.408 -1.588 -0.245 -0.974 0.154
Probit+5min -0.091 0.771 0.094 -0.222 -0.555 0.078 -0.588 0.154
Logit+1min -0.218 0.120 0.169 -0.893 1.004 0.014 -0.871 0.292
Probit+1min -0.074 0.912 0.123 0.035 0.019 -0.026 -0.001 0.291

Notes. This table reports the average estimation results for the staleness factor model in April 2014. The values
of a and g are averaged across dimensions, with g also averaged over time, while p averaged across both
dimensions and time. The term “1st”, “2nd”, and “3rd” refer to the estimation results for the first three
staleness factors.

It demonstrates that the coefficients for the covariates are consistently negative, aligning

with Bandi et al. (2020), who found that zero and near-zero trading volumes lead to more zero

returns. For the 5-minute data, the estimated price stale probability is lower than that for

the 1-minute data, which is consistent to the empirical findings in Finance. However, the link

function had only a minor effect on the estimation, giving almost the same estimates of the

price stale probability.

To better understand the dynamics of the staleness factors, Figure 2 shows the time series

of the 5-minute frequency staleness factors. Several observations are noteworthy. First, the

calendar effects (see the discussion in the Supplementary Appendix for a stylized-curve-shaped

pattern) are reflected. Second, calendar effects aside, the staleness factors are time-varying and

nonstationary. Factors 1 and 3 display nearly opposite trends, while factor 2 appears to be

more stable with a tiny negative trend.

To examine the persistence of the staleness factors, Figure 3 displays the autocorrelation

function (ACF) of the staleness factors shown in Figure 2. As intuitively suggested by Figure

5While removing calendar effects can be valuable, it can also lead to loss of information. In addition, there is
no well-developed method for handling calendar effects on staleness.
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Figure 2: Staleness factors. Notes. This graph displays the estimated top three staleness factors for April
2014, based on 5-minute sampling intervals. The blue line represents the estimated time series, while the red line
shows the 1-day averaged series. A logit-type function is used as the link function.
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Figure 3: Autocorrelation function for the staleness factors. Notes. This figure shows the autocorrelation of
the top three staleness factors for April 2014, based on 5-minute sampling intervals. The solid blue line represents
the 95% confidence level. A logit-type function is used as the link function.

2, all factors exhibit notable persistence, with an ACF extending to about 20 time intervals (5

minutes ×20 ≈ 1.7 hours).

5.2 Efficient Price Volatility Matrices

To illustrate the impact of staleness on the volatility matrix, Figure 4 shows the changes in the

four largest eigenvalues of the spot systematic volatility matrix and the four smallest eigenvalues

of the spot idiosyncratic volatility matrix.6 For idiosyncratic volatility matrix, we use the hard

thresholding method.

Our analysis reveals that the eigenvalues of the idiosyncratic volatility are consistently pos-

itive, thanks to the POET method. The staleness correction does not significantly change the

four smallest eigenvalues of the idiosyncratic volatility matrix (sparse matrix). In contrast, the

6We set kn = ⌊√n⌋ and estimated the number of factor r by using the LPCA in Kong (2017), resulting in
r̂ = 4.
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Figure 4: Eigenvalues of the spot volatility matrices. Notes. This figure displays the four largest eigenvalues
of the spot systematic volatility proxies, both uncorrected (V̂ c

s ) and corrected (V̂ c⋆
s ) alongside the four smallest

eigenvalues of the spot idiosyncratic volatility proxies, both uncorrected (V̂ e
s ) and corrected (V̂ e⋆T

s ). The data,
sampled at 5-minute intervals, are from April 2014, with a logit-type function used as the link function.

four largest eigenvalues of the corrected systematic volatility matrix are increased by about 30%

after staleness correction, which is consistent to the downward bias in Theorem 3. This finding

suggests that routine analyzes such as clustering, principal component analysis, and portfolio

allocation–when based on large realized volatility matrices without staleness correction–may

yield misleading conclusions.

It is worth noting that Figure 4 also help verify some aspect of Assumption 5. Specifically,

the assumption that σ′tσt and (σ′tσt) ◦ Pt have the same rank is empirically supported. Using

the eigen-ratio method to select the number of factors (e.g., Pelger 2019), we observe that the

eigen-ratio sequences of σ′tσt and (σ′tσt) ◦ Pt are almost identical.

5.3 Out-of-Sample Portfolio Allocation

We now explore how large-dimensional volatility estimation using high-frequency observations

impacts the performance of out-of-sample portfolio allocation. Specifically, we address the

following constrained minimum variance portfolio allocation problem (Fan et al. 2012):

min
w
w′ĉovw, subject to w′

1d = 1 and ‖w‖1 ≤ c, (9)

where c represents a risk-exposure constraint bound, with the gross exposure constraint c varying

from 1 to 3, and ĉov denotes a working volatility matrix.
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When c = 1, short sales are prohibited, meaning
∑d

i=1 wi = 1 and wi ≥ 0. When c > 1,

wi can be negative, allowing for short sales. Competing volatility matrices (spot or integrated)

are then used to construct the optimal portfolio under a span of exposure constraints. For the

month of May 2014, we construct the optimal portfolio based on the volatility matrix estimated

from April 2014. This approach assumes that ĉovt ≈ Et(ĉovt+1), a common empirical strategy

in practice. To demonstrate the usefulness of staleness correction, we also include the staleness-

corrected versions of the volatility matrices.
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Figure 5: Out-of-sample portfolio risk. Notes. This figure compares the out-of-sample annualized volatility
(for May 2014) of S&P 500 index constituents from April 2014. The left panel presents results using a 5-minute
sampling frequency with a logit-type link function, while the right panel uses a 1-minute sampling frequency
with a probit-type link function. The x-axis represents the exposure constraint c in the optimization problem
(9). Four volatility matrix estimators are compared: uncorrected spot volatility (Uncorrected SV), uncorrected
integrated volatility (Uncorrected IV), corrected spot volatility (Corrected SV), and corrected integrated volatility
(Corrected IV). “Equal weight” refers to an equally weighted portfolio.

Figure 5 presents the out-of-sample risks against different risk exposure c. For comparison,

we also construct an equal-weight portfolio, which is independent of the exposure constraints

and has an annualized risk of 10.5%.

When c = 1, the selected optimal no-short-sale portfolios are not well-diversified, resulting

in higher out-of-sample annualized risks. As the short-sale constraints are gradually relaxed,

the risks for all covariance estimators decrease in trend before they gradually become flat.

Two key findings emerge. 1) Portfolios based on the spot volatility matrix exhibit lower

risk compared to those based on the integrated volatility, with or without staleness correction.

This might because spot volatility reflects short-term out-of-sample volatility more accurately,

while integrated volatility “averages” the historical volatilities. 2) Volatility matrices corrected

for staleness result in relatively lower portfolio risk, pronounced for the integrated volatility,
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reducing approximately 10% risk for larger exposure constraint levels.

6 Conclusion

This article investigates the cross-sectional dependence of price staleness using a general continuous-

time nonlinear nonstationary factor model. We introduce a novel nonstationary maximum like-

lihood estimation (MLE) procedure and establish the relevant asymptotic theory. We derive a

biased downward asymptotic result for the volatility matrix, enabling us to recover and vali-

date the latent effective price volatility matrix. Our method demonstrates good finite sample

performance through extensive simulations. The empirical analysis presents relevant estimation

results and assesses the impact of staleness on the volatility matrix and its effects on portfolio

allocation.

Several avenues for future research are worth exploring. First, while our model assumes

constant staleness factor loadings, it would be valuable to extend it to allow for time-varying

loadings. This extension is particularly challenging with binary data compared to return/price

data. Second, we assume independence between volatility and staleness of effective prices;

however, exploring potential correlations between these factors could provide deeper insights.

Third, a comprehensive study of price jumps and market microstructure requires simultaneously

considering staleness, microstructure noise, and jumps.

In conclusion, staleness plays a critical role in high-frequency theory, comparable to mi-

crostructure noise and jumps. This article lays the groundwork for further exploration of stal-

eness in high-dimensional and high-frequency contexts, offering new perspectives and robust

tools for asset pricing, risk management and portfolio analysis. Nevertheless, in-depth research

remains to be done.

Supplementary Material

The Supplementary Material contains the proofs of the main theoretical results, additional

numerical studies, and more details in the empirical analysis.
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