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Abstract

We provide a simple explicit estimator for discretely observed Barndorff-
Nielsen and Shephard models, prove rigorously consistency and asymptotic
normality based on the single assumption that all moments of the stationary
distribution of the variance process are finite, and give explicit expressions for
the asymptotic covariance matrix.

We develop in detail the martingale estimating function approach for a
bivariate model, that is not a diffusion, but admits jumps. We do not use
ergodicity arguments.

We assume that both, logarithmic returns and instantaneous variance are
observed on a discrete grid of fixed width, and the observation horizon tends
to infinity. This anaysis is a starting point and benchmark for further develop-
ments concerning optimal martingale estimating functions, and for theoretical
and empirical investigations, that replace the (actually unobserved) variance
process with a substitute, such as number or volume of trades or implied
variance from option data.

KEYWORDS:

Martingale estimating functions, stochastic volatility models with jumps, consis-
tency and asymptotic normality

1 Introduction

In [BNSO1] Barndorff-Nielsen and Shephard introduced a class of stochastic volatility
models in continuous time, where the instantaneous variance follows an Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck type process driven by an increasing Lévy process. Those models al-
low flexible modelling, capture many stylized facts of financial time series, and
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yet are of great analytical tractability. For further information see also [BNNS02].
BNS-models, as we will call them from now on, are affine models in the sense of
[DPS00] and [DFS03], where the associated Riccati type equations can be solved up
to quadrature in general. In several concrete cases the integration can be performed
explicitly in closed form in terms of elementary functions, see [NV03] and [VenO01].

BNS-models have been studied from various points of view in mathematical fi-
ance and related fields. In [NV03] option pricing and structure preserving martingale
measures are studied. In [BK05, BMB05, BG05, RS06] the minimal entropy mar-
tingale measure is investigated. The papers [BKR03, Lin06] address the portfolio
optimization problem. Baysian/MCMC/computer intensive estimation is already in
the seminal paper [BNSO1], and in the works [RPDO04, GS01, FSS01, tH03]. The
papers [Jam05, Jam06] exploit the analytical tractability to develop maximum like-
lihood estimation using the results of [CM00, CR90] for Dirichlet processes. BNS
models are also treated in the textbooks [CT04, Sch03].

Strangely though, it seems that statistical estimation of the model is the most
difficult problem, and most of the work in that area focused on computationally
intensive methods.

The contributions of the present paper are as follows: first we develop a sim-
ple and explicit estimator for BNS models. Secondly, we give rigorous proofs of its
consistency and asymptotic normality. In doing so we compute explicitly the asymp-
totic covariance matrix and develop to that purpose formulas for arbitrary bivariate
integer moments of returns and variance. Thirdly we provide a detailed application
of the theory of martingale estimating functions in a non-diffusion setting, including
numerical illustrations.

The literature on estimation for discretely observed diffusions is vast, a few refer-
ences are [Uch04b, Uch04a, DS04, MR03, KP02, Jac02, Jac01, Ser01, BS01, Kes00,
KS99a, Ser97, BS95]. In particular, the martingale estimating function approach is
used, developed and studied for example in [Sg99], [Se00], [Se97]. In the diffusion
setting the major difficulty is that the transition probabilities are not known and
are difficult to compute. In contrast to that, the characteristic function of the tran-
sition probability is known in closed form for many BNS models and the transition
probability can be computed with Fourier methods with high precisions. Yet the
model exhibits other peculiarities, see the remarks in section 2.3.

In the present paper we explore the joint distribution of logarithmic returns X
and the instantaneous variance V' supposing that both processes can be observed
in discrete time. Since the joint conditional moment-generating function of (X, V)
is known in closed form we obtain close form expressions for the join conditional
moments up to any desired order which yields a sequence of martingale differences.
We employ then the large sample properties of those, in particular the strong law
of large numbers for martingales and martingale central limit theorem. In this way
we do not need ergodicity, mixing conditions, etc.!

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: in section 2.1 we describe
the class of BNS models in continuous time and present two concrete examples, the
I'-OU and IG-OU model. In section 2.2 we introduce the quantities observed in

1Let us mention though, that the martingale strong law and the ergodic theorem have similar
proofs and can be derived from a common source, [Rao73].



discrete time that are used for estimation. Section 2.3 contains some remarks of
particular features of the model and its estimation. In section 3 we present the
estimating equations, their explicit solution which is our estimator and prove its
consistency and asymptotic normality. This estimator is reviewed in section 3.4
in a general framework given in the lecture notes [Sg97]. In section 4 we present
numerical illustrations. In section 5 we sketch further and alternative developments,
in particular concerning the issue that volatility is typically not observed in discrete
time. Explicit moment calculations of any order can be found in the appendix A.
Appendix B contains explicit expressions required for the asymptotic covariance,
and in Appendix C we provide for the readers convenience a simple multivariate
martingale central limit theorem.

2 The model

2.1 The continuous time model

2.1.1 The general setting

As in Barndorff-Nielsen and Shepard [BNSO01], we assume that the price process of
an asset S is defined on some filtered probability space (€2, F, (F;)i>0, P) and is given
by S; = Spexp(X;) with Sy > 0 a constant. The process of logarithmic returs X
and the instantaneous variance process V' satisfy

dX(t) = (u+ BV (t=))dt + /V(t—)dWy(t) + pdZx(t), X (0)=0. (2.1)
and
dV (t) = =XV (t—)dt + dZ\(t), V(0)=Vp, (2.2)

where the parameters p, 3, p and X are real constants with A > 0. The process W is
a standard Brownian motion, the process Z is an increasing Lévy process, and we
define Z,(t) = Z(At) for notational simplicity. Adopting the terminology introduced
by Barndorff-Nielsen and Shepard, we will refer to Z as the background driving Lévy
process (BDLP). The Brownian motion W and the BDLP Z are independent and
(F) is assumed to be the usual augmentation of the filtration generated by the pair
(W, Zy). The random variable V; has a self-decomposable distribution corresponding
to the BDLP such that the process V' is strictly stationary and

E[W,] = ¢, Var[Vy] = 7. (2.3)
To shorten the notation we introduce the parameter vector

0=(\Cnu ), (2.4)

and the bivariate process
X =(X,V). (2.5)

If the distribution of Vj is from a particular class D then X is called a BNS-DOU(#)
model.
The process (X3, V;)i>o is clearly Markovian.
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2.1.2 The I'-OU model

The I'-OU model is obtained by constructing the BNS-model with stationary gamma
distribution, Vy ~ I['(v,a), where the parameters are v > 0 and a > 0. The
corresponding background driving Lévy process Z is a compound Poisson processes
with intensity v and jumps from the exponential distribution with parameter a.
Consequently both processes Z and V' have a finite number of jumps in any finite
time interval.

For the I'-OU model it is more convenient to work with the parameters v and «.
The connection to the generic parameters used in our general development is given
by

v

(==, == (2.6)

As the gamma distribution admits exponential moments we have integer moments
of all orders and our Assumption 1 below is satisfied.

2.1.3 The IG-OU model

The IG-OU model is obtained by construction the BNS-model with stationary in-
verse Gaussian distribution, Vg ~ (9, ), with parameters § > 0 and v > 0.

The corresponding background driving Lévy process is the sum of an 1G(6/2, )
process and an independent compound Poisson process with intensity d§v/2 and
jumps from an I'(1/2,7?/2) distribution. Consequently both processes Z and V
have infinitely many jumps in any finite time interval.

For the IG-OU model it is more convenient to work with the parameters § and ~.
The connection to the generic parameters used in our general development is given
by

(=-, n=—. (2.7)

)
v
As the inverse Gaussian distribution admits exponential moments we have integer
moments of all orders and our Assumption 1 below is satisfied.

2.2 Discrete observations

We observe returns and variance process on a discrete grid of points in time,

O=tg <ty <--- <ty (2.8)
This implies
ti
V(ti) — v<ti71>€7)‘(ti*tifl) +/ e*/\(tﬁs)dZ)\(S)_ (2.9>
ti—1
Using
t;
Vi=V(t;), U ::/ e M=9q7, () (2.10)
ti—1

we have that (U;);>; is a sequence of idependent random variables, and it is inde-
pendent of V;. If the grid is equidistant, then (U;);>; are iid. Observing the returns
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X on the grid we have

X(ti) = X(ti1) = plti — tica) + Y (t:) = Y (ti-1)

" /t VV(s=)dW (s) + p(Zx(t:) = Za(tim1)). (2.11)

This suggests introducing the discrete time quantities
Xi=X(t;) — X(tic1), Yi=Y(t;)=Y(tii1), Zi=2\(t;)— Z\(tic1) (2.12)
and .
W; = \/L? /t“ VV (s=)dW (s). (2.13)
Furthermore, it is also convenient to introduce the discrete quantity

1
It is not difficult to see (conditioning!) that (W;);>1 is an iid N(0,1) sequence
independent from all other discrete quantities. We note also that (U;, Z;);>1 is a
bivariate iid sequence, but U; and Z; are obviously dependent.
From now on, for notational simplicity, we consider the equidistant grid with

tr = kA, (2.15)
where A > 0 is fixed. This implies
V;; = ’7‘/;_1 + Uz (2.16)
and
Y;' = 6‘/;,1 + SZ', (217)
where 1
v = e_’\A, €= — fy. (2'18)
A
Furthermore,
Xi=pA+BY; + \/?iVVrl'PZzw (2.19)

The sequence (X;, V;);>o is clearly Markovian. From now on we assume all moments
of the stationary distribution of Vj exist.

Assumption 1.
EVi'] < o0 Vn € IN. (2.20)

In the estimating context we assume all moments are finite with respect to all
probability measures Py, # € © under consideration, where © is the parameter space.

No other assumtions are made, and all conditions required for consistency and
asymptotic normality of our estimator will be proven rigorously from that assump-
tion.



Proposition 1. We have for alln € N that
E[Z]'] < o0, E[U]'] <00, E[ST] < o0, (2.21)

and
EY]'] <00, E[W]] <o, FE[X]]<oc. (2.22)

Consequently the expectation of any (multivariate) polynomial in Zy, Uy, Sy, /Y1,
Wi, X1 exists under Py.

Proof. We will use repeatedly the well-know relation between the existent of mo-
ments and the differentiability of the characteristic function of a random variable,
see [CT97, Theorem 8.4.1, p.295f], for example.

Let ¢(t) denote the characteristic function of V4. By assumption Ey[V'] < oo for
all n € IN. Thus ¢(t) is arbitrarily many times differentiable. The law of V} is self-
decomposable, thus infinitely divisible and ¢(¢) # 0 for all ¢ € R. Thus the Fourier
cumulant function k(t) = log ¢(t) is arbitrarily many times differentiable. It follows
from [BNSO1, equation (12)], that the characteristic function of Z(1) is ¢(t) =
exp(tk'(t)). Thus ¥(t) is arbitrarily many times differentiable and consequently
E[Z(1)"] < oo, for all n € N. As Z is a Lévy process this implies E[Z(\)"] < oo,
and as Z; = Z(\) we have shown E[Z}] < oo, for all n € IN.

From (2.10) and (2.14) we have U; < Z; and S; < A 'Z; so E[U}] < oo
and E[S}] < oo for all n € IN. As W) has a standard normal distribution it
follows trivially E[W]'] < oo for all n € IN. Repeated application of the binomial
resp. multinomial theorem, the Holder and the Cauchy-Schwarz inequalities yields
E[Y"] < 0o and E[X7]] < oo for all n € IN, and the final conclusion for polynomials.

O]

Let us remark that, by the stationarity, the above result holds also for Z;, U;,
Si, VY, W;, X, instead of Z;, Uy, Si, VY1, Wi, X1, where i € N is arbitrary.

2.3 Some remarks

Most work on estimating function is developed for diffusions, see for example [S¢97,
Uch04b, Uch04a, DS04, MR0O3, KP02, Jac02, Jac01, Sgr01, BS01, Kes00, KS99a,
Ser97, BS95], although it is often remarked that the results extend to Markov chains.
Yet the models under consideration here display several peculiarities.

One assumption that is made usually is that the transition probabilities under P
have the same support for each 6. Typically the support of the conditional distribu-
tion of V; in a BNS model given V = v is (ve 2, +00) under Py, thus depends on 6.
This does not affect our analysis. The experiment is not homogeneous, cf.[Str85].

If the BDLP is a compound Poisson process, as in the '—OU case, we have the
atom of the conditional distribution of V; given V) = v under P, at the parameter
dependent position ve™**. Consequently no dominating measure exists and maxi-
mum likelihood cannot be defined in the usual way. There is an alternative definition
covering that case, cf. [KW56, Joh78|, but we have not exploited that direction fur-
ther. See also [NS03]. This problem does not appear with an infinite activity BDLP
such as in the IG-OU model and standard maximum likelihood estimation could be
studied.



The description given in sections 2.1 and 2.2 provides a BNS model for each 6,
but not a statistical experiment as it is taken as a starting point in section 3. The
reason is that the processes X and V will depend on #. This can be avoided by
introducing statistical experiment generated by a BNS model. In analogy to the
statistical experiment generated by a diffusion, see [SS00]. This means we take the
distribution of X and V on the Skorohod space (11)2,8(]])2)) under each Py as a
starting point.

3 The simple explicit estimator

3.1 The simple estimating equations and their explicit
solution

For estimation purposes we consider a probability space on which a parametrized
family of probability measures is given:

(Q,F {P:0c0}), (3.1)

where © = {0 € R®: 0! > 0,6% > 0,6 > 0}. The data is generated under the true
probability measure Py, with some 6, € ©. The expectation with respect to F is
denoted by Ey|.] and with respect to Py, simply by E[.].

We assume there is a process X that is BNS-DOU(#) under Py. We want to find
an estimator for 6y using observations Xi,..., X, Vi,...,V,. We are interested in
asymptotics as n — oo. To that purpose let us consider the following martingale
estimating functions:

GLO) =2y [V = 1 (Vie1,0)] [ (v, 0) = Eg[Vi|Vy = 0]

Gi(Q) = ZZ—l [Vkkal - f2<vk7179>] f2(7}’9) = Ey[ViVo|Vo = 7]

G3(0) = Sy [V~ PV 1,6) PO =B =]
Gh(0) =iy [ Xk — f* (Vi 0)] fH(v,0) = Ep[X1|Vh = ]

G(0) = >y [ XV = fP(Vier, 0)], f2(v,0) = Eg[X1Vo[Vo = v]

GS(0) = >0 [XeVi — fO(Vie1, 0)], fO(v,0) = Eg[ X1 V1 |Vjy = o]

fHw,0) =yv+ (1 =7)¢

F(0,0) = y0° + (1 —7)Cv

F0,0) =70 + 29(1 = 9)Cv + (1 =)’ + (1 =)y

(v, 0) = Bev + pA + B(1 — )¢ + pAC (3.3)
f2(v,0) = Bev’ + (uA + B(1 — €)C + pAQ)v

fo(0,0) = Beyv® + (A + B(1 = )¢ + pAC)y

+ Be(L=)C)v+ (1 —e)(1 —7)¢* + €M



Proof. The formulas are special cases of the general moment calculations given in
the appendix. For demonstrating the basic idea we will prove the statements for
two special and simple cases here, namely for f!(v,0) and f*(v,0). From (2.16) it
follows that

EG[‘/IH/O = ’U] =YV + E@[Ul] (34)

and from the stationarity of V' we have

Ep[Uh] = (1 =) Ep(Vo) = (1 = 7)¢. (3:5)
Furthermore, from (2.19) and the fact that E[W;] = 0, it follows that
EolXu|V = v] = u + BEYi[Vo = v] + pEolZ4]Vo = v]. (3.6)
But, from (2.17) we have that
Eg[Y1[Vo = v] = ev + 3 Ep[Z1 — U] = ev + ((1 — o), (3.7)
and
Eo[Z)] = XC. (3.8)

So, from (3.6) it follows that

Eg[X1|Vy = v] = pA + Bev + B(1 — )¢ + pAC. (3.9)

The estimator 6, is obtained by solving the estimating equation G,,(0) = 0 and
it turns out that this equation has a simple explicit solution.

Proposition 2. The estimating equation Gn(én) = 0 admits for every n > 2 on the
event
Co={& — &y > 0,05 — (v))* > 0} (3.10)

a unique solution 6, = (Any Cos My By Py ) that is given by

T = (& — &avn)/ (vn — (v,)?);
o = (&) = 1) /(1 = 70);
M= (& = (6)?) = 7a(vi — (v)*) /(1 = 77);
An = —log(m)/A;
= V) An;
& = p&a)/(en(vi = (v3)?));
& — &l — Bnn(Ma(1 = ) + (V7 — (0)1))/(2(1 = 7))
(& = Bnen(vy = G)) /A = (B + Aapn)Cas

(3.11)
en = (
B = (
pn = (
=
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where

§=13W  €=_Y . g=23W
=1 =1 7,:1 (312)

TP SN SRS A ST
and

vl = 1 Vi, wul= 1 > V2, (3.13)

i=1 =1

Proof. The first three equations G7 (6) = 0, for j = 1,2, 3 contain only the unknowns
¢,n, A and are easily solved. In fact we get a familiar estimator for the first two
moments and the autocorrelation coefficient of an AR(1) process. The last three
equations G7 (0) = 0, for j = 4,5, 6 can be seen as a linear system for the unknowns
i, 3, p, once the other parameters have been determined. O

Remark 1. The exceptional set C,, could be simplified to

€ = (g — gt > 0) (3.14)

Since the jump times and the jump size of the BDLP are independent, and the former
have an exponential distribution it follows that Vy, ..., V, is with probability one not
constant, so P[v2 —(vl)? > 0] = 1. But although it can be shown that the probability
of C,, tends to zero, for finite n we have P2 — & vl < 0] > 0. This is the common
phenomenon that sample moments do not share all properties of their theoretical
counterparts. For definiteness we put 0,, = 0 outside C,,.

3.2 Consistency

Let us investigate the consistency of the estimator from the previous section. First,
we will need the following lemma.

Lemma 2. For every k> 1 and p > 0

Vk:
- 220 as n— 0. (3.15)
npkP
Proof. The random variables {Vn, n > 1} are identically distributed and m; =
E[|V}¥]] < oo for all k > 1. Thus we are in the situation of [Sto74, Exercise 2.1.2(i),
p.14].
Let k£ > 1 and € > 0 be arbitrarily chosen. Taking any integer o > 1/p and using
the Chebyshev inequality we obtain

- Vnk E Vk|a oo
Z;P<n_ >6) Z n‘apea Z b < (3.16)

n=1 n=1
Therefore from the Borel-Cantelli lemma it follows that P (limsup, n ?|V,F| > €) =

0
[l



Lemma 3. We have for all k € N that

1O as
~ ) V=S BV, (3.17)
=1

as n — Q.

Proof. We will prove this statement by induction.

(1) k = 1. Let define
X, =V, = E(V;|Vi_y), 1> 1.

Obviously, (X;, i > 1) is a sequence of martingale differences and is therefore
uncorrelated. Using expressions (2.10) and (2.16) we obtain

B[X?) = B(V?) - E[EVIVit)]
= (1-=7")E(V}) = 29E(U)E(V) + E(UY),

SO E[Xﬂ have a common bound for every ¢ > 1. Since the assumptions of the
theorem 5.1.2 from Chung are satisfied, it follows that

1 ¢ 1 ¢ as
- > Vi—=> E(Vi|Vi.1) —0, :
n; n; (Vi|Vie1) — as mn— oo
But using again the definition (2.16), the last expression is equivalent to
1—
1 Z vy U

Finally, using the result of the previous lemma, it follows that

+E(U1) — 0, as n — oo.

—ZV-—>EV0 as n — oo.

This completes the proof for k& = 1.

(2) Suppose now that the statement of the theorem holds for | < k — 1, ie
E(VF) < 0o and

—Zvl“ v, 1<k-1 (3.18)
when n — oo. For k > 1, and forz > 1, let

Xf =V}~ E[VHVi4] and SF:=> X[ (3.19)

Obviously, (XF, i > 1) is a sequence of martingale differences so it is specially
uncorrelated. Moreover, due to the strong stationarity of the volatility sequence
and relations (3.19) and (2.16) we obtain

E[XH]’ = B[V = 2V EVHVied) + B[V
= B[V - B[(EV}|Vi1))]

)

< B[V =: ¢, (3.20)
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¢ denoting some constant that does not depend on i. Hence, by [Chu0l, Theo-
rem 5.1.2, p.108], it follows that Sﬁ/n 2%, 0 when n — oo, that in our case, due to

the definition of S¥, is equivalent to
livk—lzﬂ:E[VﬂV ] =50 (3.21)
i3 toon i=1 T | ‘

Using again the definition (2.16) and the independency of U; from V;_4, for i > 1,
we obtain

1 & 1 &
E;Vz‘k_ EZZZ;E[WM—J

=L ()it

i=1 j=0
R R . k1 (k) e e
= A v E[UF] =SV
n Z-le n(O n) JZO j [1 ]nzzl 1

Finally, applying the assumption of the induction, the lemma 2 and the statement
(3.21), we obtain

n k—1
1 a.s. 1 k\ i ;
IR DD (j)V”E[Uf E(V) = B(VE),
i=1 J=0

where the last equality follows calculating E(yVj + Uy)* using (2.16). O

In the next lemma we extend the strong law of large numbers for (V”,i > 1) to
more general sequences.

Lemma 4. For all integers p,q,r > 0 we have
1< a.s
= STXPVIVE, S BV (3.22)
n
i=1

as n — o0.

Proof. Let
M; = XPVIVE, = E[XPVIVE Via |-

Obviously, (M;,i > 1) is a sequence of martingale differences, and in particular it
is uncorrelated. It is stationary and E[M?] < oco. So we can use again [Chu01,
Theorem 5.12] to show

1 n r 1 - T a.s.
n ATV = LS BIXIVIVE V] 50

The conditional expectation E [Xf’ Vqui[l\Vi,l] is a polynomial in V;_;, namely

pt+q

E[le‘/zq‘/f—lﬂ/;—l] - Z ¢qu‘/;-lfir'
k=0

11



This is shown in the section A.5 in the appendix where the coeflicients ¢, are
explicitly calculated. Applying Lemma 3 yields

pt+q

! Y a.s.
E Z B [le‘/lq‘/zr—l |V;—1} — Z QﬁquE[ka:-i-r].
i=1 r

As we have
pt+q
E[XTViVy] = E[EIXPVIVE VOl = > dpan EIVE), (3.23)
k=0
the proof is completed. n

Theorem 1. We have P(C,,) — 1 when n — oo and the estimator 0, is consistent
on C,, namely

A a.s.
en ? 90
on C, as n — oo.

Proof. Using the results of lemma 3 it easily follows that

£ — ,1111,11 — Cov(V1, V) > 0, (3.24)

n

so P(C,,) — 1 as n — o0.
Using again the results of lemma 3 it follows that the empirical moments in (3.12)
and (3.13) converge to their theoretical counterparts, & ~% ¢ and v? ** o7, where

£ =,

ézZszLvn, 1

6 :C +77, v :Ca

= p+ (B + )¢, V= 4, (3.25)

£ = ¢ + (B + Ap)(* + Ben,
£ = uC + (B4 Ap)¢® + (B + 2pN)en,

Plugging the limits into (3.11) shows, after a short mechanical calculation, that the
estimator is in fact consistent. [

3.3 Asymptotic normality

For a concise vector notation we introduce
Er = (Vi ViVie1, Vid, X, XiVier, X Vi) T, (3.26)

and write the estimating equations in the form

n

GLO) = [Eh— f'(Vier,0)],  i=1,....6 (3.27)

k=1
and fi(v,0) given by (3.3). We write

pitrita

flw.0)= > g0’ (3.28)

l=r;

12



with

p=(0,0,0,1,1,1), ¢=(1,1,1,0,0,1), r=(0,1,0,0,1,0) (3.29)
and
¢1(0) = ¢p(0) = (L =7)¢,
¢5(0) = @1 () = (1 —7)¢,
$5(0) = 2 ¢7(0) = 27(1 — )¢,
o5(0) = (1 —7)*C + (1 =%,
GUO) = Be,  OMO) = i+ B(L— ¢ + pAC, (3:30)
$3(0) = P, ¢7(0) = p+ B(1 — )¢ + pAC,
@5(0) = Bey,  ¢5(0) = ((n+ B(1 — €)C + pAQ)y + Be(1 — 7)),
0(0) = (1 —€)(1L —7)¢* 4+ €M

We will use, that f%(v,#) is a polynomial in v, and that its coefficients ¢ are smooth
functions in 6.
We shall first prove the central limit theorem for the estimating functions.

Proposition 3. We have

1 D

—G,(6)) — N(0,7), 3.31
T=Galf) 2 N(0.7) (331)
as n — 00, where

Ty = E[Cov(E], E{|W)]. (3.32)

Proof. To show the above result, we use the multivariate martingale central limit
theorem, that is recapitulated in the appendix. To that purpose we introduce the
vector martingale difference array

Xnk = % [E} = F(Vie1,0)]. (3.33)

We have to show the two assumptions from the previous theorem. First, we prove
a multivariate Lyapuonov condltlon which implies the Lindeberg condition. From
(3.33) it follows that \/_Xnk is of the form p(Vg, Vi, X1) where p(vg,v1,21) is a
polynomial in vy, v1, 7; which does not depend on n. Thus, n?||x,x||* has the same
property and from the explicit moment expression from the appendix it follows that

1
E[[xn gl Fea] = EQ(VI@—I); (3.34)

where ¢(vp) is a polynomial in vy. From Lemma 3 it thus follows
1 = a.s.
= a(Vir) == Elg(Vo)), (3.35)
k=1

where the expression on the righthand side exists and is finite. Thus the first con-
dition for the martingale central limit theorem is satisfied. For verifying the second

13



condition from the same theorem we consider the (i, j)—th element of the matrix
Xn,kX,—ZI—’k which is given by

LE = Vir,0) (B — 1 (Vie1,0)). (3.36)
This is again a polynomial in V;_1,V, and X so by Lemma 4 it follows that

= Z = (Vi1 0)) (2 = F (Vi 0)
=5 EB(EL - £ (Vier,0) (B1 = F(Vier,0))] (3.37)

as n — oo. L]

Remark 2. A systematic method to evaluate Y is given in appendix A and the
resulting explicit expressions are listed in appendiz B.

Lemma 5. We have

1
where
Y=rprtrpPhHT (3.39)
and ‘ ‘
Pyj = 6ij — ¢101; — ¢503; (3.40)

with 6;; denoting the Kronecker delta.

Proof. We can write

% W(B0) = P\/n(&n — &) + Qu, (3.41)

with

Q= \/— (61 (Ve = Vo) + 05(Viy = V)] (3.42)

In view of lemma 2 above we see, that the remainder term @, goes to zero in
probability as n — oo. As P has determinant (1 — v)%(1 + ) > 0 it is invertible,
and we have

Vi, - = P (J=Gu(@)) + Ry (3.43)

with R, = —P7'Q, going to zero in probability as n — oo. The expression
pt (nil/ 2G’n(ﬁo)) is asymptotically normal with mean 0 and covariance matrix X.
An application of Slutsky’s Theorem proves the lemma. ]

Finally, we have all the ingredients for proving the following result.

Theorem 2. The estimator

én = (>\7hCnann7ﬁn7pnnun) (344)

15 asymptotically normal, namely
V8, — 6] = N(0,T), (3.45)

14



as n — 00, where
T = Dx.D* (3.46)

and D is given in appendix B.

Proof. We observe from (3.11) that 6, = g(&,, v,), where g is well defined and con-
tinuously differentiable in a neighborhood of (£,v). Using the Taylor expansion in
the last two variables we have én = h(&,) + S,, where h is well defined and contin-
uously differentiable for in a neighborhood of £, and S,, goes to zero in probability
in view of lemma 2. Thus it can be neglected according to Slutsky’s Theorem. We
apply the delta method, see [Leh99] for example, and compute the Jacobian matrix
D with

oh;
D;; = , ,7=1,...,6. 3.47
=0, (3.47)
A lengthy elementary calculation shows that the matrix has determinant
A
2(1 =) m*’
thus it is invertible. O

3.4 The simple estimator in a general framework

For comparison and the preparation to the study of optimal estimating functions
we would like to review our simple estimator in the general framework of [Sg99].
There the properties of the estimator are studied without exploiting the fact that
the estimating equation allows an explicit solution. We extend the theory in the
case of a bivariate Markov process. To do so we want to use Sgrensen’s corollary 2.7
and below for asymptotic normality we want to use his Theorem 2.8. This requires
to show that his Condition 2.6 is satisfied which we will do now: For ease of notation
let us write the estimating function in the form

=Y Vi O)[X VY - (Vi 0)], j=1,....d (3.48)
where
Pj+4;
0cRY  ¢(v;0) Z ol(0) ', ad(v;0) =" (3.49)
Let -
‘ J(QU
JRE@OW D) = M, k=1,....d (3.50)
00y,
and

MO)={6c0O:]6-6|< a > 0. (3.51)

—=)
N
Proposition 4. The condition 2.6 of [Sv99] is satisfied, namely

(i) the mapping 0 — G, (0) is twice continuously differentiable.
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(ii) There exist a @ € int © and an invertible non-random d x d matriz A(f) such
that
sup H%Jn(ﬁ(l), 09Dy — A@B)|| —o0
6 eMg(9)

i probability as n — oo for all a > 0.
(iii) There exist d non-random d x d matrices B'(f), i =1,...,d, such that

sup H%QS)(Q(”, 0Dy — B'(#)| —0
0D eMe(0)

in probability as n — oo for all a > 0 and all i = 1,...,d, where QY(9) =
05 G (0).

(iv) {Gn(ﬁ) 'n € ]N} is stochastically bounded.
n

Gn(9)

(v) sup
e Mg ()

Proof. In our case the number of parameters is d = 6. From the definitions above it
immediately follows that the mapping

0 — G7(0)
is twice continuously differentiable w.r.t. 6.
Let us consider the matrix J, = (J#*), j k = 1,...,d componentwise. For k =
., d let
. dal (v; 0) ; 0¢’ (v; 0) :
Pk (yg) = — 27 k() = 2 =1,...,d 52
«Q (U7 ) a@k ’ ¢ (U7 ) aek ) J ’ 70 (3 5 )
- 091(0) - 091" (0)
ik gy — LN JRlgy = 22 =1 d 3.53
¢l ( ) aek ) ¢l ( ) ael ) ) 9 ( )
Using the definitions of ¢/ and ¢** we obtain
Tt (0)
ey Z |:ajk Xp]VqJ - (b](‘/;fl,e)] - Oéj( )(bj ( 11— 17 ):|

:ZO&J’k(‘/;717 ijvqj 7, 17 Zaj i—1; ¢] ( i—1; )
=1

pi+4q;

:Z&j’k(vifl; XpJVqJ Vie1; 0 ZOH 150 Z ¢]k( )
i=1 1=0
(3.54)
Let us define
ARO) == MO B[ (Vo; 0)Vy]. (3.55)
1=0

16



Using the definitions of ¢’ the just obtained expression for J,]L"k and (3.55) we obtain

1 .. o
sup | —JIR(OW)) — AJ”“(Q)‘
0P eM,, (9) | T
I~ a
= sup |- Zamk(vi_l;g(p))[xfjvi% _ W(%_l;g(p))}
o eM,(0) | =]
Pj+aq;
——Zo/ 07 ) et eV
1=0
pJ+qJ
+ Z 01" (0) B[’ (Vo: O)Vy]
< sup Za]k E g(p [ijViqj _ W‘(Vil;g(p))]’
9(P>eMn
Pj+4q;
+ sup ——Zoﬂ i—1;0 Z(b]kG(p) Wi,
0P) e M, (0

pPj +q]

+ Z o (0)E [ (Vi; )V ]| (3.56)

Adding and subtracting expressions

Pi+4q; n pi+q;

1 e _ . 1 , _ —
=3 (Vs 0) Y o OP)VE, and =) o/ (Viy ) > ¢l OV,
n =1 =0 n =1 =0

0 (3.56) it follows that

1. A
sup  |—JIF(OW)) — Aj’k(Q)‘
0w M, (@) | T

< sup Z OZ] k [XPJ qu o ¢](‘/;_1’ 6)(17))} ‘
G(P)eMn
1 n Pi+4q;
i D 0 (Vi) = o (Vi )] 3 oMV ‘
o e, @) |1 =
Pj+a; ‘
+ sup | > [¢M(0) — ¢l (60 Zoﬂ
6PeM,(0) | 1=
Pjt+q; o B 1 ' B
A0 {E[a%vo;mvg] - Za%vi_l;e)vx_l} @57
1=0 i=1
For ease of notation let
‘ 1 <~ . ,
KJRO0W) = =3 " o/ (Vi 0P) [XP VY — ¢ (Viey; 0P). (3.58)
n

i=1
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Since a function belonging to C* is bounded on a compact set, using a definition of

the set M,, it follows that
pj+4q; o '
swp 'S [0 - o0
0P eMn(6) | 1=,
Pj+q; 8¢],k‘
< sup sup —(07) 0
; 0P) €M, (0) 1y 0*€M2(0) 80,(7’{) ‘
pit+a; d o C -
< M— = =2 (3.59)
o
where  sup l (9*) < M and Cy; = Ma(p; + ¢;)d.
0*eM(f 39

Since a(v 9) =1 or a(v,0) = v, using definition (3.58), from the relation (3.57)

it follows that

sup

n
0P eM,, (9) | T

< sup
0(P) e M, (0)

Zaﬂ

L Gl
\/_

=0
Adding and subtracting expressions

§ k
- Oé] Z 17

and

1 Z [aj’k(Vi,l; H®)
[t

leJf(g(p)) — Ajyk(g)‘

|K£’k(0(p))‘ + 7 [ sup

o) [% > Vi VL~ Bl (sl |
=1

Pj+aq;

> ot

=0

ZVl

gliE

0P e M, (0)

-1

(3.60)

Xp]VqJ ¢J( ARY: P)}

) — P (Vi_1;0)] ¢ (Vi1 0)
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to K7¥(9®)) in relation (3.60) and since functions o?*(v,8) = 0 or 1, we obtain

sup [ K4(07))]

o) €M, (9)
1 — . . _ o , _
< sup —Z [a?*(Viiy; 0@ — o?* (Vi 0)] [ XDV, —W(Vil;H)]'
0@ €M, (0) ”i 1
sup Z [0 (Vi 0¥)) — ¥ (Viy: ) W(w_l;e)—asjm_l;e(m)}]
G(P)eMn i—1
1 & . :
+ sup —Zoé]k(vi—h@) [Qf) (Vie1;0) — QS](V;—I;Q(p))]‘
0P e, (9) 1T 5
1 e . _ o o
| e PV g0 |

n

lz [ij‘/iq] ¢]( i—1; _>]‘
=1

Sl
+  sup %iW( Vi- 1,)—¢j(Vil?9(p))]‘}

6P eM,(9) ' 1
1~ S ——
+ sup - Zaj’k(vi—l; 0)[¢ (Vie1;0) = ¢/ (Vioy; 69))]

0w e, (@) T 7

Z o (Viiy; 0) [ XD VY — ¢ (0)] ‘ (3.61)

But again, for every i = 1,...n, we have

pj+aq;

|6 (Vii1;0) — ¢/ (Vi_y; 0| Z |67(0) — 91 (0P |V,

pj +q,7 d

ST Y

1—0 m—10"€Mg(0)
Clj

so from (3.61) using lemma 4 it follows that

sup  |K2M(OP)] 20 (3.63)
0(P) e M, (0)

og7"
o057

o) — gm‘vil_l

03

(")

Vl "’ (3.62)

when n — oo. Applying the just obtained result into the expression (3.60) and using
again lemma 4, it follows that

sup | LJIR(OP)) — APR(G)| =0 (3.64)
o) e M, (0)

as n — oo. This proves the part (ii). Let

. gk
QIR (9) = 0T (9), l=1,....d. (3.65)
20,
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From (3.65) it follows that we consider one higher order derivative of the function
G,, than in the matrix J,,. Let us denote

Dad*(v; 0)

oM (v;0) = Fr I=1,....,d (3.66)
From (3.54) we have
QL (6) Zoﬂ MVie ) [ XV = ¢ (Vi 0)] - iaj’k(vi_l; 0)¢" (V13 6)
pj+q; n - p;i+4q;
- Z o (Viei;0) D OV =Y ol (Virs0) Y ghF OV,
- " - " (3.67)
Let us define
Pj+q;
BI() = = > (@O B[a (Ve; 0)V"]
m=0

+on Eo (Vo 0)V5" + o (0)E[o? (Vo; 0)V5"] . (3.68)

Thus, the part (iii) can be proved followmg the lines of the proof of part (ii) consid-
ering ¢7F @7k instead of ¢/ and @7, respectively and taking in consideration that
a?k(v,0) = 0 and a?*!(v,0) = 0 since o’ (v,0) = 1 or v.

For arbitrary € > 0 and K, > 0 using the Chebyshev inequality and the station-
arity of the volatility process we have

Gi (0) E[|G5(0)7]
P >K€]§T
Z E[o?(Vi130)? - (XPVY — ¢ (Vi_1;0))?]
- nk?
Eo? (Ve 0)*{ BT Vi Vo — &/ (Vo 0)}]
_ o
_ B[ (%0’ (X" — ¢ (Vi 0)%)]
_ e
E[ad (Vy; 0)2X P29
CEl L/t ] (3.69)

€

Taking

E [Ozj(Vo; 9)2X12pj quj}
€

it follows that for every e > 0 exists a K. > 0 such that

Gi(6)
P n
heN H NG

20

K? .=

€

> K | <e,




that proves the part (iv). Finally, using the just proven result, the definition of
M;(#) and (3.64), componentwise we have

swp [LGL0)| = sup [1G1(6)+ L1F67) 0 - 0)

0 M2 (0) 6 M2 (0)
1LGI(0)|+ sup |LJ25(6%)| sup [0 — 6]
0*c M2 (9) 0cM2(9)
1
< —=K.+ sup ‘1ij (07) |— — 0

n 0+ € M2 () Vn

in probability as n — oc. O]

From our proposition 4 and corollary 2.7 from [Sp99] consistency of our estimator
follows.

We have shown the asymptotic normality of the estimating function in proposi-
tion 3. By Theorem 2.8 from [Sg99] and our Proposition 4 it follows that our estima-
tor is asymptotically normal. The covariance matrix equals T = A(0) ' T (A(9)")".
In particular, A(f) = —PD~! which is a consequence of the implicit function theo-
rem.

4 Numerical illustrations

4.1 Description of the model and its parameter values

To illustrate the results from the previous sections numerically, we consider the
[-OU model from Section 2.1.2, where the variance V' has a stationary gamma
distribution. We use as time unit one year consisting of 250 trading days. The true
parameters are

v=256, a=64 N=256, B=-05 p=-01, u=12 (4.1)

The parameters imply that there are 2.6 jumps per day on the average, and the
jumps in the BDLP and in the volatility are exponentially distributed with mean
0.0156. The interpretation is, that typically every day two or three new pieces of
information arrive and make the variance process jump. The stationary mean of
the variance is 0.04, hence if we define instantaneous volatility to be the square root
of the variance, it will fluctuate around 20% in our example. The half-life of the
autocorrelation of returns is about half a day.

In our example annual log returns have (unconditional) mean 25.6% and a annual
volatility 20%. Figure 1 displays a simulation of one year of daily observations
from the background driving Lévy process, from the instantaneous variance process,
and log returns, or more precisely, simulated realizations of Z;, V;, and X, for ¢« =
1,...,250. In [Pos06] other scenarios are considered, for example, small jumps
arriving every minute, with fast decaying autocorrelation, or few jumps per year,
corresponding to exceptional new, with heavy impact on the variance process.

21



0.045

0.035

0.03

0.025

0.015

0.01

0.005

0.0006

background driving Levy process J—

L
50

L
100

L L
150 200

0.0005

0.0004

0.0003 |-

0.0002

0.0001

o
- T -
instantaneous variance
o . . . .
o 50 100 150 200
daily log returns
o 50 100 150 200

Figure 1: Daily observations Z;, V;, X.

4.2 The asymptotic covariance matrix of the estimator

As our goal is an analysis of the estimator, and not an empirical study, we do
not estimate the asymptotic covariance, but evaluate the explicit expression using
the true parameters. Denoting the vector of asymptotic standard deviations of the
estimates and the correlation matrix by s/y/n resp. r we have

[ 4.86 ]

125
650
7.36
253

| 0.526 |

1 089
089 1
041 04
0.03  0.03
0.09  0.09

| —0.02 —0.03

22

041 0.03 0.09 —0.02 ]
04 0.03 0.09 -0.03
1 0.06  0.22 0
0.06 1 —-0.75  0.06
0.22 —-0.75 1 —0.57

0 0.06 —0.57 1

(4.2)



4.3 Distribution of the estimates

Figure 4.3 illustrates the empirical and asymptotic distribution of the simple estima-
tors for the I'-OU model. The histograms are produced from m = 10000 replications
consiting of n = 8000 observations each, corresponding to 32 years with 250 daily
obervations per year.

nu mu
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AREE 4+ ' .
6r ] 35 | .
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4+ : 25 | :
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0 1 1 1 0 1 1 I [
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03 T T T ,,I, T T T 016 T T T T T T
025 |- AT - 0.4 1 B i
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02 ] 01
0.15 - 0.08
0.1 - 0.06
0.04
0.05 - 0.02
(= ! 0
60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 -
lambda
006 T T T T T T T 80 T T T
0.05 |- AT . nor
60 |
0.04 : 50 |
0.03 | - 40 |
002 | - 30
20 |
oot r - 10|
11 1 1 1 1 Il 1 1

0 = 0 =
235 240 245 250 255 260 265 270 275 280 -0.12-0.115-0.11-0.105 -0.1 -0.095-0.09-0.085-0.08

Figure 2: Empirical and asymptotic distribution of the simple estimators for the
I-OU model. The histograms are produced from m = 10000 replications consiting
of n = 8000 observations each, corresponding to 32 years with 250 daily obervations
per year. The true values are v = 2.56, a = 64, A = 256, u = 1.2, B = —0.5,
p = —0.1. The standard deviations used for the normal curves are taken from the
explicit asymptotic results, not estimated.

We see from the graphs that in our illustration the parameters v, o, A, and p
can be estimated quite accurately, in the sense that the usual confidence intervals
yield one or two significant digits at least. The estimate for p is not as accurate and
the accuracy for the estimate for  is unsatisfactory.
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The bad quality of the estimator for 3 is neither surprising nor very troublesome.
It has little impact on the model. The main reason for including the parameter 3 in
the specification of BNS models is, for derviatives pring: A risk-neutral BNS-model
must have § = —1/2. In most applications working under a physical probability
measure 3 = 0 can be assumed without much loss of generality or flexibility.

In ongoing work [HP06] we compare this asymptotic covariance with the covari-
ance of the optimal quadratic estimating function.

5 Further and alternative developments

5.1 Optimal quadratic estimating functions

Our choice of estimating functions is natural, but, mathematically speaking, some-
what arbitrary. In ongoing work [HP06] we show, that the optimal quadratic es-
timating function based on the moments of Vi, X, V% V1 X1, X? can be computed
explicitly, though the corresponding estimator has to be determined numerically.
Our simple estimator can be used as a starting point for an iterative root-finding
procedure. Consistency and asymptotic normality can be shown using the general
theory as presented in [Sg99] along the lines of the present paper, although the
expressions involved are slightly more complicated.

5.2 Using more integer or trigonometric moments for
better efficiency

More efficient estimators than provided by the optimal quadratic estimating function
can be obtained by incorporating further moments. As we have provided explicit
computations for arbitrary integer moments and conditional moments, our methods
can be extended to that situation. We might even have the number of moments tend
to infinity with the number of observations, and obtain an estimator that is asymp-
totically equivalent to the maximum likelihood estimator, when the latter exists
resp. can be defined, see 2.3. The reader might object, that very high moments are
not reliable for empirical investigations. BNS-models allow also explicit computation
of the characteristic function and thus of conditional and unconditional trigonomet-
ric moments E[e’&ViT¥:X1)] and Ele!&V1i+¥X1)|1{] for arbitrary constants & and
Y, that could be used instead to construct estimating functions. See [AS02] for
diffusions, [Sch05] for Lévy type processes, and [Sin01] for affine models.

5.3 Intra-day observations

Our approach is based on the explicit calculation of conditional and unconditional
moments. Those calculations can be done for BNS-models on arbitrary time inter-
vals. Hence our analysis is not restricted to a fixed time grid with the number of
observation intervals tending to infinity, but could be performed also on a fixed hori-
zon, with the number of intra-day observations increasing to infinity. The resulting
estimators should then be compared to power-variation methods, cf. [Tod06].
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5.4 Comparison to the generalized method of moments

We would be interested in a comparison of our results to the related generalized
methods of moments. For a rigorous treatment of the latter, a precise specification
of the weighting matrix is required, see [HHY96] and the references therein.

5.5 Unobserved volatility and substitutes for volatility

Finally, perhaps the biggest issue is, that the instantaneous variance is not observed
in discrete time. In [Lin05] it is reported, that the number of trades is an excellent
substitute for statistical purposes. This is certainly a promising starting point for
an empirical analysis. For a theoretical analysis a joint model for the number prices
and number of trades has to be specified.

Another direction would be, to adapt the implied state method (IS-GMM) as
introduced in [Pan02] to our martingale estimating function approach: We replace
the unobserved V; in the estimating equations by the model-implied variance V()
that is obtained from option prices, assuming that the dynamics are governed by
BNS-models both under the physical probability measure Fp, and a risk-neutral
measure P . The resulting estimating function will not be a martingale estimating
function any more, and the bias has to be accounted for in a rigorous analysis.
Nevertheless, in view of the results of [Pan02], we are optimistic, that consistency
and asymptotic normality will hold also here.

A Explicit moment calculations

This section is about computing explicitly E[X]TV/"|Vy = 0] and E[X]V]"]. All
moments below will be given in terms of the cumulants of the stationary distribution,
denoted by K,. We set

¢ = Ky, n = K. (A.1)

If the stationary distribution is determined by the two parameters ¢ and n the higher
cumulants are obviously functions of ¢ and 7, but the formulae hold in more general
cases.

The calculations exploit the analytical tractability of the BNS-model, namely
conditional Gaussianity of the logarithmic returns X and the linear structure of the
OU-type process V. From that it follows, and it is well-known, that univariate and
multivariate cumulants can be computed easily. It remains to transform multivari-
ate cumulants to multivariate moments, again a topic that is well-understood, and
explicit expressions involve the multivariate Faa di Bruno formula, multivariate Bell
polynomials and integer partitions, see for example [McC87].

We have chosen to use simple recursions, that are easy to implement on a com-
puter algebra system, in particular, since the expression, though completely explicit
and elementary, are rather lengthy when it comes to evaluating moments of order
four for the asymptotic covariance matrix. For the readers convenience, we give the
details in this appendix.
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A.1 Preliminaries

Let us recaptiulate the variables and notation from section 2.2, that is required in
the following calculations. We use

1— —2A

v =e A, €= %. (A.2)

We have
Vi=aVo+U, Yi=e+ 5 (A.3)

where
A A
U, = / e MAdz,,, S = / A1 = e MA9Y)dZ,,. (A.4)
0 0

Note, that we have the simpler formula S; = (Z; — U;)/A, but the integral above is
sometimes notationally more convenient. We have

X1 =A+ v, Ay = pA + BY1 + pZ;. (A.5)

A.2 Stationary moments

We use the well-known recursion to compute moments from cumulants

n—1
n—1 .
E[‘/b”] = 577,0 -+ E ( i )Ki_i_lE[‘/b”—l—z]. (AG)
=0

Alternatively we have E[V]'] = Y,(K,...,K,), where Y, (z1,...,z,) denotes the
complete Bell polynomials. Explicit non-recursive expressions can be given, but we
do not use them.

A.3 Trivariate cumulants

From the key formula for Wiener-type integrals with Lévy process integrator, it
follows that the joint cumulants of (S, U;, Z;) are given by

Knm@ = )\Gnm(n +m + E)Kn—i-m—‘ré) (A?)

with

= | (A.8)




A.4 Trivariate Moments

Trivariate moments can be computed recursively from trivariate cumulants

n—-1 m /
n_]_ E —1—irrm—7g —

BISIUP 2] =2 Z( )( >(k)Ki+1,j,kE[5?1 Uzt (A9)
=0 j=0 k=0
n m—1 ¢ / ' '

pisorz] =3 X 3 (1) ("5 1) () Kbtz (a

i=0 j=0 k=0
n m (-1 /-1 . .

ElSiurz) =3 ()( )( . )Ki,j,kﬂE[SI“ZU{"‘jZf‘l"“] (A11)
1=0 7=0 k=0

Alternatively, we can express E[STUM™Z{] as trivariate complete Bell polynomials
Y,me evaluated at the trivariate cumulants of Sy, Uy, Z7, and explicit non-recursive
expressions are available, but not very useful for us.

A.5 Some conditional expectations

Using (A.3) gives
srvrzive = =23 (0) () evEisturozg o (a

Collection powers of v gives

n—+m
with
mAk n m o ) ‘
b =S (" ) ()i mIsy Ui (A14)
g \k =3/ \J
Then using (A.5) and conditioning gives
E[AYY™ V|V = 0] ZZ ( ) ( )ﬁlp] I RYVEZIV = 0] (AL15)
=0 7=0
Collecting powers of v gives
n+m-+4~
E[AYY" VIV, = o] Z —— (A.16)

with

Ypmer = Z Z ( > (n ]_ Z) B W ik (A.17)

kml)+]0
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Finally using (A.5) and the Gaussian moments gives

[n/2] .
ny/m n (22>‘ n—2yiy/m
PR == 3 () GBI = Ay
i=0 ’

Collecting powers of v gives

n+m

EXTV Vo = 0] = Y dumit® (A.19)
k=0

with
(n+m—k)A| 2]

2i)!
Onmk = Z (;) (2122)' wn_gm‘,mk (A.QO)

=0

It follows from the calculations above that ¢,,,x are polynomials in v, €, u, 3, p.

A.6 Some unconditional expectations

The same structure pertains for the unconditional expectations,

n m n m o e "
B[V Z = Z (z> ( ,>@7]E[S{L Ul ZHEVy ] (A.21)
i=0 j=0 J
then
n n—i n n—i o iy . 4
Bl =303 ()( j )ﬁ’p]u" B[V Z] (A.22)
i=0 j=0
and finally
[n/2] )
E[XmVm] = ) Rl o gnsiyiym A23
i=0 ’

B Tables with explicit expressions

B.1 The matrix T

Let k3 and k4 denote the third and the fourth cumulant of the stationary distribution
of Vy. We recall that the first and second cumulants are the parameters ¢ and 7. If
the distribution is determined by those parameters then k3 and x4 will be functions
of ¢ and n. In particular, for the I'-OU model we have

2n? 6n?
Ky = ——,  h4=—.
¢ ¢?

Using those cumulants we obtain for the matrix T the entries given below.

(B.1)
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T =n-7"
T = —(72—1)07
T3 = —2(72—1)07—(73—1)/13

-1

Ty = WT 77(5(’7 —-1) - 2)\/))

Y1 = 1 B — 1) - 249)

Tig= — y—1 [277(5{ (72 +(EAX+ A=y + (e + 1))\)

) F A+ D+ C(A + A+ 2)p))
+ (B(=27* +7+ 1)+ 3(y +1)Ap) 53}
To=— ("= 1)n(¢+n)
Tos= (( =7 ks —2(7* = 1)n (¢ +m)
o= 1 (Bl = 1) - 2)

Yo = 1 0 () (B — 1) - 249)

Ty = — 11 2n{5((§2 )7+ (A +A=1)C +n+en))y
+ ((e+1)¢ + en) A)
+A (A +X+2)pC + (v + pC + 27?7[))}
+C(B (=20 +7+1) +3(v + 1)Ap) ﬁs]
Tss=—4(V=1)Crs— (V"= 1) 2n (M +2C +n) + (V¥ + 1) Ka)

Tas = 72—;1 [%n(ﬁ(v —1)=20p) + (B(29" =7 = 1) = 3(y + 1)Ap) /fvg]

T35 = i [477 (P 4+m) (B(y —1) = 2p)

2\
FC(B2? =7 =1) =301+ )h9) s
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Ts6 = — 76—;1 [3 <5C{273 +2(eA+ X —3)y?
+(2e+DA+3)7 +2(e+ DA+ 1}
+)‘{2(72+7+1)N
+C (202 4+ (20 +9)7 + 20+ 9) p})m3
+ 2<6n{ﬁ<(é2 +enh) 7?
+ (X + A= 1) +n(er— 1))y
(e 1)<2A>
+ A((% +A+2)pC + (v + )¢ + 277/)) }
+(B(=37 2+ +1) +4 (32 + 7+ 1) M) ks
Ty = % :—77 (V2 =4y —2X+3) B2+ dnpA(y + A — 1)pB
AN P+ (v + e+ A — 1))]
Tis = % :—Cn (v — 4y — 20+ 3) B2+ 4ACnA (v + A — 1)pp

FA((Y+ A+ X — 1)C2 4 2p\20%C + 677)\)]
Ty = % [Cn(v?’ + (AN =DV + (T=2(e+ DNy + (e +3)\ — 4)62
+ m{m 12+ (A= 292 — 2((e + 2)A — )y + 2eA +TA — 6)/)}5
+ /\{(7 FA A — 1) — 2y — 2)mAZpC
+ 77(72 + (eX = 2upA — 2)y + 2 \up + 1)}

— (=1 (B — 1) = 38Ny = 1)+ 3N g

Tss = 13 :(C2 +77){—77(72 — 4y =20+ 3)3 +dnA(y + A — 1)pB
+ A2\ + (v + A — 1))H + (¢ 4 3n¢ + k3)
T56:%:n{<73+(e>\+)\—4)72+(7—2(e+1) Yy + (€ +3)\ — )

Fn(=7" + (A 477+ (2c = DA =87+ ) |

+ n)\{Cu(’y —1)%+ 27}(272 —((e=2)A+2)v+ eA)

T continues
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+ gZ((A — 272 — 2((e + 2)A — 4)y + 2eA + TA — 6>p}5
+ A{(v F A+ A1) = 2(y = 2\
+ 77(272 F (26N — 20pA + A — 3)y + ed+ 2 up + 1)( + 2'yn2)\2p2}
+ {871 = 1) + 38CAn(y — 1) + N2 (3G + (e = 3p%) ) i

1

Too= 5 |3{ 20%C(27 + @+ VA= + A+ A+ 1) (3 — 1)

+ 2&[(272 =+ c(m ~ 392 4+ (=3e) — 4\ + 6)y
—36)\—4)\—3>p}(7— 1)
+ /\<273 + (=6CA2p2 — 6App + 2eA — 3)77
— 12¢Ap*y + 62 p% + 6Mp(p + 2¢p) + 1) }/-@3
- 2{3 [n(c’?{% 2N+ A= 277 + (e + 1)2A2 — 4(e + DA+ 7)7°
2+ A — 4)y — (e+1)2)\2—2)\+4}
- n{v“ +2(eX — 277 — (X2 + ded — 5)42
F2ehy + A2 42X — 2})52
+ 277A{ (ApC® + ¢ + 2np)y°
(12 =20 +2)pC + (A + A = 2)p¢
+ 2n(eX — 3),0) v
+ ((2eA 43X = 6)pC? + ¢ — 2n(eA — 2)p))
— (e+ 1) — 2nAp — C((e + 1)A% + 2(e + 2)\ — 4)p}ﬁ
—|—)\{—(’y+€/\+ A= 1)+ A (M2 + 4y — A — 6) %2
_ n((z — 2X%p) 72 + (2eA — dpph — 3)y + 2X2pp
e+ 4pp+1) + 1)4"
—77>\(277(2ny Ay A+ 2)p2 = (42— 1);3)} ]
+(y-1) (62(37 +1)(v = 1)* +6(y + 1)A%?

+48(-27* + v + 1))\p> K
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B.2 The Jacobian D

2(—1+¢e*
Dy = ( )C
n
A
e
Dip= ——
1
D3 = -
n
D174 - 0
D5 =
D1,6 — O
D271 =1
Dy =
Dy3 =0
Dyy =0
D2’5 - 0
D2,6 — 0
D371 — QC
D3’2 - 0
D33 =
D3,4 - 0
D35 =
D3 =0
P (= (A2 4 4) + 262 +2) — N2+ ()
o (=14 eM)nA
B (A +er—1)
Dis= — ;
(—1+e*)nA
B+ N3+ 3
Dysz =
’ nA — e
P
Dy = A
n—em
e
D
M (—1+ e
D4’6 == 0
D5, =0
e>‘p
D —
T (-1+ ey
A
e
Dyy=—2
n—em
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D5,4 - 0

o
Dss = 2n — 2e’n
A
e
DT Ty
I S 2 (A ()2 02 o\ ([ A
L Y B(¢ (> (A2 +4) =262 = 2) = (1 + ) )
+ )\<—262’\p(2 —2pC% +nAp
e (A +4) o+ M =) )|
A=A+ —1) (B+ M)
Dg o =
(=1 +eMnA
Do C(MA=1)+1) (B+ Ap)
63 =
(—1+eMnA
e + (—1 + e’\) n
Dg 4 = X
(—1+eMn
@)
Des = 2n — 2ern
M
Dss 2n — 2e’n

C The simple multivariate martingale central
limit theorem

The following simple version of a multivariate martingale central limit theorem is
certainly well-known or obvious for experts, some references are [CP05, KS99b,
vZ00).

However, when looking for references, we found statments that do not exactly
apply, or that are much more general (continuous time, random normalizations, . . . ).
It turned out that the elementary proof below is shorter, than an attempt to verify
the assumtions and deduce the result from a more ’advanced’ theorem. Yet, any
concrete and precise hint for an appropriate reference would be most welcome to the
authors.

Theorem 3. Suppose (X, 1) is a martingale difference array such that for every
e>0

n

P
> B Xkl Ly, 5| Feor] — 0 (C.1)
k=1
and .
Xk X Fa] 7 (C.2)
k=1
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as n — o0. Then

> Xog — N(0,7). (C.3)
k=1

Proof. We will use the Cramer-Wald device. For 3 € R%, 8 # 0, let us define a

random variable
Yn,k: = ﬁTXn,k- (04)
Then we have

n

E[Y2 | Fir] =D E[(BT Xow) (X, 1) | Fial]
k=1

k=1

=B E[XuiX,) | Froa]B. (C.5)
k=1

From assumption (C.2) it follows that the expression (C.5) converges to 37 T3 and
thus

ZE 2| Fioa] = 8T8 (C.6)
as n — oo. Furthermore, it holds

187 Xkl < 1181 - 1| Xkl (C.7)

Thus, for an arbitrarily € > 0 we have

0< Z E[Yik]l{|yn,k|>e}|~7:k—1]

k=1

= Z E[(8" Xui)* L7 x, 45| Fit]

k=1

<1817 Y B Xnsl* L7 x, 15 [ Fe1]- (C.8)

k=1

Since for 8 # 0 the condition |37 X, | > € implies

12l = 1817187 Xl > 18117, (C.9)
it follows that
Lo xan>er < Lixosli>81-1e} (C.10)
and thus using the assumption (C.1), from (C.8) it follows that

> By, sl Fra] 0 (C.11)

k=1

as n — 00. Now, the statement follows from the univariate martingale central limit
theorem from [HH80]. O
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Lemma 6. The conditional Lyapounov condition implies the conditional Lindeberg
condition, namely, if

> E[IX0 il Fiea] — 0 (C.12)
k=1
then .
> EIXnklP Ly, 5| Fea] — 0 (C.13)
k=1
as n — OQ0.

Proof. For every € > 0 we have

ZE[HXn,k

k=1

Rr=

n n

=Y EXkl Tix, st 1 Fea] + D B Xkl Tgx, < | Fri]
k=1 k=1

> € ) Bl Xkl x> | Fia], (C.14)

since
n

> BlIXnl Ly, <t} Fimn] 2 0.

1

k=
From assumption (C.12) the statement follows. O
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