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Abstract

Many methods for estimating integrated volatility and related functionals of semimartingales

in the presence of jumps require specification of tuning parameters for their use in practice. In

much of the available theory, tuning parameters are assumed to be deterministic and their values

are specified only up to asymptotic constraints. However, in empirical work and in simulation

studies, they are typically chosen to be random and data-dependent, with explicit choices often

relying entirely on heuristics. In this paper, we consider novel data-driven tuning procedures

for the truncated realized variations of a semimartingale with jumps based on a type of ran-

dom fixed-point iteration. Being effectively automated, our approach alleviates the need for

delicate decision-making regarding tuning parameters in practice and can be implemented using

information regarding sampling frequency alone. We show our methods can lead to asymptoti-

cally efficient estimation of integrated volatility and exhibit superior finite-sample performance

compared to popular alternatives in the literature.

1 Introduction

The continuous part of the quadratic variation of an Itô semimartingale, commonly known as the

integrated volatility, plays an outsize role in financial econometrics, and its estimation in various

settings based on discrete observations has been a major focus in the literature at various points

in the past 20+ years. The semimartingale X commonly represents the log-price of a financial

asset, and its integrated volatility serves as a measure of the overall uncertainty inherent in the

continuous part of X over a given time period.

Among the variety of available methods for integrated volatility estimation, the truncated

realized variation (TRV), introduced in [30], was one of the first and remains among the most

popular approaches to-date that is jump-robust, in the sense that it can still provide reliable

estimates of integrated volatility when jumps occur in the process X. Other well known jump-

robust methods for estimating integrated volatility include bipower variations and their exten-

sions [5, 7, 11] or those based on empirical characteristic functions [24, 25, 38], among others,

giving the practitioner a wide array of choices at their disposal for estimation of integrated

volatility in modeling contexts where jumps may be present.

To choose an estimator among this array of options, currently one must first decide between

two distinct classes: either asymptotically efficient approaches, like TRV, which require selection
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of tuning parameters, or alternatively “tuning-free” estimators but at the unfortunate expense

of asymptotic efficiency. From the perspective of minimizing variance, asymptotically efficient

approaches are preferable, but their use in practice necessitates the critical additional step of

specifying the tuning parameter values themselves. This consequential step can significantly

impact estimation performance, but current asymptotic theory does not offer direct guidelines

for choosing parameters explicitly, which can be an extremely delicate matter in practice. For

instance, even in idealized asymptotic settings, appropriate choices often depend on a priori

unknown properties of X and can determine whether or not a given estimator retains even

the basic requirement of consistency. In the absence of theoretically supported approaches

for specifying explicit values of these parameters, the practical use of tuning-parameter-based

methods remains entirely reliant on heuristics. The purpose of the present work is to address

this gap.

In the case of TRV, the tuning parameter of importance is called the threshold, denoted

hereafter as ε > 0, indicating a level above which increments are discarded from the estimation

procedure. Concretely, given a discretely observed semimartingale X = {Xt}t≥0 at times 0 =

t0 < t1 < . . . < tn = T , the TRV is defined as

TRVn(ε) =

n∑
i=1

(
∆n

i X
)2
1{|∆n

i X|≤ε},

where ∆n
i X := Xti −Xti−1 is the ith increment of X, often assumed to be observed on a regular

sampling grid, so that ti−ti−1 =: hn for all i. Statistical properties of TRV have been extensively

studied when ε = ε(hn) is a deterministic function of the time step hn such that ε(hn) → 0

at specified rates as hn → 0. In [31], when either the jump component of the process X is of

finite activity or is a pure-jump Lévy process with infinite jump activity, TRV was shown to be

consistent whenever

lim
hn→0

ε(hn) = 0, and lim
hn→0

ε(hn)√
hn log

1
hn

= ∞. (1.1)

A consistency statement for TRV encompassing a broader class of semimartingales was given

in [22], but for the more restrictive case of power thresholds, namely, thresholds of the form

ε(hn) = chβ
n, c > 0, 0 < β < 1/2. (1.2)

Under finite jump activity, central limit theorems for TRV were established under the threshold

constraint (1.1) in [31]; in the infinite-activity case, they were established in [22] for more

general semimartingales based on thresholds satisfying (1.2) under the additional assumption the

volatility itself is a semimartingale, and also in [10,32] for general càdlàg volatility processes but

for Lévy-type jump behavior, both under additional constraints on ε related to the Blumenthal-

Getoor index of X.

While asymptotic constraints such as (1.1) and (1.2) may be informative for threshold se-

lection, they do not concretely indicate how one should make an explicit choice for ε in a given

context. Moreover, even if a particular deterministic choice for ε may lead to good estimation

performance under a given model, the same choice of ε under a perturbed version of the same

model can lead to dramatically worse estimation performance. To illustrate this point, the left

panel of Figure 1, below, shows histograms of the relative estimation errors for TRV using a

fixed, deterministically chosen threshold value under two different parameter settings of the

same model. While TRV performs satisfactorily with this deterministic threshold value under

one of the parameter settings, it performs poorly with the same threshold value under alternate

parameter settings, even though the expected quadratic variation of X is the same in both
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cases. In contrast, the right panel of Figure 1 displays histograms of relative estimation errors

for the approach developed in this paper, where satisfactory performance is maintained across

both settings.

Though Monte Carlo studies or empirical insights may help in choosing the value of ε deter-

ministically in a given setting, an arguably more natural approach is to select thresholds through

some data-driven procedure, permitting the threshold itself to depend on observed data. In-

deed, random, data-driven parameter tuning is often done in numerical studies in the literature

– without theoretical support – to illustrate finite-sample behavior of estimators and to improve

their numerical performance.

Figure 1: Sampling distributions of the relative estimation error for TRV with deterministic

thresholding at a fixed threshold value ε (left panel) versus our automated thresholding proce-

dure1 (right panel). The average realized quadratic variation is the same in both models. The

reference setting is the same as Model 1 as described in Section 4, based on a 1-week time horizon

at a sampling frequency of 5 minutes. The perturbed reference setting uses the same parameter

settings as the reference setting, but with half overall (average) volatility level and roughly twice

the rate of its finite jump activity component (adjusted to match the average quadratic variation

of both models).

However, by their very nature, data-driven parameter selection procedures introduce con-

siderable statistical dependencies and associated theoretical challenges that are otherwise ab-

sent when parameters are chosen deterministically. Consequently, despite the practicality and

potential benefits of data-driven parameter selection, the literature on TRV and related meth-

ods employing data-driven tuning procedures has remained relatively scarce. For instance, in

the case of finite activity jumps, it was stated without proof in a remark in [35] that con-

sistency holds for time-dependent random thresholds (possibly different for each increment

∆n
i X) of the form ctiε, where ε = ε(hn) satisfies (1.1) and {ct}t≥0 is a stochastic process

that is a.s. bounded above and bounded away from 0. Later, in [18], consistency was rigor-

ously established under finite jump activity for possibly data-dependent time-varying thresh-

olds of the type
√
2(1 + η)Mihn log(1/hn), where η > 0 and Mi are random variables satisfying

Mi ∈ [infs∈[ti−1,ti] σ
2
s , sups∈[0,T ] σ

2
s ] a.s. To the authors’ knowledge, these statements comprise

the totality of asymptotic theory for TRV with data-driven thresholds, and there is currently no

theoretical support in the literature for data-driven parameter tuning of TRV outside consistency

statements in the finite activity setting.

Moreover, in spite of the considerable focus on asymptotic properties of TRV with the

threshold constraints (1.1) and (1.2), recent work [18,19] has demonstrated that certain optimal

choices of threshold do not satisfy these asymptotic conditions, leaving a substantive gap in

the available asymptotic theory even within the scope of deterministic thresholding. Optimal-

type thresholds can lead to substantial gains in finite sample estimation performance, and their

explicit expressions can serve as a more direct guideline for threshold selection, making them

1Specifically our approach as described in (6b) in Section 4, though similar behavior holds in all other cases.
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ideal choices for practitioners. However, their direct use, even to first-order approximation, is

complicated by the fact that they depend on the volatility itself. For instance, under an idealized

constant volatility assumption and general finite jump activity, the MSE-optimal threshold ε⋆n
admits the approximation:

ε⋆n ∼
√
2σ2hn log

1
hn

, as hn → 0, (1.3)

where σ > 0 is the volatility. Under Lévy stable-like infinite jump activity, the MSE-optimal

threshold is the same as ε⋆n up to an additional multiplicative constant depending on the

Blumenthal-Getoor index [15]. Though this expression cannot be used directly in practice due

to its dependence on knowledge of the volatility, it lends itself naturally to fixed-point iterative

procedures, as suggested in [19] and [18], whose asymptotic theory has remained unestablished,

until now.

In this work, we consider two classes of iterative procedures for jump-robust estimation of

the integrated volatility based on data-driven parameter tuning. Our procedures are designed

to turn the otherwise infeasible threshold (1.3) into a feasible one, and will be seen to stem from

solutions ξ to random fixed-point equations of the type

ξ = Φn

(
(∆n

1X)1{|∆n
1 X|≤

√
rnξ}, . . . , (∆

n
nX)1{|∆n

nX|≤
√
rnξ}

)
, (1.4)

for an appropriate function Φn and sequence rn → 0. Viewed as random, data-dependent

thresholds, our procedures extend the asymptotic theory beyond deterministic thresholding to

accommodate automatic, data-driven calibration of TRV, and further extends current asymp-

totic theory beyond the general rate constraints imposed in (1.1) and (1.2), allowing for time-

dependent thresholding, ultimately leading to substantial gains in finite-sample performance

and more principled threshold selection procedures. Part of our analysis is based on relating

our proposed iterative estimators to oracle-like sequences of estimators; this general approach

may be of use for parameter tuning in other jump-robust methods in the literature.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the model, estimation framework

and some notation used throughout the paper. Section 3 contains our main results, including

instances of uniform and time-varying thresholding, and Section 4 contains some numerical

illustrations concerning finite-sample estimation performance. The proofs of the main results

and auxiliary lemmas are given in Appendices A and B.

2 Framework and setting

We consider a 1-dimensional Itô semimartingale X = (Xt)t∈R+ defined on a complete filtered

probability space (Ω,F, (Ft)t∈R+
,P) of the form

dXt = btdt+ σtdWt + γtdLt + dJt, t ≥ 0. (2.1)

Above, W is a standard Brownian motion, b, γ, σ are cádlág adapted, L = {Lt}t≥0 is a pure-

jump infinite-activity Lévy process, and J = {Jt}t≥0 is a general pure-jump process with finite

jump activity. We refer to Assumption 2.1 for complete conditions on all driving processes and

coefficients.

We suppose that on a fixed and finite time interval [0, T ], n observations, Xt1 , Xt2 , . . . , Xtn ,

of the continuous-time process X are available at known times 0 = t0 < t1 < . . . < tn = T .

We assume sampling times are evenly spaced, and denote the time step between observations

as hn := T/n. Our estimation target is the integrated volatility (or integrated variance) of X

defined as

CT :=

∫ T

0

σ2
sds.
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We consider two classes of estimators of CT . The first class of estimators we consider are

based on an iterative scheme that proceeds as follows:

1. At the start, an initial guess Ĉn,0 for the integrated volatility CT is first put forward.

This initial estimate should ideally be free of tuning parameters; for instance, the realized

variance (RV) Ĉn,0 =
∑n

i=1(∆
n
i X)2 or bipower variation Ĉn,0 = π

2

∑n−1
i=1 |∆n

i X||∆n
i+1X|,

among other possibilities. We refer to Theorem 3.2 and Remark 3.1 for further information

about the conditions on Ĉn,0. This initializes a data-dependent threshold of the form

Bn,0 =
(
rnT

−1Ĉn,0

)1/2
, where the threshold rate rn = rn(hn) is some predetermined

deterministic function of hn.

2. Then, an iterative sequence of thresholds Bn,j and estimators Ĉn,j is constructed based

on the relations

Bn,j−1 :=

√
rnT−1Ĉn,j−1,

Ĉn,j :=

n∑
i=1

(∆n
i X)21{|∆n

i X|≤Bn,j−1}, j ≥ 1.
(2.2)

For each fixed n, the sequence {Ĉn,j , j ≥ 0} will be shown to always “stabilize” in the

sense that the index

jn := min
{
j ≥ 0 : Ĉn,j = Ĉn,j+ℓ for all ℓ ≥ 0

}
, (2.3)

always exists. With regards to (1.4), the above scheme can be viewed as a fixed-point

iteration for the function ξ 7→
∑n

i=1(∆
n
i X)21{(∆n

i X)2≤rnT−1ξ}.

3. Denoting Bn := Bn,jn , we then define the uniform thresholding estimator

Ĉn := Ĉn,jn =

n∑
i=1

(∆n
i X)2 1{|∆n

i X|≤Bn}. (2.4)

The second class of estimators we consider are based on time-varying (or local) thresholding,

namely estimators Ĉ∗
n of the type

Ĉ∗
n =

n∑
i=1

(∆n
i X)2 1{|∆n

i X|≤B∗
n(i)}, (2.5)

for appropriate data-driven local thresholds B∗
n(i), i = 1, . . . , n arising from fixed-point equa-

tions, whose precise definition is deferred to Section 3.2. The central focus of this work is to

study the classes of estimators defined by (2.4) and (2.5). Below we state our main assumptions

relating to the model (2.1).

Assumption 2.1.

(i) σ, γ, b are càdlàg adapted; inf0≤t≤T σt > 0;

(ii) L is a Lévy process with characteristics (0, 0, ν) (see [37]) such that, for some α ∈ (0, 2)

and K± ∈ [0,∞), K+ ∨K− > 0,

lim
x→0+

xαν((x,∞)) = K+, lim
x→0−

xαν((−∞, x)) = K−;

J is a general finite-activity jump process of the form Jt =
∑N ′

t
i=1 ξi, where {ξi}i≥1 satisfy

P(ξi ̸= 0) = 1, and {N ′
t}t≥0 is a non-explosive counting process; W is a Brownian motion

independent of L. All processes are adapted.
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(iii) There is a sequence τn of stopping times increasing to infinity and a positive sequence Kn

such that

t ≤ τn =⇒

{
|bt|+ |σt|+ |γt| ≤ Kn,

E(|γt+s − γt|2|Ft) ≤ Kns, s > 0.
(2.6)

Our assumptions, in particular, do not require σ to be a semimartingale, which is important

in rough volatility modeling. Note that the condition on γ in (2.6) is satisfied whenever {γt}t≥0

is an Itô semimartingale with locally bounded characteristics.

We use the following standard notation throughout the paper: for two sequences an, bn > 0,

• an ∼ bn means that an/bn → 1;

• an ≪ bn means that an = o(bn), i.e., limn→∞ an/bn = 0; an ≲ bn means an = O(bn), i.e.,

lim supn→∞ an/bn < ∞;

• an ≫ bn means that bn = o(an); an ≳ bn means bn = O(an);

• P−→ denotes convergence in probability;

• D−→ denotes convergence in law;

• st−→ denotes stable convergence in law.

3 Main results

3.1 Uniform thresholding

In this section, we study the asymptotic properties of the estimator Ĉn introduced in Section

2. As stated in the introduction, in [18] it was shown that the first-order asymptotic behavior

of the MSE-optimal threshold ε⋆n under the idealized assumption of constant volatility takes

the form (1.3), which cannot be implemented feasibly in practice as it depends on knowledge

of the volatility itself. However, exploiting this relationship is the driving principle behind

the iterative algorithm leading to the estimators Ĉn. The proposed method can be seen as a

natural mechanism to make such a threshold feasible by taking the sequence rn = r(hn) =

2hn log(1/hn) in the iterative procedure (2.2). As we will see, our iterative approach will enable

us to asymptotically “attain” the infeasible threshold ε⋆n, in principle rendering near-MSE-

optimal behavior possible in practice.

In general, it is a nontrivial task to establish asymptotic properties of the Ĉn defined in (2.4),

even drawing upon results from the existing literature, which has almost exclusively focused on

deterministic uniform thresholding. For instance, in spite of the fact that Ĉn satisfies the random

fixed-point equation

Ĉn =

n∑
i=1

(∆n
i X)21{(∆n

i X)2≤rnT−1Ĉn},

such an expression offers little insight into finding closed-form expressions for Ĉn.

The central idea in our approach rests on relating the sequence of iterates Ĉn,j to an iterative

sequence of “oracle-like” estimators C̃n,j(yn) that make use of the (unknown) location of jumps

of size yn > 0 or larger, where yn → 0 at an appropriate rate. More concretely, for each

y ∈ (0, 1), by virtue of the Lévy-Itô decomposition of L, we may reexpress

btdt+ γtdLt =
(
bt + γt

∫
{y<|x|≤1}

xν(dx)
)
dt+ γt

∫
{|x|≤y}

xµ̃(dx, dt) + γt

∫
{|x|>y}

xµ(dx, dt)

=: dbt(y) + γtdMt(y) + γtdHt(y), (3.1)
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where µ is the jump measure of L with intensity ν(dx)dt, and µ̃(dx, dt) = µ(dx, dt) − ν(dx)dt

is the corresponding compensated jump measure. Above, Ht(y) is a compound Poisson process

with finite jump activity satisfying Ht(y) =
∑Nt(y)

i=1 ζi(y), where Nt(y) is a Poisson process with

rate λn(y) =
∫
|x|>y

ν(dx), and {ζi(y)}i≥1 are i.i.d. and supported on (−∞, y) ∪ (y,∞) with

distribution
1{|x|≥y}ν(dx)

ν(|x|>y) . For each y > 0, we first define the random set

In(y) = {i : ∆n
i N(y) = 0, ∆n

i N
′ = 0}, (3.2)

which consists of all indices corresponding to intervals where no “large” jumps have occurred.

For a sequence y = yn → 0, we then define an oracle analog of TRV that eliminates any

increments corresponding to time intervals in which “large” jumps of X occur:

Cn(y) :=

n∑
i=1

(∆n
i X)21{∆n

i N(y)=0,∆n
i N

′=0} =
∑

i∈In(y)

(∆n
i X)2. (3.3)

To connect Cn(y) with Ĉn, we then construct an iterative sequence {C̃n,j(y)}j≥1, analogous to

(2.2), by setting C̃n,0(y) := Ĉn,0 (so that the oracle sequence has the same initial value as the

original sequence Ĉn,j) and recursively define, for j ≥ 1,

B̃n,j−1(y) :=

√
rnT−1C̃n,j−1(y),

C̃n,j(y) :=
∑

i∈In(y)

(∆n
i X)2 1{|∆n

i X|≤B̃n,j−1(y)}.
(3.4)

Though the variables C̃n,j(yn) andCn(y) are not feasible estimators themselves, their asymptotic

behavior in fact completely determines that of Ĉn provided the auxiliary sequence yn tends to

0 at an appropriate rate. In our arguments, we demonstrate that

C̃n,n+1(yn) ≤ Ĉn ≤ Cn(yn) +Rn,

for an appropriate asymptotically negligible remainder Rn. The above relation allows us to

analyze Ĉn in terms of the array of oracle iterates {C̃n,j(yn)}j≥1 and the oracle itself Cn(yn).

We then demonstrate that {C̃n,j(yn)}j≥1 are all asymptotically equivalent to the oracle Cn(yn)

(Proposition A.1); effectively reducing the problem to the analysis of Cn(yn), which is consid-

erably simpler.

We now proceed to describe the class of initial estimators we consider in our procedure.

Apart from some mild regularity conditions, they are required only to be consistent for CT

when the underlying process is continuous, allowing for a great deal of flexibility in the choice

of initialization. More specifically, for a generic process Y , let

Ĉn,0(Y ) =

n−d+1∑
i=1

F (∆n
i Y, . . . ,∆

n
i+d−1Y ), (3.5)

where F : Rd → [0,∞) satisfies, for some δ0 ∈ (0, 2] and for all x,y ∈ Rd with ∥y∥ ∨ ∥x∥ ≤ 1,

F (x) ≤ K∥x∥2∞, (3.6)∣∣F (x+ y)− F (x)
∣∣ ≤ K(∥y∥∞ ∧ ∥x∥∞)δ0(∥y∥2−δ0

∞ + ∥x∥2−δ0
∞ ), (3.7)

for some K < ∞. Above, ∥x∥∞ = max1≤i≤d |xi|. An initial estimate Ĉn,0 is said to belong to

class C if Ĉn,0 = Ĉn,0(X), where Ĉn,0(·) is given by (3.5), and satisfies

Ĉn,0

(
σ ·W

) P−→
∫ T

0

σ2
sds, (3.8)

where (σ ·W )t :=
∫ t

0
σsdWs.
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Remark 3.1. The class C includes, for instance, the ordinary realized variance (i.e., F (x) = x2),

multipowers of the type F (x1, . . . , xd) ∝
∏d

i=1 |xi|ri with ri ≥ 0 and r1 + . . .+ rd = 2, and the

nearest-neighbor truncation estimators of [4], among other possibilities.

We now state our first main result.

Theorem 3.2. Suppose Ĉn,0 belongs to class C, and that the sequence rn → 0 satisfies

rn ≫ hn log(1/hn). (3.9)

Then, the following assertions hold:

(i) If, further rn ≪ (h log(1/h))
α
2 , then, as n → ∞,

Ĉn
P−→ CT .

(ii) If α ∈ (0, 1) and further rn ≪ h
α+1
2

n (log(1/h))
α
2 , then, as n → ∞,

1√
hn

(
Ĉn − CT

)
st−→ N

(
0, 2

∫ T

0

σ4
sds

)
.

(iii) Suppose α ∈ (1, 2) and γt ≡ 1. Then, as n → ∞, for any choice of rn satisfying (3.9),

1√
hn

(
Ĉn − CT

) P−→ ∞.

Observe that the upper bounds on rn in (i)–(ii) above depend on the jump activity index

α and become more restrictive as α increases. Bearing this in mind, we make the following

remarks.

Remark 3.3. A common choice in the literature for both benchmarking estimation performance

and applications is
√
rn = 4h0.49

n (e.g., [13,24,29]), which leads to efficient CLTs across nearly the

entire range α < 1; Section 4 compares the performance of this threshold choice for TRV against

our iterative methods. Though the hypotheses of Theorem 3.2 require rn ≫ hn log(1/hn) in

general, under the idealized assumption of constant volatility, our proofs demonstrate that rn
can be chosen of the form rn = 2(1 + η)hn log(1/hn), for any η > 0 (cf. (1.3)). In general, the

common choice
√
rn = 4h0.49

n seems to also work reasonably well also for the iterative estimator

Ĉn; for further discussion of selection of the threshold rate rn and initializations in practice, see

Section 4.

Remark 3.4. When α ∈ (1, 2), a slowly-decaying bias term renders convergence rates of order

n−1/2 impossible for TRV itself under deterministic thresholding (c.f. [32]), which is reflected

for Ĉn in case (iii) of Theorem 3.2. For these values of α, under deterministic thresholds for

TRV, specialized debiasing techniques are required to achieve the optimal n−1/2 rate (c.f. [9]).

See also [24, 25] for other efficient methods based on empirical characteristic functions (and

again deterministic tuning parameters). We leave the extension of these debiasing techniques

to data-driven parameter tuning as a topic for future research.

3.2 Time-varying thresholds

For the best possible finite-sample performance, heuristically one should set the threshold ε as

small as possible – to remove as many jumps as possible – but allow it to remain large enough

so that a sufficient number increments remain to ultimately yield efficient estimates of CT .

From this perspective, the asymptotic lower bound on the rate rn given in the hypotheses of

8



Theorem 3.2 may appear unsatisfactory, as it precludes rates as fast as the optimal threshold

ε⋆n ∼
√
2σ2hn log(1/hn) in the constant volatility case. It is natural to suspect that faster rates

may be possible for potential improvement in Ĉn. However, the next result shows this is not

true, in general.

Proposition 3.5. For a given semimartingale Y , let TRVn(ε;Y ) =
∑n

i=1

(
∆n

i Y
)2
1{|∆n

i Y |≤ε},

and let CT (Y ) denote its predictable quadratic variation. For a given c0 > 0, define the threshold

ϑn :=
√

c0CT (Y )hn log(1/hn).

Then, there exists a semimartingale Y ′ such that TRVn(ϑn;Y
′)

P−→ CT (Y
′), but

√
n
(
TRVn(ϑn;Y

′)− CT (Y
′)
) P−→ −∞.

Note that the estimator Ĉn defined in (2.4) is a TRV with threshold εn =
(
c0Ĉnhn log(1/hn)

)1/2
,

which is approximately equal to ϑn if Ĉn remains a consistent estimator under this threshold

choice. In that case, the above result suggests that Ĉn will not be rate-efficient in general with

the threshold rate rn = c0hn log(1/hn) and may remove too many increments even if jumps are

completely absent from the process X. In particular, the proof of Proposition 3.5 illustrates

that efficiency losses can result from volatility paths that exhibit significant jumps. A natural

way to remedy this is to consider localized thresholds that adapt to the volatility level. In

this way, thresholds corresponding to periods of high volatility are increased, and conversely,

thresholds for periods of low volatility are decreased, so as to prevent efficiency losses that might

otherwise occur with uniform thresholding. This is the central motivation behind our second

class of estimators, which utilize spot volatility estimates to locally tune the threshold.

To this end, for a given even integer kn ≤ n and B > 0, we define

σ̂2
n(i;B) :=

1

hnkn

i+kn/2∑
ℓ=i−kn/2+1

(
∆n

ℓX
)2
1{|∆n

ℓ X|≤B}, ℓ = 1, . . . , n,

where we set ∆n
i X = 0 if i ≤ 0 or i > n. The above estimator is a type of kernel-based

estimator of the spot volatility σ2
ti , as defined in [14, 28], with kernel function K(x) = 1

21[−1,1]

and bandwidth bn = knhn (see [23] for the asymptotic theory of the estimator in the case of one-

sided uniform kernels K(x) = 1[0,1] and [16, 21] for general kernels). Our second thresholding

scheme for the localized thresholding estimator Ĉ∗
n then proceeds as follows:

1. First, we begin with some initial local volatility estimates ĉn,0(i), i = 1, . . . , n, ideally

free of tuning parameters. Natural choices include ĉn,0(i) = 1
hnkn

∑i+kn/2
ℓ=i−kn/2+1

(
∆n

ℓX
)2

or the analogous local BPV estimator ĉn,0(i) = 1
hnkn

π
2

∑i+kn/2
ℓ=i−kn/2+1 |∆

n
ℓX||∆n

ℓ+1X| (see
Theorem 3.6 below for precise conditions on ĉn,0(i)).

2. Next, for each i = 1, . . . , n and a given deterministic rate sequence r∗n → 0, we define a local

threshold for the i–th increment of X. With regards to (1.4), each of these local thresholds

can be viewed as a fixed-point iteration for one of the n stochastic maps ξ 7→ σ̂2
n

(
i;
√
r∗nξ
)
,

i = 1, . . . , n. More specifically, for j ≥ 1, we iteratively define:

B∗
n,j−1(i) :=

√
r∗nĉn,j−1(i),

ĉn,j(i) := σ̂2
n(i, B

∗
n,j−1(i)).

(3.10)

We then set

B∗
n(i) := B∗

n,j∗n
(i), i = 1, . . . , n, (3.11)

where j∗n := min
{
j ≥ 0 : ĉn,j(i) = ĉn,j+ℓ(i) for all 1 ≤ i ≤ n, ℓ ≥ 0

}
.

9



3. Finally, we define the localized threshold estimator

Ĉ∗
n :=

n∑
i=1

(∆n
i X)2 1{|∆n

i X|≤B∗
n(i)}. (3.12)

Let us now introduce the class of initial estimates Cspot for time-varying thresholds, which

is essentially a localized analog of the class C of initial estimates defined in Section 3.1. To this

end, for a generic process Y , define

ĉn,0(Y ; i) =
1

hnkn

i+kn/2∑
ℓ=i−kn/2+1

F (∆n
i Y, . . . ,∆

n
i+d−1Y ), i = 1, . . . , n, (3.13)

where F : Rd → [0,∞), and for convenience we set F (∆n
i Y, . . . ,∆

n
i+d−1Y ) = 0 if i ≤ 0 or

i + d − 1 > n. We say the initializing threshold constants ĉn,0(i) belong to the class Cspot if

ĉn,0(i) = ĉn,0(X; i), i = 1, . . . n, where ĉn,0( · ; i) are of the form (3.13) and satisfy

max
1≤i≤n

∣∣∣∣∣ĉn,0(σ ·W ; i)− 1

hnkn

∫ hn(i+kn/2)

hn(i−kn/2+1)

σ2
t dt

∣∣∣∣∣ P−→ 0. (3.14)

We are now in a position to state our second main result.

Theorem 3.6. Let r∗n satisfy

lim inf
n→∞

r∗n
2hn log(1/hn)

> 1, (3.15)

and suppose that na ≪ kn ≪ n for some 0 < a < 1. Asssume further that the initializing

threshold constants ĉn,0(i), i = 1 . . . , n, belong to the class Cspot. Then, the following assertions

hold:

(i) If, further, r∗n ≪ (h log(1/h))
α
2 , then, as n → ∞,

Ĉ∗
n

P−→ CT .

(ii) If α ∈ (0, 1) and further r∗n ≪ h
α+1
2

n (log(1/h))
α
2 , then, as n → ∞,

1√
hn

(
Ĉ∗

n − CT

)
st−→ N

(
0, 2

∫ T

0

σ4
sds

)
.

(iii) Suppose α ∈ (1, 2) and γt ≡ 1. Then, for any choice of r∗n satisfying (3.15), as n → ∞,

1√
hn

(
Ĉ∗

n − CT

) P−→ ∞.

Remark 3.7. Similarly to the case for uniform thresholding, the assumptions on the admis-

sible initial estimates (3.13) are relatively mild and require consistency in a uniform sense

only in the continuous case. In particular, a localized version of realized variance, namely

ĉn,0(i,X) = 1
hnkn

∑i+kn/2
ℓ=i−kn/2+1

(
∆n

ℓX
)2
, or a localized bipower variation, namely ĉn,0(i,X) =

1
hnkn

π
2

∑i+kn/2
ℓ=i−kn/2+1 |∆

n
ℓX||∆n

ℓ+1X| both satisfy these assumptions. Indeed, the validity of

(3.14) for the localized realized variance is shown in the proof of Lemma B.5 (see (B.30)),

while for the localized bipower variation it follows along the same arguments as the proof of

Proposition 3.3 in [36].
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Statistical errors for spot volatility estimation are known to be substantially larger by com-

parison to the OP (n
−1/2)–sized errors that occur in estimation of integrated volatility CT (for

instance, optimal choices of kn in spot volatility estimation lead to errors of order n−1/4; see,

e.g., [21,23]). Interestingly enough, the estimator Ĉ∗
n utilizes the comparatively noisier estimates

of spot volatility in an auxiliary manner to lead to potentially improved estimates of CT .

Remark 3.8. Recall that, to a first-order approximation, the threshold (1.3) is MSE-optimal

under the assumption of constant volatility and finite jump activity. Though this is an idealized

assumption and not expected to hold in many practical settings, it can serve as a reasonable

local approximation at sufficiently high sampling frequencies. This intuition provides further

support for our estimator Ĉ∗
n, which roughly incorporates the optimal-type threshold (1.3) in a

local manner. Indeed, our simulation study in Section 4 reflects this, showing that the resulting

localized estimators exhibit superior finite-sample performance. Furthermore, we conjecture

that for TRV based on time-varying thresholds ε(i), i = 1 . . . , n, the threshold choice

εn(i) =
√
2σ2

n,ihn log(1/hn),

with σ2
n,i = supt∈[ i−1

n , i
n ) σ

2
t , is MSE-optimal up to first order approximation under finite jump

activity.

Remark 3.9. Feasible CLTs (for construction of confidence intervals) are possible with either

Ĉn or Ĉ∗
n. Indeed, minor extensions to our arguments show that under the rates rn, r

∗
n in part

(ii) of Theorems 3.2 and 3.6, one has

√
n
(
Ĉn − CT

)
√
2
∑n

i=1(∆
n
i X)41{|∆n

i X|≤Bn}

d→ N (0, 1), and

√
n
(
Ĉ∗

n − CT

)
√
2
∑n

i=1(∆
n
i X)41{|∆n

i X|≤B∗
n(i)}

d→ N (0, 1),

where the thresholds Bn and B∗
n(i) are the same as for Ĉn and for Ĉ∗

n as described in Theorems

3.2 and 3.6, respectively.

Remark 3.10. Strictly speaking, the estimators Ĉn and Ĉ∗
n are not tuning free in the same way

as, e.g., bipower variation is: Ĉn depends on rn and Ĉ∗
n depends on r∗n and kn, which must

still be chosen by the practitioner. However, the auxiliary sequences rn, r
∗
n and kn are relatively

data-insensitive and can be chosen based on sampling frequency alone. This stands in contrast

with selecting the (full) parameter ε itself, which is highly data-sensitive, as demonstrated in

Figure 1. This is further illustrated in the next section.

4 Monte Carlo Study

In this section, we compare the finite-sample performance of Ĉn and Ĉ∗
n against standard tuning

approaches for TRV in the literature based on simulated data from the following stochastic

volatility model:

Xt = 1 +

∫ t

0

σs dWs + Lt + Jt,

σ2
t = θ +

∫ t

0

κ
(
θ − σ2

s

)
ds+ ξ

∫ t

0

σs dBs.

Above,W andB are two correlated standard Brownian motions with covariation d⟨W,B⟩t = ρdt,

L is a CGMY Lévy process independent of W and B, and J is an inhomogeneous compound

Poisson process independent of all other processes with intensity {λ(t)}t≥0 and jump distribution

ϱ(dx).
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Based on a 6.5 hour trading day and 252 trading days per year, we consider time horizons of

T ∈ { 1
252 ,

5
252 ,

1
12}, corresponding to 1 day, 1 week, and 1 month, respectively, at the 5-minute

(hn = ( 1
252 )(

1
6.5 )(

5
60 )) sampling frequency. For illustration, we examine five separate scenarios

we now describe. Unless otherwise stated, for ease of comparison the parameters for {σ2
t }t≥0

are set as:

κ = 5, ξ = 0.3, θ = (0.2)2, ρ = −0.5.

With these parameter choices, the annualized expected integrated variance is (1/T )ECT =

(0.2)2, and, in all settings, parameters are chosen so that the expected annualized realized

volatility is approximately
√
(1/T )E(RVn) ≈ 0.275 (Models 1,2,4,5, below) or 0.3 (Model 3),

which are realistic for financial data.

• Model 1 (homogeneous jumps): for the infinite activity component {Lt}t≥0, we choose

C− = 0.148, C+ = 0.033, G = 3.295, M = 4.685, Y = 0.917.

The parameters C−, C+, G,M are taken from estimates in [27] for a 1-year interval based

on calibration from index options; here Y = 0.917 corresponds to the average of the

reported estimates of Y + and Y − in their model, namely Y = Y ++Y −

2 . For {Jt}t≥0, we

choose

λ(t) ≡ 252 (1 jump per day), ϱ(dx) ∼ N (−0.005, 0.012).

• Model 2 (switching jump intensity): all settings are the same as in Model 1, except {Jt}t≥0

has time-varying intensity:

λ(t) = (252)ϑ(t), ϑ(t) =

{
2, σ2

t > θ,

0, σ2
t < θ.

• Model 3 (higher jump intensity): all settings are the same as Model 1, except {Jt}t≥0 has

a higher jump intensity:

λ(t) ≡ (1.5)(252) (1.5 jumps per day).

• Model 4 (finite jump activity): all settings are the same as Model 1, except we take Lt ≡ 0,

and adjust λ(t) ≡ (1.15)252 to match the expected realized variance of Model 1.

• Model 5 (no jumps): All settings are the same as Model 1, except we take Jt ≡ 0, Lt ≡ 0,

and adjust θ = (0.275)2 to match the expected realized variance of Model 1.

We compare 6 types of estimators based on TRV: two instances of standard approaches, and

two instances each of the iterative estimator Ĉn and of the localized iterative estimator Ĉ∗
n

with different types of initializations. Specifically, for Ĉn we use the following estimators as

initializations:

RVn =

n∑
i=1

(∆n
i X)2, BVn =

π

2

n∑
i=2

|∆n
i−1X||∆n

i X|.

For Ĉ∗
n, we use their localized counterparts, denoted by

σ̂2
n(ℓ) =

1

hnkn

ℓ+kn/2∑
i=ℓ−kn/2+1

(∆n
i X)2, BVspot

n (ℓ) =
1

hnkn

π

2

ℓ+kn/2∑
i=ℓ−kn/2+1

|∆n
i−1X||∆n

i X|.

We consider the following estimation procedures:
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(1) TRVn(ε0,n), where ε0,n = h0.49
n ;

(2) TRVn(ε1,n), where ε1,n =
√
BVnrn, with

√
rn = 4h0.49

n as used in [13,24,29].

(3) Ĉn, with initialization Ĉn,0 = RVn and rn as in (2);

(4) Ĉn, with initialization Ĉn,0 = BVn and rn as in item (2);

(5a,b) Ĉ∗
n, with r∗n = 2hn(log(1/hn) − log log(1/hn)), kn = h−0.5

n (5a) or kn = h−0.6
n (5b), and

initialization ĉn,0(i) = σ̂2
n(i);

(6a,b) Ĉ∗
n, with r∗n = 2hn(log(1/hn) − log log(1/hn)), kn = h−0.5

n (6a) or kn = h−0.6
n (6b), and

initialization ĉn,0(i) = BVspot
n (i).

Model 1 (homogeneous jumps)

T = 1/252 (1 day) T = 5/252 (1 wk.) T = 1/12 (1 mo.)

rel. err (%) sd(rel. err)
√
MSE×104 rel. err (%) sd(rel. err)

√
MSE×104 rel. err (%) sd(rel. err)

√
MSE×104

(1) TRV 90.4783 149.1879 2.7355 90.2462 67.2049 8.7914 92.9712 39.0118 31.4622

(2) TRV 5.3009 20.8770 0.3421 4.8734 8.7488 0.8040 4.7463 4.4099 2.2017

(3) Ĉn 5.8617 22.3127 0.3665 3.9965 8.4482 0.7505 3.6931 4.2304 1.9256

(4) Ĉn 4.7353 20.1997 0.3301 3.9688 8.4253 0.7478 3.6931 4.2304 1.9256

(5a) Ĉ∗
n 3.3682 19.0994 0.3087 2.9690 8.1442 0.6956 2.8222 4.1195 1.7050

(5b) Ĉ∗
n 3.3297 19.0585 0.3079 2.5464 8.0069 0.6740 2.3890 4.0001 1.5881

(6a) Ĉ∗
n 2.8296 18.5914 0.2994 2.7570 8.0723 0.6843 2.6449 4.0711 1.6546

(6b) Ĉ∗
n 2.8294 18.5915 0.2989 2.4985 8.1560 0.6714 2.3621 4.2415 1.5815

Model 2 (switching jump intensity)

T = 1/252 (1 day) T = 5/252 (1 wk.) T = 1/12 (1 mo.)

rel. err (%) sd(rel. err)
√
MSE×104 rel. err (%) sd(rel. err)

√
MSE×104 rel. err (%) sd(rel. err)

√
MSE×104

(1) TRV 98.4132 190.3505 3.5307 89.9458 95.9290 11.3156 83.7461 62.7170 40.2647

(2) TRV 6.4172 23.0589 0.3911 5.1908 10.1623 0.9698 4.8893 6.0500 3.0746

(3) Ĉn 6.6465 29.6733 0.5108 3.7809 9.1587 0.8318 3.4781 5.0420 2.3673

(4) Ĉn 5.1206 20.8151 0.3475 3.7568 9.1281 0.8278 3.4772 5.0429 2.3673

(5a) Ĉ∗
n 3.6255 19.4813 0.3193 2.8709 8.6546 0.7561 3.0375 4.7020 2.1106

(5b) Ĉ∗
n 3.6256 19.5659 0.3207 2.2625 8.3286 0.7137 2.4621 4.4255 1.8864

(6a) Ĉ∗
n 3.1309 18.7966 0.3062 2.6498 8.5198 0.7385 2.8564 4.6173 2.0377

(6b) Ĉ∗
n 3.1190 18.7985 0.3063 2.2198 8.6419 0.7114 2.4332 4.8536 1.8801

Model 3 (higher jump intensity)

T = 1/252 (1 day) T = 5/252 (1 wk.) T = 1/12 (1 mo.)

rel. err (%) sd(rel. err)
√
MSE×104 rel. err (%) sd(rel. err)

√
MSE×104 rel. err (%) sd(rel. err)

√
MSE×104

(1) TRV 121.7856 167.8171 3.2809 133.4801 81.8533 12.1529 134.3111 49.2704 44.6016

(2) TRV 7.8602 24.2170 0.4053 7.3329 10.1078 0.9921 7.1037 4.8398 2.9336

(3) Ĉn 9.1251 36.1741 0.5982 5.2370 9.2686 0.8526 4.8782 4.5093 2.3053

(4) Ĉn 6.3337 22.0729 0.3656 5.2050 9.2380 0.8490 4.8782 4.5093 2.3053

(5a) Ĉ∗
n 4.0298 20.3463 0.3307 3.7660 8.7422 0.7627 3.6815 4.2953 1.9582

(5b) Ĉ∗
n 4.0138 20.2726 0.3295 3.0898 8.4432 0.7199 3.0808 4.1801 1.7936

(6a) Ĉ∗
n 3.3382 19.4716 0.3145 3.5166 8.6317 0.7458 3.4983 4.2390 1.8997

(6b) Ĉ∗
n 3.5848 19.5251 0.3140 3.0404 8.6777 0.7159 3.0138 4.5086 1.7595

Table 1: Estimation performance of Ĉn, Ĉ
∗
n, and standard tuning approaches for TRV in

Models 1-3; reported values are based on m = 5000 realizations in each model at the

5-minute sampling frequency.

We simulate m = 5000 paths for each Model 1-5. Denoting by Ĉ one of the estimators

in (1)-(6), on the j–th realization we compute the estimator value, Ĉj , the corresponding true

integrated volatility, CT,j , and report

• The mean relative error (in %): 100( 1
m

∑m
j=1 ej), where ej =

Ĉj−CT,j

CT,j
;

• The standard deviation of the relative error (in %): 100
√

1
m

∑m
j=1(ej − e)2;

•
√
MSE =

√
1
m

∑m
j=1(Ĉj − CT,j)2.

13



The results are displayed in Tables 1-2; the smallest bias and MSE for each time horizon are

shown in bold.

In general, we see that when jumps are present (Models 1-4), both the iterative estimator

Ĉn and localized iterative estimator Ĉ∗
n can outperform the standard tuning choice (2) for TRV

both in terms of relative error and MSE by significant margins, with reductions in bias often

by 50% or more by comparison to (2) and reductions in
√
MSE as high as 40%. As anticipated,

deterministic tuning (1) performs rather poorly by comparison to approaches (2)-(6) on all time

horizons, and although the (non-iterative) bipower-tuned TRV in (2) leads to a substantial

improvement over (1), it is uniformly outperformed by (4)-(6) on all time horizons considered

and also outperformed by (3) except on daily time horizons.

In general, the localized estimators (6a,6b) have the largest relative performance gains com-

pared to standard procedures (1)-(2) over longer time horizons, which is somewhat expected,

ranging from 13%-23% reduction in
√
MSE at daily horizons to 28%-40% reduction in

√
MSE at

monthly horizons compared to (2). Also, iterative approaches with jump-robust initializations

(4,6a,6b) generally have improved performance compared to those without jump-robust initial-

izations (3,5a,5b). Furthermore, for the localized estimators, the choice kn = h−0.6
n (5b,6b) tends

to lead to improvement relative to the choice kn = h−0.5
n (5a,6a) over longer time horizons. The

best performance in terms of both relative error and MSE is typically achieved by (6b).

Model 4 (finite jump activity)

T = 1/252 (1 day) T = 5/252 (1 wk.) T = 1/12 (1 mo.)

rel. err (%) sd(rel. err)
√
MSE×104 rel. err (%) sd(rel. err)

√
MSE×104 rel. err (%) sd(rel. err)

√
MSE×104

(1) TRV 95.5145 159.3735 2.9314 89.8228 66.1216 8.6889 93.9742 40.3833 31.7663

(2) TRV 4.3921 21.5406 0.3515 3.5605 8.7916 0.7641 3.5693 4.2456 1.9309

(3) Ĉn 4.9183 23.2150 0.3783 2.6648 8.4874 0.7164 2.5184 4.1242 1.6911

(4) Ĉn 3.5558 20.1041 0.3255 2.6388 8.4716 0.7145 2.5179 4.1244 1.6911

(5a) Ĉ∗
n 1.9505 18.3226 0.2933 1.5714 8.0859 0.6617 1.7152 3.9780 1.5053

(5b) Ĉ∗
n 1.9454 18.2932 0.2928 1.1940 7.9727 0.6475 1.2999 3.8990 1.4207

(6a) Ĉ∗
n 1.5691 18.0673 0.2886 1.3933 8.0169 0.6527 1.5442 3.9375 1.4680

(6b) Ĉ∗
n 1.5623 18.0679 0.2880 1.1613 8.0538 0.6452 1.2761 4.0324 1.4166

Model 5 (no jumps)

T = 1/252 (1 day) T = 5/252 (1 wk.) T = 1/12 (1 mo.)

rel. err (%) sd(rel. err)
√
MSE×104 rel. err (%) sd(rel. err)

√
MSE×104 rel. err (%) sd(rel. err)

√
MSE×104

(1) TRV 0.0917 15.8450 0.5671 -0.1081 7.0844 1.2695 -0.0536 3.4524 2.6256

(2) TRV 0.0504 15.8488 0.5671 -0.1308 7.0946 1.2717 -0.0936 3.4619 2.6346

(3) Ĉn 0.0857 15.8440 0.5670 -0.1274 7.0909 1.2708 -0.0930 3.4617 2.6343

(4) Ĉn 0.0632 15.8549 0.5673 -0.1311 7.0941 1.2715 -0.0940 3.4616 2.6344

(5a) Ĉ∗
n 0.0306 15.8651 0.5677 -0.1920 7.1099 1.2744 -0.1748 3.4660 2.6394

(5b) Ĉ∗
n 0.0344 15.8649 0.5677 -0.2343 7.1112 1.2750 -0.2063 3.4639 2.6388

(6a) Ĉ∗
n -0.0636 15.8999 0.5689 -0.2669 7.1294 1.2782 -0.2492 3.4651 2.6424

(6b) Ĉ∗
n -0.0668 15.8999 0.5691 -0.2696 7.1293 1.2766 -0.2432 3.4656 2.6425

Table 2: Estimation performance of Ĉn, Ĉ
∗
n, and standard tuning approaches for TRV in

the finite jump activity setting of Model 4 and the jump-free setting of Model 5; reported

values are based on m = 5000 realizations at the 5-minute sampling frequency.

Comparing performance across Models 1-4, we see that all iterative approaches (3)-(6) are

generally more robust against increased levels of jump activity as well as time-varying jump

behavior compared to (1)-(2). In both Models 2 and 3, on longer time horizons, the performance

advantage of the localized estimators over uniform approaches is typically larger by comparison

to the performance advantage they have over uniform approaches in Model 1. Though all

estimators (1)-(6) have better overall performance under finite jump activity (Model 4) relative

to settings with infinite activity (Models 1-3), the iterative approaches still retain performance

advantages over standard choices (1)-(2) even without an infinite activity component in the
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model.

Turning to the jump-free case (Model 5), we note that all estimators perform very similarly

in terms of both bias and MSE and are typically slightly negatively biased. Over weekly and

monthly time horizons, the localized estimators (5-6) incur a very slight increase in bias (appx.

0.15%) compared to uniform thresholding (2), and the deterministic TRV has marginally smaller√
MSE compared to (2)-(6).

We note that although a slight increase in bias occurs in the localized estimators (5)-(6)

in the absence of jumps, it is relatively small relative to the potential performance gain one

may attain if jumps are present. Since jumps are generically expected in many types of data,

for use in practice we recommend the localized estimator with jump-robust initialization and

settings of (6b). However, if a simpler implementation is desired, or one wants to avoid the

potential marginal additional bias when jumps are absent, method (4) is a reasonable alternative.

We remark that in any case, these choices (4,6b) in the presence of jumps can significantly

outperform the common choice in the literature (2).

Number of iterations until stabilization (T = 1/12)

1 2 3 4 5 6 ≥ 7

jn (Ĉn) 1.13% 27.21% 54.13% 15.69% 1.65% 0.17% 0.02%

j∗n (Ĉ∗
n) 1.06% 27.15% 55.78% 14.45% 1.45% 0.10% 0.01%

Table 3: Empirical distribution of jn and j∗n at the T = 1/12 (1 month) time horizon.

Reported values reflect the empirical percentages of the aggregated counts of iterations

until stabilization across all computed values of each estimator (for Ĉn, across both settings

(3) and (4); for Ĉ∗
n, across both (5ab) and (6ab)) and across Models 1-4.

Regarding computational considerations, in Table 3 we report the empirical distribution

of the number of iterations required for stabilization for both the localized thresholding and

uniform thresholding approaches (i.e., jn, as in (2.3), and j∗n as in (3.11)) across all models

with jumps (Models 1-4) on 1-month time horizons. Both Ĉn and Ĉ∗
n stabilize rather quickly,

with roughly 98% of all estimates stabilizing in 4 or fewer iterations, and the global and local

thresholding approaches take roughly the same number of iterations. Though not included in

Table 3, in the jump-free case (Model 5), all observed instances of estimators stabilized in 3

or fewer iterations, with the vast majority taking 1 or 2; also, shorter time horizons typically

required fewer iterations to stabilize in all settings.

Unreported simulation studies suggest localized estimators can have further performance

gains relative to uniform thresholding approaches when the time horizon is extended or when

additional inhomogeneities are incorporated into the model such as volatility jumps. Gener-

ally performance improvement of Ĉn and Ĉ∗
n relative to standard-type TRV tuning (1) and

(2) becomes more dramatic as the overall proportion of jump variation increases relative to

the quadratic variation of X, or when the activity of either jump component (L or J) is in-

creased, and substantive performance gains are typically observed provided at least one of these

components is present. We also remark that at daily horizons, with relatively small sample

size (n = 78) there is little difference between uniform thresholding (3)-(4) and the localized

thresholding (5)-(6), except for the rates rn and r∗n; not included in this study is a detailed

examination of the optimal choice of kn, which could be of future interest, though kn = h−0.6
n

seems to reasonably well in most scenarios.
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A Proofs

Throughout the proofs, we often omit the subscript n in hn and yn, and K denotes a generic

constant that may change from line to line. Without loss of generality, we assume that T = 1

(giving hn = 1
n ), and for notational simplicity when dealing with boundary terms we set σt := 0

for t /∈ [0, 1]. Also, for any process (Vt)t∈[0,1], we set ∆n
i V = 0 whenever i ≤ 0 or i > n.

By a standard localization argument, we may assume without loss of generality that b, σ, σ−1,

and γ are bounded above by a nonrandom constant, and that

E(|γt+s − γt|2|Ft) ≤ Ks, s, t ∈ (0, T ].

We also collect some useful estimates below that are used throughout the appendix. Based on

the decomposition of the process L in (3.1), we have the following as n → ∞ (and thus as

yn → 0, hn → 0):

λn(y) ∼ Ky−α, P(∆n
i N(y) ̸= 0) ∼ Khy−α,

|∆n
i b(y)| ≤ Kh(y1−α + 1).

(A.1)

In our arguments, we also need oracle analogs of the estimator Ĉ∗
n in (3.12). To construct them,

we first define

σ̃2
n(ℓ;B; y) :=

n

kn

ℓ+kn/2∑
i=ℓ−kn/2+1

(
∆n

i X
)2
1{|∆n

i X|≤B, ∆n
i N(y)=0, ∆n

i N
′=0}, ℓ = 1, . . . n.

We then define an auxiliary sequence c̃n,j(i; y) through a fixed-point iteration for the function

ξ 7→ σ̃2
n(ℓ;

√
r∗nξ; y) as follows: we set

c̃n,1(i; y) := σ̃2
n(ℓ;B

∗
n,0(i); y), i = 1, . . . , n,

where B∗
n,0(i) is defined as (3.10) with the initializing threshold constants ĉn,0(i), i = 1, . . . , n,

being the same as those for Ĉ∗
n. Next, we define oracle counterparts of the iterative localized

estimates ĉn,j(i) in (3.10), for every 1 ≤ i ≤ n and j ≥ 2 by setting

B̃∗
n,j−1(i; y) :=

√
r∗nc̃n,j−1(i; y), (A.2)

c̃n,j(i; y) := σ̃2
n

(
i; B̃∗

n,j−1(i; y); y
)
.

We finally define oracle counterparts of the time-varying threshold iterates {C̃∗
n,j , j ≥ 1} by

setting

C̃∗
n,j(y) =

∑
i∈In(y)

(∆n
i X)2 1{|∆n

i X|≤B̃∗
n,j(i;y)}

, j ≥ 1, (A.3)

where In(y) is given in (3.2). The above oracle sequence plays an analogous role to the oracle

sequence C̃n,j(y) of (3.4), but for the case of time-varying thresholds.

We first establish the following key intermediate result, which shows that the iterative se-

quences C̃n,j(y), C̃
∗
n,j(y) (defined in (3.4) and (A.3), respectively) are asymptotically equivalent

to the oracle version of TRV, Cn(y), defined in (3.3), provided y → 0 at an appropriate rate.

Below, we use the notation σ2 = sup0≤s≤1 σ
2
s .

Proposition A.1. Assume the initial estimates Ĉn,0 and ĉn,0(i) belong to the classes C and

Cspot, respectively. Let y → 0 so that, for some δ ∈ (0, 1
α ∧ 1),

h( 1
α∧1)−δ ≪ y ≪ (h log n)

1
2 . (A.4)
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Further suppose that na ≪ kn ≪ n for some 0 < a < 1, and

lim inf
n→∞

rn
2h log n

>
σ2∫ 1

0
σ2
sds

and lim inf
n→∞

r∗n
2h log n

> 1. (A.5)

Then, with probability tending to 1,

Cn(y) = C̃n,j(y) = C̃∗
n,j(y), for all j ≥ 1.

Proof. Recall the notation In(y) as in (3.2), and let

c̃n,j(y) = (c̃n,j(1; y), . . . , c̃n,j(n; y)).

Also, by analogy to Cn(y), define

cn(i; y) =
n

kn

i+kn/2∑
ℓ=i−kn/2

(
∆n

ℓX
)2
1{∆n

ℓ N(y)=0,∆n
ℓ N

′=0}, i = 1, . . . , n. (A.6)

First we claim it suffices to show that, with probability tending to 1,

|∆n
i X|2 ≤ rnĈn,0, for all i ∈ In(y), (A.7)

|∆n
i X|2 ≤ rnCn(y), for all i ∈ In(y), (A.8)

|∆n
i X|2 ≤ r∗nĉn,0(i), for all i ∈ In(y), (A.9)

|∆n
i X|2 ≤ r∗ncn(i; y), for all i ∈ In(y). (A.10)

Indeed, recalling Bn,0 =
√
rnĈn,0 and the definitions of Cn(y) and C̃n,1(y) as in (3.3) and

(3.4), respectively, expression (A.7) implies that C̃n,1(y) = Cn(y), while (A.8) implies that

C̃n,j(y) = C̃n,1(y), for any j ≥ 2. In a similar fashion, (A.9) implies that c̃n,1(i; y) = cn(i; y) for

all i. From (A.2) this immediately gives B̃∗
n,1(i; y) =

√
r∗ncn(i; y) for all i, which, from (A.3)

and using (A.10), implies that C̃∗
n,1(y) = Cn(y). Continuing, this gives c̃n,2(i; y) = cn(i; y) for

all i, and thus, B̃∗
n,2(i; y) =

√
r∗ncn(i; y) for all i; proceeding by induction, we conclude that

C̃∗
n,j(y) = Cn(y) and c̃n,j(y) = (cn(1; y), . . . ,cn(n; y)) for all j ≥ 1.

We first establish (A.7) and (A.8). It suffices to show that for some small (nonrandom)

η > 0, with probability tending to 1,

maxi∈In(y)(∆
n
i X)2

rnĈn,0

≤ 1− η, and
maxi∈In(y)(∆

n
i X)2

rnCn(y)
≤ 1− η. (A.11)

Note that, for each i ∈ In(y), ∆n
i J = 0, and for Ht(y) as in the decomposition (3.1), we have∫ ti

ti−1
γtHt(y) = 0. So, denoting (σ ·W )t =

∫ t

0
σsdWs, if we define

∆n
i χ(y) :=

∫ ti

ti−1

γtdMt(y) + ∆n
i bt(y), (A.12)

then we have ∆n
i X −∆n

i (σ ·W ) = ∆n
i χ(y) for all i ∈ In(y). To show (A.11), note that

max
i∈In(y)

(∆n
i X)2 ≥ max

i∈In(y)

(
(∆n

i (σ ·W ))2 −
∣∣∆n

i χ(y)
∣∣(2∣∣∆n

i (σ ·W )
∣∣+ ∣∣∆n

i χ(y)
∣∣))

≥ max
i∈In(y)

(∆n
i (σ ·W ))2 − max

i∈In(y)

{∣∣∆n
i χ(y)

∣∣(2|∆n
i (σ ·W )|+ |∆n

i χ(y)|
)}

,

and clearly,

max
i∈In(y)

(∆n
i X)2 ≤ max

i∈In(y)
(∆n

i (σ ·W ))2 + max
i∈In(y)

{∣∣∆n
i χ(y)

∣∣(2|∆n
i (σ ·W )|+ |∆n

i χ(y)|
)}

.
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We first bound maxi∈In(y)

{∣∣∆n
i χ(y)

∣∣(2|∆n
i (σ·W )|+ |∆n

i χ(y)|
)}

. We have, for some nonrandom

C > 0,

max
1≤i≤n

|∆n
i bt(y)|
y

≤ C

(
h(y1−α + 1)

y

)
→ 0,

because in the case when α < 1, both y1−α → 0 and h/y ≪ hδ → 0, and when α > 1, hy−α → 0.

Moreover, Lemma B.1 gives P(|∆n
i M(y)| > k) ≤ C

(
hy1−αk−1

) k
2y for every k > 0, and Lemma

2.1.5 in [23] gives

Ei−1

∣∣∣∣ ∫ ti

ti−1

(γt − γti−1)dMt(y)

∣∣∣∣2 ≤ Ky2−αEi−1

∫ ti

ti−1

|γt − γti−1 |2dt ≤ Ky2−αh2.

Thus, we obtain, for all large enough κ > 0,

P

(∣∣∣∣ ∫ ti

ti−1

γtdMt(y)

∣∣∣∣ > κy

)
≤ P

(∣∣∣∣ ∫ ti

ti−1

(γt − γti−1)dMt(y)

∣∣∣∣ > κy/2

)
+ P

(
|γti ||∆n

i M(y)| > κy/2
)

≤ K

(
y−2E

∣∣∣∣ ∫ ti

ti−1

(γt − γti−1
)dMt(y)

∣∣∣∣2 + (hy1−αy−1
)κy

2y

)
≤ K

(
h2y−α +

(
hy−α

)κ
2

)
≤ K

(
h1+δα +

(
hδα
)κ

2

)
= o(h).

This gives, for all large n, and large enough κ > 0,

P
(

max
1≤i≤n

|∆n
i χ(y)| ≥ κy

)
≤

n∑
i=1

P(|∆n
i χ(y)| ≥ κy)

≤
n∑

i=1

(
P

(∣∣∣∣ ∫ ti

ti−1

γtdMt(y)

∣∣∣∣ ≥ κy/2

)
+ P

(
max
1≤i≤n

|∆n
i bt(y)|
y

> κ/2

))

=

n∑
i=1

P

(∣∣∣∣ ∫ ti

ti−1

γtdMt(y)

∣∣∣∣ ≥ κy/2

)
= o(1).

In particular,

max
1≤i≤n

|∆n
i χ(y)| = OP (y). (A.13)

Thus,

h−1
∣∣∣ max
i∈In(y)

(∆n
i X)2 − max

i∈In(y)
(∆n

i (σ ·W ))2
∣∣∣

≤ h−1 max
i∈In(y)

{∣∣∆n
i χ(y)

∣∣(2|∆n
i (σ ·W )|+ |∆n

i χ(y)|
)}

≤ h−1 max
1≤i≤n

∣∣∆n
i χ(y)

∣∣(2 max
1≤i≤n

|∆n
i (σ ·W )|+ max

1≤i≤n
|∆n

i χ(y)|
)

= h−1OP (y)
(
O
(√

h log(1/h)
)
+OP (y)

)
= OP

(
yh−1/2(log n)1/2

)
+Op(h

−1y2)

= oP (log n), (A.14)

where max1≤i≤n |∆n
i (σ ·W )| = O

(√
h log(1/h)

)
holds as a consequence of Lemma B.6, and the

last line holds since y ≪ (h log n)1/2.
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We are now in position to show (A.7)–(A.8). With Cn = Cn(X) as defined in Proposition

B.3 below, we have Ĉn,0 ≥ Cn and Cn
P−→
∫ 1

0
σ2
sds as shown in Proposition B.3. Furthermore,

condition (A.5) implies, for some small δ′ > 0, for large enough n, rn
2h logn ≥ (1 + δ′)

(
σ2∫ 1

0
σ2
sds

)
.

Thus,

maxi∈In(y)(∆
n
i X)2

rnĈn,0

≤
(

2

2(1 + δ′)

)(∫ 1

0
σ2
sds

Cn

)
maxi∈In(y)(∆

n
i X)2

2σ2h log n

≤
(

1

1 + δ′

)(∫ 1

0
σ2
sds

Cn

)(
maxi∈In(y)(∆

n
i (σ ·W ))2

2σ2h log n
+

∣∣∣maxi∈In(y)(∆
n
i X)2 −maxi∈In(y)(∆

n
i (σ ·W ))2

∣∣∣
2σ2h log n

)

=

(
1

1 + δ′

)(
1 + oP (1)

)(
maxi∈In(y)(∆

n
i (σ ·W ))2

2σ2h log n
+ oP (1)

)
. (A.15)

Applying Lemma B.6, we have, for every η′ > 0,
maxi∈In(y)(∆

n
i (σ·W ))2

2σ2h logn
< 1 + η′ with probability

tending to 1. Thus, taking η′ > 0 small enough, the right-hand side in (A.15) is strictly less than

1 − η with probability tending to one for some small η > 0, and we obtain the first statement

in (A.11); the statement (A.7) then follows. The second statement in (A.11) is proved along

the same lines as in (A.15), replacing both Ĉn,0 and Cn with Cn(y) and applying Proposition

B.2-(i), giving (A.8).

We now show (A.9)-(A.10). Condition (A.5) implies, for some small δ′ > 0, for large enough

n,
r∗n

2h logn ≥ (1 + δ′). Recalling that B∗
n,0 =

√
r∗nĉn,0(i), and with cn(i) = cn(X; i) as in

Proposition B.4, we have ĉn,0(i) ≥ cn(i) and thus

max
i∈In(y)

(∆n
i X)2

r∗nĉn,0(i)
(A.16)

≤
(

1

1 + δ′

)
max
1≤i≤n

( sup
t∈[

i−kn/2
n ,

i+kn/2
n )

σ2
t

cn(i)

)
max

i∈In(y)

(∆n
i X)2

2
(
sup

t∈[
i−kn/2

n ,
i+kn/2

n )
σ2
t

)
h log n

≤
(

1

1 + δ′

)(
1 + oP (1)

)(
max

i∈In(y)

(∆n
i (σ ·W ))2

2
(
sup

t∈[
i−kn/2

n ,
i+kn/2

n )
σ2
t

)
h log n

+ oP (1)

)
,

where on the last line we applied Proposition B.4. Together with Lemma B.6, this shows, for

small enough η > 0, with probability tending to 1,

max
i∈In(y)

(∆n
i X)2

r∗nB
∗
n,0(i)

≤ 1− η,

which in turn implies (A.9) holds with probability tending to 1. The statement (A.10) is shown

along the same lines of (A.16), replacing ĉn,0(i) and cn(i) in (A.16) with cn(i; y) and applying

Proposition B.4.

Proof of Theorem 3.2. We begin by laying out some arguments used across all cases (i)–(iii).

First note that for each n, the sequence Ĉn,j (and hence, Bn,j) is either nonincreasing or

nondecreasing in j. Indeed, suppose that Ĉn,0 ≤ Ĉn,1. Then, Bn,0 ≤ Bn,1, giving

Ĉn,2 =

n∑
i=1

(∆n
i X)21{|∆n

i X|≤Bn,1} ≥
n∑

i=1

(∆n
i X)21{|∆n

i X|≤Bn,0} = Ĉn,1.

Then, Bn,1 ≤ Bn,2 and we can proceed by induction to conclude that Ĉn,j is nondecreasing in

j. If Ĉn,0 ≤ Ĉn,1, we can follow the same argument to show that Ĉn,j is nonincreasing in j.
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Also, since for each n, the function B 7→
∑n

i=1(∆
n
i X)2 1{|∆n

i X|≤B} takes at most n+1 possible

values, it holds that

Ĉn = Ĉn,n+1, a.s.

For any y > 0, we will now show that, for each j ≥ 1, we have Ĉn,j ≥ C̃n,j(y). First note

the inequality Ĉn,1 ≥ C̃n,1(y) is straightforward by definitions (2.2) and (3.4), which implies

Bn,1 ≥ B̃n,1(y). Proceeding by induction, suppose that for some j ≥ 1 we have Ĉn,j ≥ C̃n,j(y).

Then, by definition, Bn,j ≥ B̃n,j(y), implying

Ĉn,j+1 =

n∑
i=1

(∆n
i X)2 1{|∆n

i X|≤Bn,j}

≥
n∑

i=1

(∆n
i X)2 1{|∆n

i X|≤B̃n,j(y)}

≥
∑

i∈In(y)

(∆n
i X)2 1{|∆n

i X|≤B̃n,j(y)} = C̃n,j+1(y). (A.17)

Therefore, for all j ≥ 1, Ĉn,j ≥ C̃n,j(y); in particular, Ĉn = Ĉn,n+1 ≥ C̃n,n+1(y). Next, we

decompose Ĉn as

Ĉn =

n∑
i=1

(∆n
i X)2 1{|∆n

i X|≤Bn,n}

=

n∑
i=1

(∆n
i X)2

(
1{∆n

i N(y)=0,∆n
i N

′=0} + 1{∆n
i N(y)=0,∆n

i N
′ ̸=0, |∆n

i X|≤Bn,n}

− 1{∆n
i N(y)=0, |∆n

i X|>Bn,n,∆n
i N

′=0} + 1{∆n
i N(y)̸=0, |∆n

i X|≤Bn,n}

)
≤

n∑
i=1

(∆n
i X)2

(
1{∆n

i N(y)=0,∆n
i N

′=0} + 1{∆n
i N(y)=0,∆n

i N
′ ̸=0, |∆n

i X|≤Bn,n}

+ 1{∆n
i N(y)̸=0, |∆n

i X|≤Bn,n}

)
= Cn(y) +Rn,

where Rn =
∑n

i=1(∆
n
i X)2

(
1{∆n

i N(y)̸=0, |∆n
i X|≤Bn,n} + 1{∆n

i N(y)=0,∆n
i N

′ ̸=0, |∆n
i X|≤Bn,n}

)
. Thus,

C̃n,n+1(y) ≤ Ĉn ≤ Cn(y) +Rn. (A.18)

Further, with the sequence of events Ωn := {C̃n,n+1(y) = Cn(y)}, we may write expression

(A.18) as

Cn(y) + 1Ωc
n

(
C̃n,n+1(y)−Cn(y)

)
≤ Ĉn ≤ Cn(y) +Rn. (A.19)

We now turn to the statement (i), in which case we recall rn is assumed to satisfy

h log(1/h) ≪ rn ≪ (h log(1/h))
α
2 . (A.20)

Under this assumption, we may choose a sequence yn → 0 such that, for some small δ > 0,

r
1
α
n ∨ h( 1

α∧1)−δ ≪ yn ≪ (h log n)
1
2 , (A.21)

under which the hypotheses of Proposition B.2(i) are satisfied, giving Cn(y)
P→ CT .
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Now, since rn ≫ h log n, clearly rn ≥ 2
(

σ2∫ 1
0
σ2
sds

)
h log n a.s. for all large n, showing the

hypotheses of Proposition A.1 are satisfied, giving P(Ωn) → 1. Further, by the assumption

(A.21), yα ≫ rn, giving

E(N1(y)rn) = O
(
y−αrn

)
= o(1).

Therefore,

0 ≤ Rn ≤ N1(y)B
2
n,n +N ′

1B
2
n,n = N1(y)rnĈn,n−1 +N ′

1rnĈn,n−1
P−→ 0,

where above we used that Ĉn,n−1 =
∑n

i=1(∆
n
i X)21{|∆n

i X|≤Bn,n−1} ≤
∑n

i=1(∆
n
i X)2 = OP (1).

Since 1Ωc
n

(
Cn(y)− C̃n,n+1(y)

)
= oP (1), expression (A.19) and Rn = oP (1) give (i).

We now establish (ii), in which case, we recall rn is assumed to satisfy

h log(1/h) ≪ rn ≪ h
α+1
2 (log(1/h))

α
2 . (A.22)

Under these constraints, we may again select a sequence y → 0 satisfying (A.21). By (A.19),

we have

√
n(Cn(y)− CT ) +

√
n1Ωc

n

(
C̃n,n+1(y)−Cn(y)

)
≤

√
n
(
Ĉn − CT

)
≤

√
n(Cn(y)− CT ) +

√
nRn. (A.23)

Note that, for the right side of (A.23), the condition (A.22) gives rn ≪ n−1/2yα, which yields

√
nRn =

√
n

n∑
i=1

(∆n
i X)2

(
1{∆n

i N(y)̸=0, |∆n
i X|≤Bn,n} + 1{∆n

i N(y)=0,∆n
i N

′ ̸=0, |∆n
i X|≤Bn,n}

)
≤

√
nN1(y)rnĈn,n +

√
nN ′

1rnĈn,n

= OP (n
1/2rny

−α) +OP (n
1/2rn)

P−→ 0.

Moreover, since α < 1, we have y ≪ (h log n)1/2 ≪ h
1

2(2−α) , implying the hypotheses of Proposi-

tion B.2(ii) are satisfied, and the hypotheses of Proposition A.1 are clearly also satisfied. State-

ment (ii) then follows from Proposition B.2(ii), Proposition A.1, and the string of inequalities

in (A.23), since P(Ωc
n) → 0, implies

√
n1Ωc

n

(
C̃n,n+1(y)−Cn(y)

)
= oP (1). (A.24)

For statement (iii), we now take y → 0 such that

h
1
2 ≪ y ≪ (h log n)

1
2 .

In particular, under such choice of y, from Proposition B.2(iii) we have
√
n(Cn(y)− CT )

P−→ ∞.

Again from (A.19), we have the string of inequalities (A.23), and since we still have rn ≫
h log(1/h), we may apply Proposition A.1 to again conclude (A.24), and thus the leftmost

inequality in (A.23) yields the result.

Proof of Proposition 3.5. For simplicity we write Y instead of Y ′ throughout the proof. Let

Yt =
∫ t

0
σsdWs, where

σt = a1{t<θ} + b1{t≥θ},

so that CT (Y ) = a2θ + b2(1 − θ). Above, the quantities θ ∈ (0, 1), 0 < a < b are nonrandom

constants chosen so that

δ :=
c0
2

· CT (Y )

b2
=

c0
2

(a2
b2

θ + (1− θ)
)
∈
(
0,

1

2

)
.
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We have

TRVn(Y ;ϑn)− CT (Y ) =
( n∑

i=1

(∆n
i Y )2 − CT (Y )

)
−

n∑
i=1

(∆n
i Y )21{|∆n

i Y |>ϑn} (A.25)

= OP (n
−1/2)−

( ⌊nθ⌋∑
i=1

+

n∑
i=⌊nθ⌋+2

)
(∆n

i Y )21{|∆n
i Y |>ϑn}.

For simplicity let Yn
i = (∆n

i Y )21{|∆n
i Y |>ϑn}. For Z ∼ N (0, 1), ϕ(x) = (2π)

−1/2
e−x2/2, an

integration by parts shows

EZ2k1{|Z|>x} ∼ 2x2k−1ϕ(x), x → ∞. (A.26)

Hence, for i > ⌊nθ⌋+ 1, ∆n
i Y

d
= b

√
hZ, and since c0CT (Y )/b2 = 2δ,

EYn
i = E(∆n

i Y )21{|b
√
hZ|>

√
c0CT (Y )h log(1/h)}

= b2hEZ21{|Z|>
√
2δ logn}

∼ 2b2h
√
2δ log nϕ

(√
2δ log n

)
, (A.27)

giving

n∑
i=⌊nθ⌋+2

EYn
i ∼ 2b2(1− θ)

√
2δ log n · (2π)−1/2n−δ =: K0n

−δ
√
log n.

Analogously, for i ≤ ⌊nθ⌋, ∆n
i Y

d
= a

√
hZ, and since c0CT (Y )/a2 = 2(b2/a2)δ > 2δ, we have

E
∑⌊nθ⌋

i=1 Yn
i = O

(
n−δ(b2/a2)

√
log n

)
= o
(
n−δ

√
log n

)
. This implies

nδ

√
log n

n∑
i=1

EYn
i → K0. (A.28)

On the other hand, using (A.26), we have, for i > ⌊nθ⌋+ 1,

E(Yn
i )

2 = b4h2EZ41{|Z|>
√
2δ logn} = O

(
n−2−δ(log n)3/2

)
.

Since (A.27) gives (EYn
i )

2 = O(n−2−2δ log n), we obtain Var(Yn
i ) = O

(
n−2−δ(log n)3/2

)
for

all i > ⌊nθ⌋ + 1. Arguing analogously as for (A.28), for i ≤ ⌊nθ⌋ we have Var(Yn
i ) ≪

n−2−δ(log n)3/2. Thus,

Var

( n∑
i=1

Yn
i

)
= O(n−1−δ(log n)3/2),

giving

nδ

√
log n

n∑
i=1

(Yn
i − EYn

i ) = oP (n
(δ−1)/2(log n)1/4) = oP (1).

Thus, from (A.25), we obtain TRVn(Y ;ϑn)
P−→ CT and

n1/2
(
TRVn(Y ;ϑn)− CT (Y )

)
= OP (1)− n1/2

( n∑
i=1

EYn
i +

n∑
i=1

(Yn
i − EYn

i )

)

= OP (1)−
(
n

1
2−δ
√
log n

)( nδ

√
log n

n∑
i=1

EYn
i + oP (1)

)
= OP (1)−

(
n

1
2−δ
√
log n

)(
K0 + oP (1)

)
P−→ −∞.
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Proof of Theorem 3.6. The proof is similar to that of Theorem 3.2; we provide details here

where there are substantive differences. We first note that for each n and i, ĉn,j(i) (and, hence,

B∗
n,j(i)) is either nonincreasing or nondecreasing in j. Indeed, suppose that ĉn,0(i) ≥ ĉn,1(i).

Then, B∗
n,0(i) ≥ B∗

n,1(i) and thus,

ĉn,2(i) =
1

kn

i+kn/2∑
ℓ=i−kn/2+1

(
∆n

ℓX
)2
1{|∆n

ℓ X|≤B∗
n,1(i)}

≤ 1

kn

i+kn/2∑
ℓ=i−kn/2+1

(
∆n

ℓX
)2
1{|∆n

ℓ X|≤B∗
n,0(i)} = ĉn,1(i).

Then, B∗
n,1(i) ≥ B∗

n,2(i) and we can proceed by induction to conclude that ĉn,j(i) is nonin-

creasing in j. Analogously, in the case ĉn,0(i) ≤ ĉn,1(i), both sequences ĉn,j(i) and B∗
n,j(i) are

nondecreasing in j. As a consequence, we will have that B∗
n(i) = B∗

n,n+1(i) and

Ĉ∗
n =

n∑
i=1

(∆n
i X)2 1{|∆n

i X|≤B∗
n,n+1(i)}.

Next, for any y > 0, recalling C̃∗
n,j(y) as in (A.3), and c̃n,j(i; y), B̃

∗
n,j(i; y) as in (A.2), clearly

c̃n,1(i; y) ≤ ĉn,1(i), i = 1, . . . , n, giving B̃∗
n,1(i; y) ≤ B∗

n,1(i), i = 1, . . . , n. Arguing inductively in

an analogous manner to (A.17), we then obtain

B̃∗
n,j(i; y) ≤ B∗

n,j(i), i = 1, . . . , n, j ≥ 1.

Arguing the same fashion as in (A.19), we obtain

Cn(y) + 1(Ω∗
n)

c

(
C̃∗

n,n+1(y)−Cn(y)
)
≤ Ĉ∗

n ≤ Cn(y) +R∗
n, (A.29)

where Ω∗
n = {C̃∗

n,n+1(y) = Cn(y)} and

R∗
n =

n∑
i=1

(∆n
i X)2

(
1{∆n

i N(y)̸=0, |∆n
i X|≤B∗

n,n(i)} + 1{∆n
i N(y)=0,∆n

i N
′ ̸=0, |∆n

i X|≤B∗
n,n(i)}

)
.

Turning now to (i), choose y → 0 in such a way that (A.21) holds with r∗n replacing rn.

Applying Proposition A.1, we obtain P(Ω∗
n) → 1. The statement then follows from Proposition

B.2(i), the convergence 1Ωc
n

(
C̃∗

n,n+1(y)−Cn(y)
)
= oP (1), expression (A.29), and

0 ≤ R∗
n ≤ N1(y)

(
max
1≤i≤n

B∗
n(i)

)2
+N ′

1

(
max
1≤i≤n

B∗
n(i)

)2
≤ OP (y

−αr∗n) +OP (r
∗
n)

P−→ 0,

since max1≤i≤n(B
∗
n(i))

2/r∗n ≤ max1≤i≤n ĉn,n+1(i) ≤ max1≤i≤n
n
kn

∑i+kn/2
ℓ=i−kn/2+1(∆

n
ℓX)2 = OP (1)

(see [21]), and r∗n ≪ yα by assumption. Similarly, for (ii), we again take y → 0 such that (A.21)

is satisfied (with r∗n replacing rn). Then, from expression (A.29), we may arrive at (A.23) with

C̃∗
n,j(y) replacing C̃n,j(y) and Ω∗

n replacing Ωn. The statement then follows in view of the

convergence
√
n1Ωc

n

(
C̃∗

n,n+1(y)−Cn(y)
)
= oP (1), Proposition B.2(ii), and the estimates

0 ≤
√
nR∗

n ≤ N1(y)
(

max
1≤i≤n

B∗
n(i)

)2
+N ′

1

(
max
1≤i≤n

B∗
n(i)

)2
≤ OP (

√
ny−αr∗n) +OP (

√
nr∗n)

P−→ 0,

since r∗n ≪ n−1/2yα by assumption. Statement (iii) is proved analogously to Theorem 3.2(iii).
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B Auxiliary results

Throughout this section, for notational simplicity, we again often omit the subscript n in hn

and yn.

Lemma B.1. Let k > 0. Then for every fixed y and n, for Mt(y) as in (3.1),

P(|∆n
i M(y)| > k) ≤ 2

(
ehΣy

ky

) k
2y

,

where Σy :=
∫
|z|≤y

z2ν(dz) ∼ Ky2−α for some constant K.

Proof. Note that for each fixed y, ∆n
i M(y) is infinitely divisible with triplet (0, 0,1{|x|≤y}ν(dx)),

and in particular Eeu∆n
i M(y) < ∞ for all u ∈ R. Thus, by Lemma 26.4 in [?], we have

P(∆n
i M(y) > k) ≤ exp

{
−h

∫ k/h

0

τ(x)dx

}
,

where τ : [0,∞) → R is the inverse function of s : [0,∞) → R defined by

s(x) =

∫
|z|≤y

z(exz − 1)ν(dz).

Recall Σy :=
∫
|z|≤y

z2ν(dz), and note that,

s(x) ≤
∫
|z|≤y

xz2exzν(dz) ≤ xexyΣy ≤ e2xy − 1

y
Σy.

This implies that

τ(z) ≥ 1

2y
log
(
1 +

y

Σy
z
)
.

So,

P(∆n
i M(y) > k) ≤ exp

{
− h

2y

∫ k/h

0

log(1 +
y

Σy
z)dz

}

= exp

{
−hΣy

2y2

∫ ky
hΣy

0

log(1 + s)ds

}

≤ exp

{
− k

2y
log

ky

ehΣy

}
=

(
ehΣy

ky

) k
2y

.

The argument for P(∆n
i M(y) < −k) is analogous.

For statements ahead, recall Cn(y) =
∑

i∈In(y)
(∆n

i X)2, where In(y) = {i : ∆n
i N(y) =

0, ∆n
i N

′ = 0}.

Proposition B.2. The following statements hold.

(i) Suppose y = yn → 0 satisfies (h log n)
1
α ∨ h1−δ ≪ y for some δ ∈ (0, 1). Then,

Cn(y)
P→ CT . (B.1)

24



(ii) Suppose α ∈ (0, 1), and y → 0 such that (h1/2 log n)
1
α ∨ h1−δ ≪ y ≲ h

1
2(2−α) for some

δ ∈ (0, 1). Then,
√
n

(
Cn(y)− CT

)
st→ N

(
0, 2

∫ 1

0

σ4
sds

)
.

(iii) Suppose α ∈ (1, 2), and y → 0. Then,

√
n

(
Cn(y)− CT

)
P−→

{
−∞, h

1
2(2−α) ∨ h

1
α ≪ y ≪ h

1
2 ,

∞, y ≫ h
1
2 .

(B.2)

Proof. Set

τ2n(y) =
∑

i∈In(y)

(
∆n

i (σ ·W )
)2
.

Observe that, by definition of N(y),

EN1(y) ≤ K

∫
|x|>y

|x|−α−1dx = Ky−α.

Since Lemma B.6 gives lim supn→∞ maxi=1,...,n
(∆n

i (σ·W ))2

h logn < ∞, we obtain

n∑
i=1

(∆n
i (σ ·W ))21{∆n

i N(y)̸=0} ≤ max(∆n
i (σ ·W ))2N1(y)

= OP (h(log n)y
−α) = oP (1).

Similarly,
n∑

i=1

(∆n
i (σ ·W ))21{∆n

i N
′ ̸=0} ≤ N ′

1 max(∆n
i (σ ·W ))2

P→ 0.

Thus,

0 ≤
n∑

i=1

(
∆n

i (σ ·W )
)2 − τ2n(y) =

n∑
i=1

(
∆n

i (σ ·W )
)2
(1− 1{∆n

i N(y)=0,∆n
i N

′=0})

≤
n∑

i=1

(
∆n

i (σ ·W )
)2(

1{∆n
i N(y)̸=0} + 1{∆n

i N
′ ̸=0}

) P→ 0,

and we obtain

τ2n(y) =

n∑
i=1

(∆n
i (σ ·W ))2 + oP (1)

P−→
∫ 1

0

σ2
sds. (B.3)

On the other hand, recalling the notation (A.12), we have

E
(
∆n

i χ(y)
)2 ≤ K

[
E
(∫ ti

ti−1

γtdMt(y)

)2

+ E
(
∆n

i b(y))
2

]
≤ K

(
hy2−α + h2(y1−α + 1)2

)
= O(hy2−α). (B.4)

Thus,

|Cn(y)− τ2n(y)| =
∣∣∣∣ ∑
i∈In(y)

[(
∆n

i (σ ·W ) + ∆n
i χ(y)

)2 − (∆n
i (σ ·W ))2

]∣∣∣∣
≤

n∑
i=1

((
∆n

i χ(y)
)2

+ 2|∆n
i χ(y)|∆n

i (σ ·W )|
)

≤
n∑

i=1

(
OP (hy

2−α) +OP (hy
1−α
2 )
)

= oP (1),
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where the second-to-last line follows from an application of Cauchy-Schwarz. Thus,

Cn(y)− τ2n(y) = oP (1),

which, by (B.3), establishes (B.1).

For (ii), note that

√
n
(
τ2n(y)− CT

)
=

√
n

(
n∑

i=1

(
∆n

i (σ ·W )
)2 − CT

)
−
√
n

n∑
i=1

(
∆n

i (σ ·W )
)2
(1{∆n

i N(y)̸=0} + 1{∆n
i N

′ ̸=0}
)

st−→ N
(
0, 2

∫ 1

0

σ4
sds

)
, (B.5)

where the first term of (B.5) converges to N
(
0, 2

∫ 1

0
σ4
sds
)
stably in law by the usual CLT for

realized variance and the second term of (B.5) converges to 0 in probability because

√
n

∑
∆n

i N
′ ̸=0

(
∆n

i (σ ·W )
)2 ≤

√
nN ′

1 max
1≤i≤n

(
∆n

i (σ ·W )
)2

=
√
n ·O(h log n) → 0,

and

√
n

∑
∆n

i N(y)̸=0

(
∆n

i (σ ·W )
)2 ≤

√
nN1(y) max

1≤i≤n

(
∆n

i (σ ·W )
)2

=
√
n ·Op

(
y−α

)
·O(h log n) = oP (1),

where we used that h
1
2α (log n)

1
α ≪ y. On the other hand, recalling the notation (A.12), we have

√
n
∣∣Cn(y)− τ2n(y)

∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣ ∑
In(y)

√
n
[(
∆n

i (σ ·W ) + ∆n
i χ(y)

)2 − (∆n
i (σ ·W )

)2]∣∣∣∣
≤ 2

√
n

∣∣∣∣ ∑
In(y)

∆n
i (σ ·W )∆n

i χ(y)

∣∣∣∣+ ∑
In(y)

√
n
(
∆n

i χ(y)
)2

=: T1 + T2.

Now, by (B.4), we get

ET2 ≤ Kn3/2
(
hy2−α + h2(y1−α + 1)2

)
→ 0,

where we used that y ≪ h
1

2(2−α) . For T1, first note

T1 ≤ 2
√
n

∣∣∣∣ n∑
i=1

∆n
i (σ ·W )∆n

i χ(y)

∣∣∣∣+ 2
√
n

∣∣∣∣ n∑
i=1

∆n
i (σ ·W )∆n

i χ(y)
(
1{∆n

i N(y)̸=0} + 1{∆n
i N

′ ̸=0}
)∣∣∣∣

= 2
√
n

∣∣∣∣ n∑
i=1

∆n
i (σ ·W )∆n

i χ(y)

∣∣∣∣+ oP (1),

since

√
n

∣∣∣∣ ∑
∆n

i N(y)̸=0

∆n
i (σ ·W )∆n

i χ(y)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ √
nN1(y)max

i
|∆n

i (σ ·W )|max
i

|∆n
i χ(y)|

=
√
nOP (y

−α) ·O(
√

h log n) ·OP (y)

= oP (y
1−α

√
log n) = oP (1),
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and similarly

√
n

∣∣∣∣ ∑
∆n

i N
′ ̸=0

∆n
i (σ ·W )∆n

i χ(y)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ √
nN ′

1 ·O(
√

h log n) ·OP (y) = OP (y
√

log n)
P−→ 0.

Next, we show that
√
n

∣∣∣∣ n∑
i=1

∆n
i (σ ·W )∆n

i χ(y)

∣∣∣∣ = oP (1), (B.6)

which will imply T1 = oP (1), and consequently that
√
n
(
Cn(y) − τ2n(y)

)
= oP (1), and in view

of (B.5) will establish the desired convergence. Write

√
n

∣∣∣∣ n∑
i=1

∆n
i (σ ·W )∆n

i χ(y)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ √
n

∣∣∣∣ n∑
i=1

∆n
i (σ ·W )

∫ ti

ti−1

γtdMt(y)

∣∣∣∣+√
n

∣∣∣∣ n∑
i=1

∆n
i (σ ·W )∆n

i b(y)

∣∣∣∣
=: T1,1 + T1,2.

Applying Lemma 2.1.5 in [23], since y ≫ h1/α, we have, for every p ≥ 1

E
∣∣∣∣ ∫ ti

ti−1

γtdMt(y)

∣∣∣∣2p ≤ K
(
hy2p−α + hpyp(2−α)

)
≤ Khy2p−α.

This gives, for every p, q > 1 with p−1 + q−1 = 1,

ET1,1 ≤
(
ET 2

1,1

)1/2
=

√
n

(
n∑

i=1

E
[
(σ ·W )

∫ ti

ti−1

γtdMt(y)

]2)1/2

≤
√
n

(
n∑

i=1

(
E(σ ·W )2q

)1/q(E∣∣∣∣ ∫ ti

ti−1

γtdMt(y)

∣∣∣∣2p)1/p
)1/2

≤ K
√
n

( n∑
i=1

h · (h1/py2−α/p)

)1/2

≤ K(hy−α)
1
2ph− 1

2 y (B.7)

≤ Kh
1
4p−

1
2 y, (B.8)

where for the last inequality we used that y ≫ h
1
2α . Since 1

2(2−α) > 1
4 , by taking p > 1 close

enough to 1, we have 1
2 − 1

4p = 1
4 + ( 14 − 1

4p ) <
1

2(2−α) giving y ≪ h
1

2(2−α) ≪ h
1
2−

1
4p , and thus

expression (B.8) tends to 0. For T1,2, with b0(y) =
∫
|x|>y

xν(dx), and

∆n
i b(y) = h

(
bti−1

+ γti−1
b0(y)

)
+

∫ ti

ti−1

(
bs − bti−1

+ b0(y)(γs − γti−1
)
)
ds

=: hbti−1
(y) + b̃i(y),

we have

T1,2 ≤
√
n

∣∣∣∣ n∑
i=1

∆n
i (σ ·W )

(
hbti−1

(y))

∣∣∣∣+√
n

∣∣∣∣ n∑
i=1

∆n
i (σ ·W )∆n

i b̃i(y)

∣∣∣∣.
Since

E
(√

n

n∑
i=1

∆n
i (σ ·W )(hbti−1(y))

)2

= n

n∑
i=1

E(∆n
i (σ ·W ))2h2Eb2i−1(y) ≤ Kh
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and

√
nE
∣∣∣∣ n∑
i=1

∆n
i (σ ·W )∆n

i b̃i(y)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ √
n

n∑
i=1

√
E
(
∆n

i (σ ·W )
)2E(b̃i(y))2 = o(1),

we get T1,1 + T1,2 = oP (1), which implies (B.6) and completes the proof of (ii).

We now turn to (iii). Write

√
n(Cn(y)− CT ) =

√
n

∑
In(y)

(
∆n

i (σ ·W )
)2 − CT

+
√
n
∑
In(y)

(∆n
i M(y))

2
+
√
n
∑
In(y)

(∆n
i b(y))

2

+
√
n
∑
In(y)

2
[
∆n

i M(y)(∆n
i (σ ·W ) + ∆n

i b(y)) + ∆n
i b(y)∆

n
i (σ ·W )

]
=:

3∑
i=0

Ii. (B.9)

For the term I0, the argument for (B.5) shows

I0 =
√
n

∑
In(y)

(∆n
i (σ ·W ))

2 − CT

 = OP (1)−
√
n

n∑
i=1

(
∆n

i (σ ·W )
)2
1{∆n

i N(y)̸=0}.

Let βn
i (y) = (∆n

i (σ ·W ))
2
1{∆n

i N(y) ̸=0}−Ei−1(∆
n
i (σ ·W ))

2
1{∆n

i N(y)̸=0} (with Ei−1(·) = E(·|F(i−1)h)),

and observe, for every p ≥ 1,

Ei−1(∆
n
i (σ ·W ))

2p
1{∆n

i N(y)̸=0} = Ei−1Ei−1

[
(∆n

i (σ ·W ))
2p
1{∆n

i N(y) ̸=0}

∣∣∣∆n
i N(y)

]
≤ KEi−1

(
1{∆n

i N(y) ̸=0}Ei−1

[( ∫ ti

ti−1

σ2
sds
)p∣∣∣∆n

i N(y)
])

≤ Khp+1y−α.

Using that hy−α ≪ 1, we obtain Ei−1|βn
i (y)|p ≤ Khp+1y−α, giving

E
(√

n

n∑
i=1

βn
i (y)

)2

= n

n∑
i=1

E(βn
i (y))

2
= O(hy−α). (B.10)

Since σ2 is bounded away from zero almost surely, we have

Ei−1(∆
n
i (σ ·W ))

2
1{∆n

i N(y)̸=0} = Ei−1

(
1{∆n

i N(y) ̸=0}Ei−1

[ ∫ ti

ti−1

σ2
sds
∣∣∣∆n

i N(y)
])

≥ KhP(∆n
i N(y) ̸= 0) ∼ Kh2y−α.

Analogously, we have Ei−1(∆
n
i (σ ·W ))

2
1{∆n

i N(y)̸=0} ≤ K ′h2y−α, i.e., for suitable K0,K1 > 0,

K0h
1/2y−α ≤

√
n

n∑
i=1

Ei−1(∆
n
i (σ ·W ))

2
1{∆n

i N(y) ̸=0} ≤ K1h
1/2y−α.

Thus, for all large n, from (B.10),

−K1h
1/2y−α

(
1 + oP

(
yα/2

))
+OP (1) ≤ I0 ≤ OP (1)−K0h

1/2y−α
(
1 + oP

(
yα/2

))
. (B.11)
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Showing I0 = OP (1 ∨ h1/2y−α). We now consider I1. Let

ξj,y = y−(j−α)

∫
|x|≤y

xjν(dx) = y−(j−α)h−1E(∆n
i M(y))

j
, j = 2, 4,

(e.g., [?, Example 25.1]) which satisfy lim infn→∞ ξj,y > 0 under Assumption 2.1(ii). Observe

Var(
∑n

i=1(∆
n
i M(y))

2
) = y4−αξ4,y − hy4−2αξ22,y = O(y4−α), and

n∑
i=1

E|
(
∆n

i M(y)
)2 − E

(
∆n

i M(y)
)2|4 ≤ nK

(
E
(
∆n

i M(y)
)8

+
[
E
(
∆n

i M(y)
)2]4)

≤ Ky8−α +K ′h3y8−4α

= o((y4−α)2).

Therefore, the Lyapunov CLT implies that∑n
i=1(∆

n
i M(y))

2 − nE(∆n
i M(y))

2√
nVar

(
(∆n

i M(y)2
) =

∑n
i=1(∆

n
i M(y))

2 − y2−αξ2,y√
y4−αξ4,y − hy4−2αξ22,y

=

∑n
i=1(∆

n
i M(y))

2 − y2−αξ2,y

y2−
α
2 ξ

1/2
4,y

√
1 + o(1)

D−→ N (0, 1).

This gives

I1 =
√
n

n∑
i=1

(∆n
i M(y))

2
1{∆n

i N(y)=0}

=
√
n

n∑
i=1

(∆n
i M(y))

2 −
√
n

n∑
i=1

(∆n
i M(y))

2
1{∆n

i N(y) ̸=0} (B.12)

= h−1/2
(
y2−αξ2,y + y2−

α
2 ξ

1/2
4,y

√
1 + o(1) · Yn

)
+ oP

(
h−1/2y2−α

)
, (B.13)

where Yn
D−→ N (0, 1). The order of the second term in (B.12) is a consequence of

E

(√
n
∑n

i=1(∆
n
i M(y))

2
1{∆n

i N(y)̸=0}

h−1/2y2−α

)
= yα−2 E(N1(y))E

(
(∆n

i M(y))
2
)
= O

(
hy−α

)
= o(1),

since h1/α ≪ y. Moreover, (B.13) implies I1/(h
−1/2y2−αξ2,y)

P−→ 1. Next, for I2, observe

√
n
∑
In(y)

(∆n
i b(y))

2 ≤
√
n

n∑
i=1

(∆n
i b(y))

2
= Kn3/2h2y2−2α = o(h1/2y−α),

showing I2 = oP (I0). We now show I3 = oP (|I0|+ I1). For the first term in I3, (B.7) shows, for

any p > 1,

√
n

∑
∆n

i N(y)=0

|(∆n
i (σ ·W ))(∆n

i M(y))| = OP ((hy
−α)

1
2p ),

which is smaller than |I0| since h
1
p (

1
2−

α
4 ) ≪ h1/2y−α ⇐⇒ yα ≪ h

1
2−

1
p (

1
2−

α
4 ) ⇐= y ≪ h

1
2α .

Also, noting in this case bt(y) is deterministic, we have

E

√
n

∑
∆n

i N(y)=0

|(∆n
i b(y))(∆

n
i M(y))|

 ≤
√
n

√√√√ n∑
i=1

(∆n
i b(y))

2

√√√√ n∑
i=1

E(∆n
i M(y))

2

= O
(
y2−3α/2

)
= oP (I1),
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since y2−3α/2 ≪ h−1/2y2−α under y ≫ h
1
α . Similarly,

E

√
n

∑
∆n

i N(y)=0

|(∆n
i (σ ·W ))(∆n

i b(y))|


≤ 2

√
n max

1≤i≤n
|∆n

i b(y)|

√√√√E

(
n∑

i=1

(∆n
i (σ ·W ))

2

)
≤ Kh1/2y1−α = o

(
h−1/2y−α

)
,

which shows I3 = oP (|I0|+I1), and thus the limit (B.9) is determined by I0+I1. Turning to the

first case in (B.2), under h
1

2(2−α) ∨ h
1
α ≪ y ≪ h

1
2 , we have I1 = oP (|I0|) (since y ≪ h1/2 gives

h−1/2y2−α ≪ h1/2y−α), and thus from (B.11) we have I0
P−→ −∞, giving

√
n(Cn(y)− CT )

P−→
−∞. For the second case in (B.2), under y ≫ h1/2 we have instead |I0| = oP (I1), and from

(B.13) we have I1
P−→ ∞, giving

√
n(Cn(y)− CT )

P−→ ∞.

Below, in Propositions B.3 and B.4, we establish the convergence in probability of the se-

quences Cn(X) and cn(X; i) that are used in the proof of Proposition A.1. Recall that for

notational convenience we set F (∆n
i Y, . . . ,∆

n
i+d−1Y ) = 0 when i+ d− 1 > n or i ≤ 0.

Proposition B.3. Define the set

I(d)
n (y) = {i = 1, . . . , n− d+ 1 : ∆n

i+ℓN(y) = 0, ∆n
i+ℓN

′ = 0, ℓ = 0, . . . , d− 1}. (B.14)

Let Ĉn,0 = Ĉn,0(X) belong to the class C with Ĉn,0(·) defined as in (3.5) and suppose (3.8)

holds. With δ0 as in (3.7), let y = yn → 0 in such a way that

(h log n)
1
α ≪ y ≪ h

1
2 (log n)

1
2−

1
δ0 , (B.15)

and for F as in (3.5), define

Cn(Y ) =
∑

i∈I(d)
n (y)

F (∆n
i Y, . . . ,∆

n
i+d−1Y ),

for a generic process Y . Then, Cn(X) ≤ Ĉn,0, and

Cn(X)
P→
∫ 1

0

σ2
sds. (B.16)

Proof. Observe Cn(X) ≤ Ĉn,0 is immediate, so we need only prove (B.16). Clearly

n∑
i=1

F
(
∆n

i (σ ·W ), . . . ,∆n
i+d−1(σ ·W )

)
− Cn

(
σ ·W ; y

)
=

n∑
i=1

F
(
∆n

i (σ ·W ), . . . ,∆n
i+d−1(σ ·W )

)( d−1∑
ℓ=0

(1{∆n
i+ℓN(y)̸=0} + 1{∆n

i+ℓN
′ ̸=0}

))
=: T1 + T2.

Note that, using (A.1), for each i,

P(∆n
i N(y) ̸= 0) ≤ Khy−α = o

( 1

log n

)
,

since h(log n)y−α = o(1) by (A.4). In particular,

E
n∑

i=1

1{∆n
i N(y) ̸=0} ≤ Ky−α.
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Using (3.6), this gives

T1 ≤ Kmax(∆n
i (σ ·W ))2

n∑
i=1

d−1∑
ℓ=0

1{∆n
i+ℓN(y)̸=0}

≤ Kmax(∆n
i (σ ·W ))2

n∑
i=1

1{∆n
i N(y)̸=0}

= K
max(∆n

i (σ ·W ))2

h log n
OP

(
hy−α log n

)
= OP (1) · oP (1).

Similarly, again using (3.6),

T2 =

n∑
i=1

F
(
∆n

i (σ ·W ), . . . ,∆n
i+d−1(σ ·W )

) d−1∑
ℓ=0

1{∆n
i+ℓN

′ ̸=0} ≤ KN ′
1 max(∆n

i (σ ·W ))2 = oP (1).

Thus,
n∑

i=1

F
(
∆n

i (σ ·W ), . . . ,∆n
i+d−1(σ ·W )

)
− Cn

(
σ ·W

)
= oP (1). (B.17)

Using assumption (3.8) together with (B.17), we obtain

Cn

(
σ ·W

) P→
∫ 1

0

σ2
sds. (B.18)

On the other hand, using the notation (A.12), we have ∆n
i X = ∆n

i (σ ·W ) + ∆n
i χ(y). Further-

more, (A.13) gives max
i∈I(d)

n (y)

∣∣∆n
i χ(y)

∣∣ ≤ maxi∈In(y)

∣∣∆n
i χ(y)

∣∣ = OP (y) = oP (1) and Lemma

B.6 gives max
i∈I(d)

n
(y)
∣∣∆n

i (σ ·W )
∣∣ ≤ max1≤i≤n

∣∣∆n
i (σ ·W )

∣∣ = OP (
√
h log n) = oP (1), so that

max
i∈In(y)

∣∣∆n
i (σ ·W )

∣∣ ∨ max
i∈I(d)

n

(y)
∣∣∆n

i χ(y)
∣∣ ≤ 1

with probability tending to 1. Thus, we may use condition (3.7) to obtain

|Cn(X)− Cn

(
σ ·W

)
|

=

∣∣∣∣ ∑
i∈I(d)

n (y)

[
F
(
∆n

i X . . . ,∆n
i+d−1X

)
− F

(
∆n

i (σ ·W ), . . . ,∆n
i+d−1(σ ·W )

)]∣∣∣∣
≤ nK

(
max

i∈In(y)

∣∣∆n
i χ(y)

∣∣)δ0
((

max
i∈In(y)

∣∣∆n
i χ(y)

∣∣)2−δ0

+

(
max

i∈In(y)

∣∣∆n
i (σ ·W )

∣∣)2−δ0
)

+ oP (1)

= nOP (y
δ0) ·

(
OP (y

2−δ0) +OP

(
(h log n)

2−δ0
2

))
+ oP (1)

= OP (ny
2) + oP

(
OP (y

δ0n
δ0
2 (log n)1−

δ0
2 )
)
+ oP (1)

= oP (1), (B.19)

where the last line follows from the condition (B.15). Thus,

Cn(y;X)− Cn

(
y;σ ·W

)
= oP (1),

which by (B.18) establishes (B.16).
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Proposition B.4. Let ĉn,0 = ĉn(X; i), i = 1, . . . , n belong to class Cspot with ĉn(·; i) of the form

(3.13). For each y > 0, with I(k)
n (y) as in (B.14), define

cn(X; i) =
n

kn

i+kn/2∑
ℓ=i−kn/2+1

F (∆n
ℓX, . . . ,∆n

ℓ+d−1X)1{∆n
ℓ+mN(y)=0,∆n

ℓ+mN ′=0, m=0,...,d−1}.

Then, cn(i) ≤ ĉn,0(i), and if y = yn → 0 as in (B.15), and (log n)3 ≪ kn ≪ n,

max
1≤i≤n

sup
t∈[

i−kn/2
n ,

i+kn/2
n )

σ2
t

cn,0(X, i)

P−→ 1. (B.20)

In particular, if for some 0 < a < 1, na ≪ kn ≪ n, then the variables cn(i; y) defined in (A.6)

satisfy

max
1≤i≤n

sup
t∈[

i−kn/2
n ,

i+kn/2
n )

σ2
t

cn(i; y)

P−→ 1. (B.21)

Proof. Since F is nonnegative, cn(i) ≤ ĉn,0(i) is immediate, so it remains to show (B.20).

Consider

cn,0
(
σ·W ; ℓ

)
=

n

kn

ℓ+kn/2∑
i=ℓ−kn/2+1

F
(
∆n

i (σ·W ), . . . ,∆n
i+d−1(σ·W )

)
1{∆n

i+mN(y)=0,∆n
i+mN ′=0, 0≤m≤d−1}

We first show max1≤ℓ≤n

∣∣cn,0(σ ·W ; ℓ
)
− sup

t∈[
ℓ−kn/2

n ,
ℓ+kn/2

n )
σ2
t

∣∣ P−→ 0. Note

0 ≤ max
1≤ℓ≤n

(
ĉn,0(σ ·W ; ℓ)− cn,0

(
σ ·W ; ℓ

))
(B.22)

≤ max
1≤ℓ≤n

n

kn

ℓ+kn/2∑
i=ℓ−kn/2+1

F
(
∆n

i (σ ·W ), . . . ,∆n
i+d−1(σ ·W )

)( d−1∑
m=0

(1{∆n
i+mN(y)̸=0} + 1{∆n

i+mN ′ ̸=0}

)
.

Using (3.6), we have

max
1≤ℓ≤n

n

kn

ℓ+kn/2∑
i=ℓ−kn/2+1

F
(
∆n

i (σ ·W ), . . . ,∆n
i+d−1(σ ·W )

) d−1∑
m=0

1{∆n
i+mN(y)̸=0}

≤ Kmax(∆n
i (σ ·W ))2 max

1≤ℓ≤n

n

kn

ℓ+kn/2∑
i=ℓ−kn/2+1

d−1∑
m=0

1{∆n
i+mN(y) ̸=0}

= K
max(∆n

i (σ ·W ))2

h log n
max
1≤ℓ≤n

log n

kn

ℓ+kn/2∑
i=ℓ−kn/2+1

1{∆n
i N(y)̸=0}

= OP (1) · max
1≤ℓ≤n

log n

kn

ℓ+kn/2∑
i=ℓ−kn/2+1

1{∆n
i+mN(y)̸=0}. (B.23)

Recalling from (A.1) that pn(y) := P(∆n
i N(y) ̸= 0) ∼ Khy−α = o(1/(log n)) due to (B.15), we

have

max
1≤ℓ≤n

log n

kn

(ℓ+kn/2)∑
i=(ℓ−kn/2+1)

1{∆n
i N(y)̸=0}

= oP (1) + max
0≤ℓ≤n

log n

kn

∣∣∣ (ℓ+kn/2)∧n∑
i=(ℓ−kn/2+1)∨1

(
1{∆n

i N(y) ̸=0} − pn(y)
)∣∣∣.
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Hoeffding’s inequality together with a union bound give

P
(

max
1≤ℓ≤n

log n

kn

∣∣∣∣ (ℓ+kn/2)∧n∑
i=(ℓ−kn/2+1)∨1

(
1{∆n

i N(y)̸=0} − pn(y)
)∣∣∣∣ ≥ δ

)

≤ nP
(∣∣∣∣ (ℓ+kn/2)∧n∑

i=(ℓ−kn/2+1)∨1

(
1{∆n

i N(y)̸=0} − pn(y)
)∣∣∣∣ ≥ δkn

log n

)
≤ 2n exp

(
− 2δ2kn/ log

2(n)
)

≤ 2n exp
(
− 3 log n

)
= o(1),

since for large enough n, 2δ2kn/ log
2(n) ≫ 3 log n due to the assumption kn ≫ (log n)3. Hence

from (B.23), we obtain

max
1≤ℓ≤n

n

kn

ℓ+kn/2∑
i=ℓ−kn/2+1

F
(
∆n

i (σ ·W ), . . . ,∆n
i+d−1(σ ·W )

) d−1∑
m=0

1{∆n
i+mN(y)̸=0} = oP (1). (B.24)

Turning to the second term in (B.22), since
∑ℓ+kn/2

i=ℓ−kn/2+1

∑d−1
m=0 1{∆n

i+mN ′ ̸=0} ≤ dN ′
1, we have,

max
1≤ℓ≤n

n

kn

ℓ+kn/2∑
i=ℓ−kn/2+1

F
(
∆n

i (σ ·W ), . . . ,∆n
i+d−1(σ ·W )

) d−1∑
m=0

1{∆n
i+mN ′ ̸=0}

≤ K max
1≤i≤n

(
∆n

i (σ ·W )
)2 n

kn
· dN ′

1

= OP (h log n) ·
n

kn
·OP (1) = oP (1). (B.25)

Putting together (B.24) and (B.25), by (B.22), we obtain

max
1≤ℓ≤n

(
ĉn,0(σ ·W ; ℓ)− cn,0

(
σ ·W ; ℓ

))
= oP (1).

Thus, from (3.14), we obtain

max
1≤ℓ≤n

∣∣∣cn,0(σ ·W ; ℓ
)
− sup

t∈[
ℓ−kn/2

n ,
ℓ+kn/2

n )

σ2
t

∣∣∣ (B.26)

= oP (1) + max
1≤i≤n

∣∣∣∣ĉn,0(σ ·W ; i)− n

kn

∫ i+kn/2
n

i−kn/2
n

σ2
t dt

∣∣∣∣
+ max

1≤i≤n

∣∣∣∣ nkn
∫ i+kn/2

n

i−kn/2
n

σ2
t dt− sup

t∈[
i−kn/2

n ,
i+kn/2

n )

σ2
t

∣∣∣∣
= oP (1),

where the last term term on the second line tends to 0 due to (B.28). On the other hand, we

have

max
1≤ℓ≤n

∣∣cn,0(X; ℓ
)
− cn,0

(
σ ·W ; ℓ

)∣∣
=

∣∣∣∣ max
1≤ℓ≤n

n

kn

ℓ+kn/2∑
i=ℓ−kn/2+1

[
F
(
∆n

i X . . . ,∆n
i+d−1X

)
− F

(
∆n

i (σ ·W ), . . . ,∆n
i+d−1(σ ·W )

)]
1{i∈I(k)

n (y)}

∣∣∣∣
≤ n max

i∈I(d)
n

(y)
∣∣∣F(∆n

i X . . . ,∆n
i+d−1X

)
− F

(
∆n

i (σ ·W ), . . . ,∆n
i+d−1(σ ·W )

)∣∣∣
= oP (1),
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where the last line follows by repeating the argument leading to (B.19). Thus, using (B.26),

max
1≤ℓ≤n

∣∣∣cn,0(X; ℓ
)
− sup

t∈[
ℓ−kn/2

n ,
ℓ+kn/2

n )

σ2
t

∣∣∣
≤ max

1≤ℓ≤n

∣∣cn,0(X; ℓ
)
− cn,0

(
σ ·W ; ℓ

)∣∣+ max
1≤ℓ≤n

∣∣∣cn,0(σ ·W ; ℓ
)
− sup

t∈[
ℓ−kn/2

n ,
ℓ+kn/2

n )

σ2
t

∣∣∣ = oP (1),

which establishes (B.20). For the statement (B.21), since na ≪ kn ≪ n, Lemma B.5 implies the

initialization ĉn,0 as in (3.13) with F (x) = x2 belongs to class Cspot. Hence, (B.21) follows from

(B.20).

Lemma B.5. Suppose for some 0 < a < 1, na ≪ kn ≪ n. Then,

max
kn
2 <ℓ≤n− kn

2

∣∣∣∣∣ nkn
ℓ+ kn

2∑
i=ℓ− kn

2

(
∆n

i (σ ·W )
)2 − sup

t∈[
ℓ− kn

2
n ,

ℓ+
kn
2

n )

σ2
t

∣∣∣∣∣ = oP (1). (B.27)

Proof. Throughout we set tℓ =
ℓ− kn

2

n and t̄ℓ =
ℓ+ kn

2

n . Since σ is càdlàg, we claim

max
kn
n <ℓ≤n− kn

2

(
sup

t∈[tℓ,t̄ℓ)

σ2
t −

n

kn

∫ t̄ℓ

tℓ

σ2
sds

)
→ 0 a.s. (B.28)

Indeed, to show (B.28), for each ω and any δ > 0, we can find a ν = ν(ω, δ) and 0 = s0 <

s1(ω) < . . . < sν(ω) = 1 such that

sup
s,t∈[si−1,si)

|σ2
s − σ2

t | < δ, i = 1, . . . , ν (B.29)

(see, e.g., p.122 of [8]). So, take n0(ω) large enough so that n ≥ n0(ω) gives

kn
n

< min
si − si−1

2
.

Then for each ℓ, there is at most one sj with tℓ ≤ sj < t̄ℓ. For any such ℓ, we have

sup
t∈[tℓ,t̄ℓ)

σ2
t −

n

kn

∫ t̄ℓ

tℓ

σ2
sds

= max

{
sup

t∈[tℓ,sj)

σ2
t −

n

kn

∫ t̄ℓ

tℓ

σ2
sds, sup

t∈[sj ,t̄ℓ)

σ2
t −

n

kn

∫ t̄ℓ

tℓ

σ2
sds

}
≤ max

{
sup

t∈[tℓ,sj)

σ2
t −

n

kn
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σ2
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σ2
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n
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σ2
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}
= max

{
n

kn

∫ t̄ℓ

tℓ

(
sup

t∈[tℓ,sj)

σ2
t − σ2

s1{s∈[tℓ,sj)}
)
ds,

n
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∫ t̄ℓ

tℓ

(
sup

t∈[sj ,t̄ℓ)

σ2
t − σ2

s1{s∈[sj ,t̄ℓ)}
)
ds

}
≤ max

{
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t,s∈[tℓ,sj)

|σ2
t − σ2

s |, sup
t∈[sj ,t̄ℓ)

|σ2
t − σ2

s |
}
< δ.

For each remaining ℓ, we have [tℓ, t̄ℓ) ⊆ [sj−1, sj) for some j, giving, for each such ℓ,

0 ≤ sup
t∈[tℓ,t̄ℓ)

σ2
t −

n

kn

∫ t̄ℓ

tℓ

σ2
sds ≤ sup

t,s∈[sj−1,sj)

|σ2
t − σ2

s | < δ.

Thus, max kn
n <ℓ≤n− kn

2

(
supt∈[tℓ,t̄ℓ)

σ2
t − n

kn

∫ t̄ℓ
tℓ

σ2
sds

)
< δ, for all n ≥ n0(ω), which by arbitrari-

ness of δ, gives (B.28).
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So, we need only to show

max
kn
n <ℓ≤n− kn

2

∣∣∣∣∣ nkn
ℓ+ kn

2∑
i=ℓ− kn

2

(
∆n

i (σ ·W )
)2 − n

kn

∫ t̄ℓ

tℓ

σ2
sds

∣∣∣∣∣ = o(1). (B.30)

With Yt = (σ ·W )t, Itô’s formula gives

(∆n
i (σ ·W )

)2
= 2

∫ ti

ti−1

(Ys − Yti−1)dYs +

∫ ti

ti−1

σ2
sds. (B.31)

Using (B.31), we have

max
kn
n <ℓ≤n− kn
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∣∣∣∣ nkn
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2
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(Ys − Yti−1)dYs

∣∣∣∣.
With gℓ(s) =

∑ℓ+ kn
2

i=ℓ− kn
2

(Ys − Yti−1
)1(ti−1,ti](s), since [Y, Y ]t =

∫ t

0
σ2
sds, we obtain, for any p ≥ 2

E
∣∣∣∣ nkn

ℓ+ kn
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2
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)p
E
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0
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0

g2ℓ (s)σ
2
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E|Ys − Yti−1 |pds

≤ Kk−p/2
n ,

which holds uniformly in ℓ. Thus,

P
(
2 max

kn
n <ℓ≤n− kn

2

n

kn

∣∣∣∣ ℓ+ kn
2∑

i=ℓ− kn
2
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)dYs
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)

≤
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ℓ= kn

2 +1

P
(
2
n
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2∑
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2
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(Ys − Yti−1)dYs

∣∣∣∣ > δ

)

≤ (δ/2)−p
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2 +1
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2
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By taking p > 2/a we get (B.27).
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Lemma B.6.

lim sup
h→0

sup
0≤t≤1−h

|
∫ t+h

t
σudWu|√

2
(
supu∈[t,t+h) σ

2
u

)
h log(1/h)

≤ 1, a.s.

In particular, with σ2
i,n = supt∈[ti−1,ti) σ

2
t ,

lim sup
n→∞

max
i=1...,n

|∆n
i (σ ·W )|√

2σ2
i,nhn log(1/hn)

≤ 1, a.s.

Proof. Define

D(h) = sup
0≤t≤1−h

|
∫ t+h

t
σudWu|√

supu∈[t,t+h) σ
2
u

.

It suffices to show that for every small η > 0,

lim sup
h→0

D(h) ≤ 1 + 3η.

So, for any m < 1/h, define

D(m,h) = max
j=1,...,m

sup
t∈
[

(j−1)
m , j

m∧(1−h)
) |

∫ t+h

t
σudWu|√

supu∈Ij,m,h
σ2
u

,

where Ij,m,h =
[ (j−1)

m , ( j
m + h)∧ 1

)
. We first establish for appropriate subsequence hℓ → 0, and

m = m(hℓ) → ∞,

lim sup
ℓ→∞

D
(
hℓ,m(hℓ)

)√
2hℓ log(1/hℓ)

≤ 1 + η, a.s.

So, let 0 < η < 1 be given, and let θ = (1+η)2

(1+η/2)2 > 1. With Ct =
∫ t

0
σ2
sds, the Dambis-Dubins-

Schwarz Theorem (e.g., Theorem 4.6 in [26]) implies that a.s.,

(σ ·W )t = BCt , t ≥ 0,

where Bt a Brownian motion. Also, since σ is bounded above and below, we may take a J, J0 > 0

such that θJ ≥ σ2 and θ−J0 < inf σ2
t a.s. For any −J0 ≤ ℓ ≤ J , on the event

{
supu∈Ij,m,h

σ2
u ∈
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(
θℓ−1, θℓ

]}
observe Ct ≤ u, v ≤ Ct+h implies |u− v| ≤ hθℓ for each t ∈ [ (j−1)

m , j
m ). This gives
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(
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)
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])
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(
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2
(
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u

)
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u ∈
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)
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2h log(1/h)

> (1 + η)/
√
θ
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2h log(1/h)
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)
, (B.32)

where on the 4th line we used self-similarity of Bt. Summing over ℓ and applying a union bound

we obtain

P

(
D(h,m)√
2h log(1/h)

> 1 + η

)
≤ KmP

(
sup

|s−t|≤h

sup
0≤s,t≤θJ+J0

|Bt −Bs|√
2h log(1/h)

> 1 + η/2

)
. (B.33)

Now, recall (c.f. Lemma 1.1.1 in [12]), that for every M, δ > 0, there exists a K0 = K0(δ,M)

such that for every positive v > 0,

P
(

sup
0≤s,t,≤M, |s−t|≤h

|Bt −Bs| ≥ v
√
h

)
≤ K0

h
exp

{
−v2

2 + δ

}
.

So, taking δ > 0 small enough so that 2(1+η/2)2

2+δ = 1 + κ for some 0 < κ < 1, and taking

M = θJ+J0 , and v = (1 + η/2)
√
2 log(1/h), we get

P

(
sup

|s−t|≤h, 0≤s,t≤θJ+J0

|Bt −Bs|√
2h log(1/h)

> 1 + η/2

)
≤ K0

h
exp

{
−2(1 + η/2)2 log(1/h)

2 + δ

}
≤ K0h

κ (B.34)

Thus, with m = m(h) = ⌊h−κ/2⌋, combining (B.33) and (B.34) we get

P

(
D
(
h,m(h)

)√
2h log(1/h)

> 1 + η

)
≤ Kmhκ ≤ Khκ/2. (B.35)

Now, for some integer r0 > 2/κ consider the subsequence hℓ defined by

hℓ = ℓ−r0 .

Using (B.35) we obtain

∞∑
ℓ=2

P

(
D
(
hℓ,m(hℓ)

)√
2hℓ log(1/hℓ)

> 1 + η

)
≤

∞∑
ℓ=2

ℓ−(r0κ/2) < ∞.
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Thus, the Borel-Cantelli lemma gives

lim sup
ℓ→∞

D
(
hℓ,m(hℓ)

)√
2hℓ log(1/hℓ)

≤ 1 + η, a.s.

This implies for a.s. ω we can find a large ℓ0(ω) such that

D
(
hℓ,m(hℓ)

)√
2hℓ log(1/hℓ)

< 1 + 2η, ℓ ≥ ℓ0(ω). (B.36)

We now proceed to establish, for some ℓ1(ω) < ∞, a.s.,

D
(
hℓ

)√
2hℓ log(1/hℓ)

≤
(
1 + 3η

1 + 2η

)
D
(
hℓ,m(hℓ)

)√
2hℓ log(1/hℓ)

, ℓ ≥ ℓ1(ω). (B.37)

Recall (c.f. (B.29)) we may take ν = ν(ω) large enough so that so that for all u1 ∈ [s0, s1),. . . ,

uν ∈ [sν−1, sν),

max
i=1,...,ν

sup
t∈[si−1,si)

σ2
t − σ2

ui
≤ δ′θ−J0 ,

where δ′ > 0 is chosen small enough so that
√
1− δ′ = 1+2η

1+3η . This gives, for any u ∈ [si−1, si),

σ2
u = sup

t∈[si−1,si)

σ2
t −

(
sup

t∈[si−1,si)

σ2
t − σ2

u

)
≥ sup

t∈[si−1,si)

σ2
t − δ′θ−J0

≥ (1− δ′) sup
t∈[si−1,si)

σ2
t ,

since supt∈Ii σ
2
t ≥ inft σ

2
t ≥ θ−J0 . So, taking m0(ω) large enough so that

2

m0(ω)
≤ min

i=1...ν
si − si−1,

for every m ≥ m0(ω) there is at most one si in each interval Ij,m,h ⊆ [ j−1
m , j+1

m ). In the case

that for some i, Ij,m,h ⊆ [si−1, si), we have
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u

.

In the other case, i.e. for some i, si ∈ Ij,m,h (i.e., si−1 < j−1
m < si < ( j

m + h) ∧ 1 < si+1), we

have:
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Hence, for all m ≥ m0(ω), and all h < 1
m ,

D(h) = sup
0≤t≤1−h

|
∫ t+h

t
σudWu|√
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u
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So, if we choose ℓ1(ω) ≥ ℓ0(ω) large enough so that m(hℓ) > m0(ω) for all ℓ ≥ ℓ1(ω), expression

(B.37) holds. From (B.36) we then have

D
(
hℓ

)√
2hℓ log(1/hℓ)

≤
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1 + 3η
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i.e.,
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ℓ→∞

D
(
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≤ 1 + 3η, a.s.

Now, for any h with hℓ+1 ≤ h < hℓ, we have
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≤

D
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which gives
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≤ 1 + 3η, a.s.,

which completes the proof.
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