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1 Introduction

In this paper, we are concerned with volatility forecasting in the Chinese commodity
futures market. Volatility modeling and forecasting is a much devoted area of research as
volatility is considered the “barometer for the vulnerability of financial markets and the
economy” (Poon and Granger 2003, p. 479) and central to asset pricing, derivative val-
uation, portfolio allocation, and risk management. We are interested in this particular
market in part because it has become an important part of the global futures markets with
tremendous trading volume."? More importantly, this market is regulated by two unique
institutional rules that makes it interesting to explore.

The first regulation is the time-dependent margin rate, whereby the margin as a fraction
of the contract value increases as contracts move closer to delivery. Take sugar as an
example. The margin rate for deposit two months prior to delivery is 6 % of the contract
value for an investor. In the month before delivery, it increases to 8 % in the first 10 days,
15 % between the 11th to the 20th day of the month, 25 % in the final 10 days of the
month, culminating to 30 % in the delivery month.> The second regulation is that, although
they represent 97 % of all investors in the futures markets, individual investors are not
allowed to trade nearby contracts.* Both regulations effectively push market participation
and trading volume to more distant contracts with implications for market liquidity.

Our contribution to the literature is that we take into account unique institutional reg-
ulations of this market and design empirical volatility forecasting exercises that are
appropriate for the characteristics of the market and the data it generates. Our data on
aluminum, copper, and fuel oil consistently show that contracts with three months to
delivery enjoy the best liquidity. We are not the first to note this pattern (see Liu et al.
2014; Peck 2008), but we are the first to offer solid and detailed evidence. Using 5-min
returns data over long sample periods, we compute three popular liquidity measures that
capture different aspects of liquidity, namely the effective spread of Roll (1984), the
proportion of zero returns of Lesmond et al. (1999), and the Amihud (2002) illiquidity
measure (Goyenko et al. 2009). Our results show that contracts with three months to
delivery are the most liquid as they exhibit the lowest effective spread, the lowest per-
centage of zero returns, and the smallest value for the Amihud (2002) illiquidity measure.
This is different from the majority of futures markets and contracts for which the nearby
contracts are usually the most liquid (see Baillie et al. 2007; Lee 2009; and the references
therein). Crucially, this liquidity pattern results from the unique institutional environment
in which trading takes place.

On the other hand, being an emerging market, the Chinese commodity futures market
exhibits large proportion of zero returns (Bekaert et al. 2007) and this is particularly
evident in our 5-min return series. Even for the most liquid 3-month to maturity contracts,

! See the Annual Volume Survey Report 2014 published by the Futures Industry Association, the primary

industry association for centrally cleared futures and swaps based in Washington D.C., at https://fia.org. The
Chinese sugar futures contracts rank 3rd globally in terms of trading volume in the Agricultural Category,
while copper ranks 4th in the Metals Category.

2 Our paper is related to Liu et al. (2014) which examine hedging with metal futures in China using
commodity futures contracts, and to Fung et al. (2003) which adopt the bivariate GARCH framework to
analyze the information flow between commodity futures traded both in the US and China.

3 See the document entitled White Sugar Futures (April 2009) on the Zhengzhou Commodity Exchange
website http://www.czce.com.cn.

4 By the end of 2013, there were 2.47 million investors trading in the futures market, 2.39 million of whom
were individual investors (Chinese Futures Association 2015, p. 211).
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the fraction of zero returns is as high as 36.27, 23.90, and 31.50 % on average, respec-
tively, for aluminum, copper, and fuel oil. In the existing literature, intraday data are
widely adopted for volatility modeling and forecasting as they are shown to contain more
information and provide more accurate and efficient forecasts (see Fuertes et al. 2015;
Hseu et al. 2007; Shi and Lee 2008; and the references therein). However, the large
proportion of zero returns in our data suggests that higher data sampling frequency does
not necessarily translate into better forecasting performance due to information loss or
noise in the data (Bandi and Russell 2006; Phillips and Yu 2009). Hence we choose to
perform volatility forecasting by aggregating 5-min data into 15-, 30-, and 60-min intraday
returns and compute daily returns from daily prices so that we can observe and compare
how good different models are at capturing the volatility dynamics given the data.

Equally important for the volatility forecast comparison is the choice of the true
volatility proxy. While true volatility is a latent variable that cannot be observed in the
market, an efficient and accurate representation of it is of great importance for the eval-
uation of volatility forecasts [see Andersen et al. (2010) for an excellent survey]. In this
paper, we undertake three different proxies for the true daily volatility. In addition to the
widely adopted realized volatility measure of Andersen and Bollerslev (1998), we also
consider the median-based measure of Andersen et al. (2012) and the range-based proxy
advocated by Parkinson (1980), both of which are shown to be robust to zero returns,
potential jumps in the underlying price dynamics, and other microstructure related effects.

In terms of volatility models, we begin with the conventional generalized autoregressive
conditional heteroskedastic (GARCH) model of Bollerslev (1986, 1990). Our choice of
models is also motivated by Baillie et al. (2007), which document strong long memory
properties in commodity futures and argue that the fractionally integrated GARCH
(FIGARCH) model captures this feature very well. At the same time, a natural alternative
that works well at capturing the long memory property in realized volatility is the
autoregressive fractionally integrated moving average (ARFIMA) model of Granger
(1980) and Granger and Joyeux (1980). The two models differ in the manner in which
information is extracted from intraday data: intraday returns are first aggregated to obtain
daily realized volatility before the ARFIMA model is adopted to describe and forecast
realized volatility at the daily level; whereas for the FIGARCH model, deseasonalized
intraday data are directly fed into the model. So it is empirically interesting to compare the
performance of the two models using our data.

Our empirical analysis reveals a host of interesting findings. First, in terms of the out-of-
sample forecasting performance, the Diebold and Mariano (1995) and West (1996) test
applied on a pairwise basis and the superior predicative ability test of Hansen (2005),
which tests across alternative models simultaneously, suggest that the ARFIMA model
consistently outperforms the GARCH-type models in the out-of-sample tests. It is the best
performing model in 11 out of 15 commodity/volatility proxy combinations, and for the
remaining four combinations the difference between the forecasting performance of the
ARFIMA model and that of the best performing model is statistically insignificant at any
conventional level. In other words, the ARFIMA model consistently produces the best
forecasts or forecasts not inferior to the best in statistical terms.

It highlights the importance of incorporating the long memory dimension in volatility
modeling in line with the literature. This finding also contributes to the discussion in the
literature of whether the FIGARCH or the ARFIMA model is empirically better at cap-
turing the long memory feature in the volatility dynamics (Chortareas et al. 2011). Given
that the intraday Chinese commodity futures data contain large proportion of zero returns
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which are directly fed in the FIGARCH model, it is not surprising that the ARFIMA model
performs better.

Second, we show that within the GARCH family of models, the forecasting perfor-
mance using the daily data is consistently as good as, if not better than, those using the
intraday data. This finding suggests that the GARCH-type models may not be very efficient
in utilizing the information contained in the intraday data of this particular market for
volatility forecasting purpose due to high percentage of zero returns.

Finally, it is interesting to note that although sugar contracts with January maturity and
November maturity differ massively in terms of trading volume and show different levels
of liquidity, the underlying volatility dynamics is nevertheless captured by the same model
at the same data sampling frequency. For example, when the median- and range-based
proxies are adopted, both futures contracts are best forecasted by the AFRIMA model
using daily realized volatility obtained from the 60-min returns. This further suggests that
the ARFIMA model is a reliable and robust tool for forecasting volatility regardless of the
underlying liquidity level with practical implications for traders and risk managers.

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. In Sect. 2, we briefly outline the alter-
native volatility models, the proxies for the true volatility dynamics, and the statistical
metrics for the out-of-sample volatility forecasts evaluation. Section 3 describes the data
and the model estimates. In Sect. 4, we discuss and analyze main empirical findings.
Finally, Sect. 5 concludes. Details of the three liquidity measures are provided in the
“Appendix”.

2 Models and statistical evaluation
2.1 Volatility models

In this paper, we consider four popular volatility models at four different data sampling
frequencies for volatility modeling and out-of-sample forecasting. In particular, we make
use of the: (1) intraday GARCH, integrated GARCH (IGARCH), and FIGARCH models at
the 15-, 30-, and 60-min intervals; (2) daily GARCH, IGARCH, and FIGARCH models;
and (3) ARFIMA model applied to the daily realized volatility computed from the 15-, 30-,
and 60-min intervals. The model specifications are briefly outlined below.

2.1.1 GARCH model

The GARCH model is the workhorse in the volatility estimation and forecasting literature
(see Bollerslev 1986, 1990; among others). We use an ARMA(1,1) process in the condi-
tional mean equation of the GARCH-type models. To allow for possible fat tails, we model
the innovations in the GARCH process as independently and identically distributed Stu-
dent’s t-distribution while implementing the ARMA(1,1)-GARCH(1,1) model using both
intraday and daily data. The model specification is given by

ft,n =u + Vft,lz—l + Etn + 08[.}1—17 3t,n|Qt,n—1 ~ Dv (07 ht,n)

1
ht,n =w+ O(8t2’1171 + ﬁht,n—h ( )

where 7, is the deseasonalized logarithmic return on day ¢ for the nth time interval [see
Egs. (10)—(12)], u, 7, and 0 are the parameters of the conditional mean equation, and w, o,
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and f are the parameters of the conditional variance equation.5 The error term &, ,, which is
conditional on the information set €, ,_, follows a Student’s ¢-distribution (denoted by D,)
with zero mean, variance h, ,, and v degrees of freedom. The GARCH model requires that
o+ f <1 for the volatility process to be stationary. For the IGARCH model, however, the
corresponding requirement is o + f§ = 1.

2.1.2 FIGARCH model

The FIGARCH model extends the conditional variance equation of the standard GARCH
model by adding fractional differences in order to allow for long memory property of the
GARCH volatility process (Baillie et al. 1996; Baillie and Morana 2009). Following
Baillie et al. (2000), we implement an ARMA(1,1)-FIGARCH(1,d,1) model given by

ft,n =u + Vft,n—l + Etn + 081.}1—17 3t,n|Qt,n—1 ~ Dv (07 ht,n)

ht,n =w+ ﬁht,n—l + [1 - ﬁLl - (1 - QDLl)(l - Ll)d}gtz,rﬂ (2)

where w, f§, and ¢ are the parameters of the conditional variance equation, d is the order of
fractional integration, L; is the lag operator on n, and D, is the Student’s r-distribution
defined above.

2.1.3 ARFIMA model

Granger (1980) and Granger and Joyeux (1980) introduce a flexible class of long memory
processes based on realized volatilities not belonging to the ARCH family. It has been
widely adopted in the literature when long memory properties are assumed in the data (see
Martin and Wilkins 1999; Pong et al. 2003; and the references therein). The ARFIMA
(p, d, g) model for a process y; is defined as

$(L2)(1 = Lo)" (v — ) = O(Lo)e, (3)

where d is the order of fractional integration and L, is the lag operator on . The AR and
MA  polynomial components are given as ¢(Ly) =14 ¢;Lr+ -+ ¢,L5 and
0L)=1+0L,+---+ Oqu, respectively, and p is the mean of y;. In the empirical
estimation of the ARFIMA (p, d, g) model, we follow Andersen et al. (2003) and replace
y; by the log of the daily realized volatility [denoted as log(6,)] obtained from the 15-, 30-,
and 60-min returns.

2.2 True volatility proxies
2.2.1 5-min realized volatility

The most popular proxy for the unobservable true volatility is the realized volatility
measure proposed by Andersen and Bollerslev (1998). This is obtained by aggregating the
intraday squared returns. We follow this approach and use a realized volatility series
constructed from 5-min log price series, which is the highest frequency in our data. The
proxy is given by

5 . 5o i
In case of daily data, r;, h;, &, and Q,_; replace 7;,, h; ,, &,, and Q;,,_1, respectively. Moreover, we do
not deseasonalize daily returns used in the empirical analysis.
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N
¢ = 2 (4)

vt tn?
n=1

f‘,yt is the realized variance for day 7 and r7,, is the squared 5-min (log) return on day

t for interval n (n = 1,2, ...,N).

where ¢

2.2.2 Median-based volatility

The second proxy we exploit for true volatility is the median-based volatility measure
introduced by Andersen et al. (2012). The measure is robust to jumps in the underlying
return dynamics and to small (“zero”) returns. The median-based true volatility proxy is
defined as

N-1
2 T N )
6o . = X E med (|Ar,_1|, |Ar,|, |Ar, , 5
med,t 6 _4\/§+ T <N_ 2> — (| 1| | | | +1|) ( )

where 62, ., 18 the median-based variance for day ¢ and |Ar,| is the absolute return over the
nth interval on day .

2.2.3 Range-based volatility

The third proxy for true volatility is the range-based measure proposed by Parkinson (1980). It
has been further refined and adopted in Garman and Klass (1980), Yang and Zhang (2000),
and Li and Hong (2011). Taking into account of daily high and low prices, this measure is able
to deal with microstructure biases in the market. The proxy is defined as follows:

i 1 ?
s = (g3 (0t~ L)) )

~2
where 6., ,

prices, respectively.

is the range-based variance for day ¢, and H, and L, are the daily high and low

2.3 Forecasting accuracy

We use three different metrics to evaluate the out-of-sample forecasting accuracy of the
volatility models, all of which are commonly adopted statistical measures in the literature
(see, for example, Ahmed et al. 2016).

2.3.1 Root mean squared forecast error

The root mean squared forecast error (RMSFE) compares the true volatility with the
forecasted volatility from a given model and is computed as

1N . 22
RMSFE = | =% (b1 = 67.)’, (7)

=1

where R is the number of daily observations, l;[+1 is the variance forecast, and 6,2 1 1s the
chosen proxy for true variance in the out-of-sample period.
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2.3.2 Diebold and Mariano (1995) and West (1996) test

The second out-of-sample statistical metric of accuracy is the Diebold and Mariano (1995)
and West (1996) MSFE ¢-statistic, which in our case tests whether a competing volatility
model outperforms the benchmark volatility model by generating more accurate variance
forecasts. We chose the benchmark model based on the lowest RMSFE. The test statistic is
as follows:

1 R
MSFE-t = > ALoss.1, (8)

where ALoss, . is the difference between the squared forecast error loss functions of the
benchmark and competing volatility models and Q is the consistent estimate of the
asymptotic variance of R0 Zle ALoss,y1. The null hypothesis can be expressed as

Hy : E[ALoss; 1] = 0. 9)

Since the volatility models are non-nested, the alternative hypothesis in this case is two-
sided. The test statistic in Eq. (12) follows an asymptotic standard normal distribution
under the null hypothesis of equal predictive ability. We regress ALossy,1 on a constant
and obtain the MSFE-¢ statistic for a zero coefficient based on the Andrews and Monahan
(1992) estimator. A positive (negative) and statistically significant MSFE-¢ statistic sug-
gests that the competing model outperforms (is outperformed by) the benchmark volatility
model.

2.3.3 Superior predictive ability test

To address the multiple-testing problem in the light of data mining, we conduct the
superior predictive ability (henceforth SPA) test of Hansen (2005). Under the composite
null hypothesis, there is no predictive ability across all competing volatility models. In
other words, the null states that the benchmark model is not inferior to any of the alter-
native models. A rejection of the null hypothesis indicates that at least one competing
model produces forecasts more accurate than the benchmark. Once again, we chose the
benchmark model based on the lowest RMSFE and evaluate the out-of-sample forecasts
based on the MSFE. For inference, we report stationary bootstrap p values obtained using
10,000 replications.

3 Data and estimation

The data come from the GTA Information Technology Company. We obtain contract ID,
trading date, trading time, trading venue, contract expiry date, last recorded (Renminbi)
price, high and low prices, and volume for 5-min time series on four commodity futures
contracts: aluminum, copper, fuel oil, and sugar. The full sample period as well as the in-
sample and out-of-sample periods for each commodity are provided in Table 1.%7 In Panel
D, we find seasonality in trading volume for each contract over the full sample period.

® The starting and ending dates of the four commodities are constrained by data availability.

7 Chortareas et al. (2011) and Liu et al. (2014) adopt similar sample period for the out-of-sample fore-

casting exercise with foreign exchange and commodity futures data, respectively.
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Table 1 Sample periods and trading volumes for commodity futures contracts

Aluminum Copper Fuel oil Sugar

Panel A: full sample period

From 1 Aug 2003 1 Aug 2003 8 Oct 2004 6 Jan 2006
To 19 Dec 2013 19 Dec 2013 30 Sep 2011 14 Jul 2014
Panel B: in-sample period

From 1 Aug 2003 1 Aug 2003 8 Oct 2004 6 Jan 2006
To 17 Sep 2012 17 Sep 2012 8 Dec 2010 17 Apr 2013
Panel C: out-of-sample period

From 18 Sep 2012 18 Sep 2012 9 Dec 2010 18 Apr 2013
To 19 Dec 2013 19 Dec 2013 30 Sep 2011 14 Jul 2014
No. of days 300 300 200 300

Panel D: trading volume

Jan 144,825 546,380 238,806 5,686,023
Feb 109,620 452,251 513,169 N/A

Mar 154,988 420,790 396,213 296,452
Apr 114,904 297,649 24,687 N/A

May 138,448 357,730 341,555 4,460,179
Jun 115,161 364,373 192,583 N/A

Jul 117,022 392,841 197,663 300,749
Aug 104,490 520,152 130,340 N/A

Sep 98,125 611,807 162,952 4,343,036
Oct 132,359 635,110 117,432 N/A

Nov 156,022 592,573 175,998 18,418

Dec 125,845 557,593 176,067 N/A

The table presents the full sample periods, the in-sample periods, and the out-of-sample periods, respec-
tively, in Panels A—C for aluminum, copper, fuel oil, and sugar. Panel C reports the number of trading days
for the out-of-sample forecasts. Panel D reports the average number of contracts traded for each delivery
month over the full sample period for each commodity

More precisely, we observe that in terms of average number of contracts traded for each
delivery, there is not much variation across the 12 delivery months for aluminum and
copper, and there is a slight variation for fuel oil. In other words, the number of contracts
traded is relatively stable all-year round. However, with only six delivery months per year,
sugar shows a notable variation in the average number of contracts traded across the
delivery months. In particular, contracts for January, May, and September exhibit huge
trading volumes, while contracts for March, July, and November show the opposite. The
trading volume for January delivery is the highest on average with more than 5.6 million
contracts, whereas for November delivery the average trading volume is the lowest at
18,418 contracts, about 0.32 % of that for January delivery. This striking yet interesting
variation naturally raises the question of how much the volatility dynamics for these two
delivery months are different, if they are different at all. Hence, in the empirical exercises,
we examine two futures contract series for sugar, one for the very liquid January delivery
and the other for the very illiquid November delivery.
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In Table 2, we report descriptive statistics of three measures adopted to describe liquidity of
futures contracts at 5-min interval, which is the highest sampling frequency in our data.® For
aluminum, the Roll spread measure for nearby contracts averages at 0.0006, zero returns account
for 61 % of all 5-min returns on average in a trading day, and the scaled Amihud measure is 0.23.
Comparing these figures to those for the 3 months to delivery contracts, we notice a marked
improvement. In particular, the Roll spread drops to 0.0004, the percentage of zero returns
decreases to 36 %, and the scaled Amihud illiquidity measure drops to 0.03. The liquidity of the
futures contract series subsequently worsens with longer time to delivery. For example, alu-
minum contracts with 3 months to delivery are the most liquid and this liquidity decreases for
contracts with longer or shorter time to maturity. The pattern is mirrored in the liquidity estimators
for other commodities as well. Hence, in our volatility estimation and forecasting exercises for
aluminum, copper, and fuel oil, we use futures contracts with 3 months to delivery, as they are the
most liquid among all maturities, and volatility forecasts are least expected to be biased by the
large proportion of zero returns. While constructing the time series on returns with 3 months to
maturity for aluminum, copper, and fuel oil, we choose prices of the third month prior to delivery
month until the contract reaches the first day of 2 months prior to delivery month. We then switch
to next contract, which is to be matured in 3 months to make continuous time series. Hence, for
these three commodities, the contract time to maturity is always around 3 months. For sugar
futures, however, we are mostly interested in the effect that seasonality in trading volume has on
volatility forecasting. Therefore, we take contracts from January to December for next January
delivery and from November to October for next November delivery. This results in the contract
time to maturity to change over time. The practice of switching contracts to the next delivery
month is common in the literature (see, for example, Baillie et al. 2007).

In our sample, all commodity futures are traded for 4 h on a trading day starting at 9:00
a.m. and closing at 3:00 p.m. with a 2-h break between 11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m. As a
result, there are 48 5-min returns on any business day. The (log) return 7, on a trading day
t for the nth interval is computed as

ripn =P, —1InP,, i, (10)

where P, , denote the commodity futures price on day fand the end of the nth interval. The 15-,
30-, 60-min and daily returns are obtained by taking the logarithmic difference between prices
that are 15, 30, and 60 min apart. The daily returns are computed as r; = In P, — In P,_;.

In Table 3, we provide descriptive statistics of commodity futures contract returns at 5-,
15-, 30-, 60-min and daily intervals. We notice that the average returns are very close to
zero irrespective of contracts and data frequencies. Returns are left skewed with fat tails,
although the degree of negative skewness and excess kurtosis tend to drop with decreasing
sampling frequency. In addition, the percentage of zero returns drops considerably from
the 5-min to daily intervals. For example, it is 31.50 % at the 5-min interval, 17 % at the
15-min interval, while only 3.60 % at the daily level for Fuel oil. The trade-off between the
improvement in data quality and the loss of information at lower frequencies could be
crucial for the outcome of volatility measurement and forecasting exercises. In Fig. 1, we
plot the time series of 30-min returns for aluminium, copper, fuel oil, and sugar with
January delivery as an example of the data we employ in this paper.

The volatility of intraday returns are known to display periodicity within a trading day,
which could contaminate the estimation of conventional volatility models (Andersen and
Bollerslev 1997). Following Taylor and Xu (1997), we estimate a simple seasonality term
Si» by averaging the squared returns for each intraday period as follows:

8 A brief discussion of the three liquidity measures are contained in the “Appendix”.
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Table 3 Descriptive statistics of commodity futures returns

Commodity  Interval Mean Stdev  Skew Kurt Min Max  Count Zero
return
(%)

Aluminum 5-min —29E-06  0.002 —-2.960 180.469 —0.056 0.046 119,357 36.27
15-min  —8.7E—06  0.003 —1.695 64.442 —0.055 0.046 39,982 22.78
30-min  —1.6E—-05 0.004 —1.232 34453 —-0.055 0.046 20,230 1538
60-min —34E—05 0.005 —0.943 18.404 —0.058 0.046 10,334 10.42
Daily —1.2E-04  0.010 —0.602 4.573 —0.060 0.041 2521  0.04
Copper 5-min 1.28E—05 0.003 —1.291 126346 —0.062 0.064 120,606 23.90
15-min 3.84E—05 0.004 —0.608 42.690 —0.062 0.063 40,478 12.50
30-min 7.68E—-05 0.006 —0.388 21.504 —0.062 0.066 20,446  8.16
60-min 1.49E—-04 0.008 —0.296 10.161 —0.062 0.068 10,438  3.30
Daily 5.92E-04 0.016 —0.226 1.364 —0.062 0.057 2522 198
Fuel oil 5-min 1.0SE-05 0.002 —-2.071 121.288 —0.061 0.056 74,160 31.50
15-min 3.16E—-05 0.004 —1.196 43.084 —0.061 0.055 24,720 17.00
30-min 6.13E—05 0.005 —0.848 21.564 —0.061 0.058 12,360 11.70
60-min 1.24E—-04 0.008 —-0.676 10372 —0.061 0.059 6172 7.00
Daily 5.36E—04 0.015 —0.268 2249  —0.059 0.058 1544 3.60
Sugar (Jan)  5-min —1.40E-06 0.002 —1.570 148205 —0.078 0.058 98,661 21.84
15-min  —-3.95E-06 0.003 —0.961 57962 —0.078 0.058 33,253 11.81
30-min —7.84E—06 0.005 —0.782  31.775 —0.078 0.058 16,901  7.00
60-min  —9.34E—06 0.006 0.012  27.693 —-0.079 0.116 8725  5.20
Daily 1.64E—-05 0.013 —0.050 2478 —0.078 0.058 2046 1.00
Sugar (Nov)  5-min —4.00E-07 0.002 —0.448 115778 —0.078 0.053 98,556 55.60
15-min  —1.30E-06 0.003 —0413 44935 —-0.078 0.055 33,212 3492
30-min  —2.90E-06 0.005 —0.161 24756 —0.078 0.055 16,877 24.27
60-min  —831E-06 0.006 —0.264 13.689 —0.078 0.053 8707 16.97

Daily —4.63E—05 0.012 —0.045 2.935 —0.075 0.058 2037 1.70
T
a2 1 >
Sr,n :T Fens (11)

t=1

where T is the number of trading days in the full sample period. The deseasonalized
intraday returns are obtained as

Fop = Lt (12)

tn

We then make use of the deseasonlized returns to estimate the intraday GARCH family of
models. In the out-of-sample forecasting, the intraday forecasts are based on the desea-
sonlized filtered returns and therefore transformed back to those from the original returns.
This is implemented as follows:

hon =S X b, (13)
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Fig. 1 The time series of returns to the Chinese commodity futures contracts. This figure plots the 30-min
returns series for aluminium (top left), copper (top right), fuel oil (bottom left), and sugar with January
expiry (bottom right) for the full sample

where I;,,,, is the intraday variance forecast using the deseasonalized returns and I%,,,, is the
transformed variance forecast for the original returns. We produce one-step ahead daily
volatility forecasts for daily models. But for intraday models, we produce 16-, 8-, and
4-step ahead forecasts for 15-, 30-, and 60-min intervals and aggregate them to transform
into daily forecasts. For the ARFIMA model, it is fitted directly to daily realized volatility
aggregated from intraday returns. The out-of-sample forecasts are evaluated against the
daily true volatility proxies described earlier. For all sampling frequencies, we use a rolling
window forecasting scheme to obtain forecasts from all volatility models.

4 Empirical analysis
4.1 In-sample results
We report the in-sample parameter estimates of the intraday GARCH, FIGARCH, and

IGARCH models for five futures contracts at 15-, 30-, and 60-min intervals in Table 4. For
the ARMA(1,1)-GARCH(1,1) model specification in Panel A, most of the AR parameter

@ Springer



Y. Jiang et al.

(@0v0) @919 (69°9%) (0v'90) (rT'sh) (LLe9) (6L°¢t) (8€29) L1rv9)
#5x9L'€ #%%€8'¢C ##%5L°€ EETT4%) #%xx9C°¢ EET A #xx0€°€ #%%CC € #%xL9°C a4
(1€°6) (6t°01) (61'81) (9°¢) (€LYD) (Te'00) (Leen (€0'LD) azcvo
#5750 #%x95°0 xxxEV°0 #%xL9°0 #%x87°0 #%x9€°0 #%xLG°0 #%xCS°0 #%%8€°0 p
(09°®) (88°11) (L1 ((440) (8LSD (Lren (€18 or'v1D) (€0ch
#%xx9€°0 #5xx5V°0 #5070 x¥C°0 #%%€5°0 #%%CL°0 #%x0C°0 #%x97°0 #%xx0C°0 ¢
(o1'8D Lrie (96'81) (z8°6) (LeTy) (61°120) (Lron (S0'1€) (06°81)
#%x8L°0 #%%C8°0 x%%0L°0 #%x€8°0 #%%C8°0 #%%C8°0 #%xL9°0 #xxLL°0 #%x0L°0 m
(€v0—-) (L8'€-) (r$'s—-) (Le'D) (oez—) (Lze-) Orz-) (zzo1-) 9¢'L-)
90°0— %07 0— xxxEP 0~ #x€1°0 V0~ #x91°0— #x£1°0— #xEV 0~ VP 0— 0
(r1°0-) (rr'e) ) (9¢7-) LoD (Len (rL0) (08°L) 99
00— #x%9€°0 #5x9€°0 #:91°0— #0100 60°0 00 #xx7€°0 #x%5€°0 4
(I'P'DHOAVOIA-(I' VIV g 12uvd
@Lren (S6'90) (€550 91°8¢) (z8°00) (z0'60) (€9°0v) L1rv9)
#x%98'€ #x487'€ #kxVC '€ #x4x68°C #5%8L°C #x%L9°C #:%99°C #x%L9°C 4
(06°St1) (09€z1) (os°101) (01°891) (or'€10) (zo'6) (8°L9) (08'vz1) (€5'86)
x5:476°0 #%%56°0 #xx76°0 54760 #5%56°0 #4060 #5%16°0 #5680 #5%£6°0 m\
(19°L) (62°9) #8°6) (S6'8) 09'8) (88°0) (L0'9) (TT'8) (LoL)
#x%90°0 #x%50°0 #5x50°0 #:%50°0 #x470°0 01’0 #:%80°0 sk [ 170 #x%90°0 4
(zzo-) (z6'e—) (z99) (LD (L) (z8'1-) (Svz—) (8€°01-) (r$'6-)
Cro— #xx0€°0— #xx8L°0 «11°0 %5x5C0— *C1'0— 10— xxxEP 0— %597 0— Q
(810 (Tre) (00°L—) (61C-) v (98°0) (L90) (zo'L) (YD)
(4N #x%7€°0 #5x0L"0— #3170~ €00 900 00 #xx7€°0 #%x9€°0 &
(I'DHOYVO-(I'I)VIIV Y [2und
u-09 ur-og ur-gy ur-09 ur-og ur-g| uru-g9 ur-og ur-gf
110 [ong 1oddo) wnumuny

sfepow HOYVOI Pue ‘HOYVOIA ‘HIIVDO Aepenut o) Jo uonewns? rojowered ojdwes-uy ¢ a[qe],

pringer

Qs



Volatility forecasting in the Chinese commodity futures...

(LETS) (ov'LED) (1'892) (01°801) (00921) O1°151)
#xx76°0 #%%96°0 #%%L6°0 #%x56°0 #%%56°0 #%%560°0 m
(Ls9) @re (S6°9) Wsv) (LT9) ¥6'9)
#x%50°0 #%x%£0°0 #%%C0°0 ##x70°0 ##x70°0 #x%50°0 0
(€T #a(80°€—) (110 (LoD (€7'0—) (S1°6-)
oro #xx8C°0— 200 ¥1°0 01'0— #9000~ 0
(80'C—) (190 ¥s0-) Ler—) (8T°0) Ly'e)
#xL1°0— #5370 80°0— 81°0— LO0 #xx81°0 4
(I'DHDYVO-(I VWAV °V [2und
urw-09 ut-og¢ urw-gp ur-o9 ur-og ur-¢p
(AON) Ie3ng (uer) re3ng
(L907) (reee) (L8'8) (85°6) (98°19) (ST°18) (06'zh) (L8'29) (68°18)
sx:L6'€ #5%C9°C #35%CS'€ w5xSP'C #35%00°¢ sx376'C w35x:CC € #5xx01°€ s '€ 4
(LT'®) (2$9) (85°L) ($8°6) (S0°6) (Cray) (seL) (Lzon (9¢'8)
%900 #5%50°0 #5900 #5%x50°0 w3x70°0 600 #5000 #353L0°0 sx3L0°0 ©
¥10-) (98€—) (y's—) (081 (S9T—) (89'1-) (@) (zro1-) (L8'8-)
00— #xx0€°0— xxxE70— «[1°0 x50 0— «11°0— #x€1°0— €V 0— x5SV 0— Q
(90°0-) (Lee) Sev) (617—) (LD Lo (€L0) (8L L) #99)
100— #5%x5€°0 #5x%9€°0 P 10— #x€£C°0 SO0 00 #5xx5€°0 #x%5€°0 &
(I'DHOYVOI-(I' VY D 12und
ur-09 ut-0¢ ur-g | ut-09 ut-Q¢ urw-gf ur-09 ur-(g ur-gp
[10 [ong 12ddo) wnuuny

ponunuod § Iqe],

pringer

As



Y. Jiang et al.

#S°9) (#0°S) (660) (T9v) (15°9) ¢'L)
%%%x90°0 #xx70°0 #%xC0°0 #%x70°0 #5x70°0 #%x50°0 4

Lz (are-) (61°0-) S1rv-) (zv0—-) (S6'v—)
11°0 #%x8C 0~ 00— #5x0L°0— 01ro— #5500~ 0

1) 90 (o€0—-) (z6©) (820 (€€©)
#xL1°0— %500 00— #%x09°0 LO00 #5xL1°0 4
(I'DHOYVOI-(I' VWYY D [2uvd

(PL'60) (60°L¥) ¥9°99)
#%%CE '€ #5x91°€ #5xG1°€ 4

(€1'v) (€5°6) (96°€1) (1ese) (L6'TD) (+8'81)
#5760 prevadl] #%%£€°0 sxxLY0 %5160 x50 V°0 p

(IL9) (1¢'8) (L0'8) (TL9) Qren (0100
#5%8€°0 #5050 #5%95°0 #5%6C°0 #x%51°0 #x%65°0 o

(Sv'6) (or91m) (€6€D) assn (66°LE) (L9ov)
sk LL°0 #5x9L°0 #5%9L°0 sk [L°0 #x%18°0 %1870 m\

©wrn 00 €—) (ss0-) (So'1) ©70-) 91's—)
01°0 #xx0€°0— 60°0— Sro 01°0— #%+%9C0— 0

6 1-) (950 (81°0) (€€1-) (0€°0) (65°€)
*L1°0— #x9C°0 €00 81°0— LO0 #5xL1°0 &
(I'P'DHOAVOIA-(I VNIV *d 1ouvd

(16°€0) (60'9€) (69°09)
w1 #%%88°C #x%8L°C ¢

ur-09 ur-og ur-g| ur-09 ur-og ur-gf

(AON) Ie3ng (uer) re3ng

ponunuod § Iqe],

pringer

Qs



Volatility forecasting in the Chinese commodity futures...

1 91qe L ur pauiodar s1 1oenuod saINInj A}IPOWOD Yoed I0J
potrad ordwres-ut oy, "A[9A10dSaI ‘S[OAJ 9 ()] PUE G ‘T Y3 I8 9oUBOYIUSIS [BONSIIRIS 9JBIIPUI ;. PUR 4y ey PUR ‘SONSIRIS- QTR sSOYIURIEd UT SIoqUINN "UONNGLISIP [BULIOU
& Jurunsse pajewns? aIe S[RAIUI UTW-()9 PUB ‘-(¢ -G I8 S[opoll HOYVOI PUB ‘HOUVOILL ‘HOUVD 24} (J9qUIDA0N]) Je3nS J10J PUEB [BAI)UI UTW-G] I8 [9powl HOYVD 2y} ‘[10
9N, 103 AJUQ "WOP33IJ JO SI2IZIP 4 YIIM SUOIIBAOUUT PAINQLISIP-7 S JUIPMIS YIIM POOYI[YI] wnwixew-Isenb Sursn pajewnse a1e sjopowt oy [, 'suInjal Aepenul pazijeuoseasop
uru-()9 pue ‘-(¢ ‘-G Suisn paureiqo aIe sarewnsa ‘spoued [[e uf ‘spEpow HOYVOI PUB ‘HOYVOI] ‘HOIYVD Aepenur o) Jo sajewnss 1ajowered oydwes-ur oy syrodar ojqe) oy,

(S6°1¢€) (€c6v) (08°0L)
#x%x81°€ #xx10°¢ #xx00°€ a
ur-09 ur-og ur-¢p ur-09 ur-og ut-gp

(AON) Ie3ng

(uef) re3ng

ponunuod § Iqe],

pringer

As



Y. Jiang et al.

estimates § are statistically significant at conventional levels. Also, the MA parameter

estimate 0 is significantly negative in most cases, capturing the first order negative auto-
correlation in the returns. All the parameters in the conditional variance equations are
highly significant at the 1 % level except & for 15-min copper contracts. The fact that

a4+ B <1 reveals that the GARCH process is stationary, and, since & + ,B is close to 1, the
volatility process is persistent. For the contract series with return innovations following a
Student’s t-distribution, the degrees of freedom parameter is between 2 and 4 and statis-
tically significant at the 1 % level. This indicates a fat tail in the return distributions.

In Panel B, when the volatility process is described by an ARMA(1,1)-FIGARCH(1,d,1)
model, we notice that the parameter d, the order of fractional integration, is significantly
different from zero at the 1 % level for all futures contract series. This implies that the
volatility process exhibits a long memory property and attests to the importance of adding
this feature in the volatility dynamics of the commodity futures contract returns under
scrutiny. It is also worth noting that, similar to the results in Panel A, the degrees of
freedom parameter v is highly significant. Panel C shows the parameter estimates of the
ARMA(1,1)-IGARCH(1,1) model specification and the results are qualitatively similar to
those in Panel A.

Table 5 shows the in-sample parameter estimation for the daily GARCH, FIGARCH,
and IGARCH models. These results are qualitatively similar to those in Table 4. We
observe: (1) negative and significant first order autocorrelation in the conditional mean
equation for each model and contract except for the daily IGARCH model using the sugar
contract with January delivery; (2) statistically significant [} parameters; (3) highly sig-
nificant fractional integration parameters d; and (4) highly significant degrees of freedom
parameters V.

We present the in-sample parameter estimates of the ARFIMA model using the daily
realized volatility obtained from the 15-, 30-, and 60-min returns in Table 6. For alu-
minum, copper, and fuel oil, we set the MA term ¢ = 0 as it is statistically insignificant at
any conventional level. The first order autoregression term p is negative and highly sig-
nificant and the fractional integration term d hovers around 0.4 for each of these three
commodities. In cases of January and November contracts for sugar, the first order auto-
correlation p tends to be positive and quite often significant. The MA parameter ¢ is close
to —0.4 and significant at the 1 % level. Similar to other commodities, the fractional
integration parameter estimate for sugar is in the vicinity of 0.45 and is highly significant.

Overall, the in-sample estimates of the GARCH, FIGARCH, IGARCH, and ARMIFA
models reported in Tables 4, 5, and 6 using intraday and daily data reveal that, for the four
commodities, the return innovations are generally negatively autocorrelated with fat tails.
Moreover, the underlying volatility processes are persistent with clear evidence of long
memory properties.

4.2 Out-of-sample predictions

Table 7 reports RMSFEs for all volatility models, where forecasts errors are computed in
comparison with three alternative true volatility proxies. In Panel A, we use the most
widely exploited proxy in the literature, namely, the realized volatility measure constructed
from the 5-min returns. It is interesting to notice that for aluminum and copper futures
contracts, the IGARCH and FIGARCH models produce the smallest RMSFEs, respec-
tively, and both at the daily level. This preliminary evidence suggests that for this par-
ticular true volatility proxy, used in computing forecast errors, information contained in
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Table 6 In-sample parameter estimation of the ARFIMA(p, d, g) model

Commodity Return interval AR(1) MA(1) d

Aluminum 15-min —0.14 (=5.15)%** 0.47 (24.40)%**
30-min —0.16 (—5.74)%** 0.47 (21.60)%**
60-min —0.12 (—3.97)%** 0.38 (17.80)%**

Copper 15-min —0.20 (—7.15)%** 0.41 (19.40)%***
30-min —0.22 (—8.15)%** 0.40 (19.20)%**
60-min —0.22 (—8.11)%** 0.37 (17.60)%**

Fuel oil 15-min —0.22 (—6.55)%** 0.38 (15.60)%**
30-min —0.23 (—6.77)%** 0.37 (14.80)%***
60-min —0.20 (—5.73)%** 0.33 (13.50)%**

Sugar (Jan) 15-min 0.20 (1.95)%** —0.40 (—3.87)%** 0.48 (21.00)%***
30-min 0.20 (2.30)** —0.45 (—4.94)%** 0.48 (16.30)***
60-min 0.12 (1.25) —0.41 (—3.49)*** 0.45 (10.50)***

Sugar (Nov) 15-min 0.22 (2.43)** —0.45 (—4.91)**=* 0.48 (16.80)***
30-min 0.19 (2.30)** —0.45 (—5.03)%** 0.47 (14.50)%**
60-min 0.17 (1.59) —0.42 (=3.11)*** 0.42 (8.39)***

The table reports the in-sample parameter estimates of the ARFIMA(p, d, g) model using the daily realized
volatility computed from the 15-, 30-, and 60-min returns. Numbers in parentheses are z-statistics, and ***,
** and * indicate statistical significance at the 1, 5, and 10 % levels, respectively. The in-sample period for
each commodity futures contract is reported in Table 1

intraday prices does not help in generating more accurate volatility forecasts. For fuel oil,
the 30-min FIGARCH model produces the smallest RMSFE. It is also interesting to
observe that although the January and November deliveries for sugar contracts differ
massively in terms of trading volume (see Table 1), the ARFIMA model utilizing the daily
realized volatility obtained from the 15-min returns provides the best forecasts for both
futures contracts.

In Panel B, we consider median-based daily volatility as a proxy for true volatility. In
this case, the ARFIMA model beats the rest of the competing models by producing the
lowest RMSFE. More precisely, the ARFIMA model outperforms the other models for
copper, fuel oil, and sugar (both January and November deliveries) when the daily
realized volatility is obtained from the 60-min returns. For aluminum, it is the ARFIMA
model using the daily realized volatility computed from the 30-min returns. Finally, in
Panel C, we make use of range-based volatility as true volatility proxy. Once again, the
ARFIMA model is the best performing model for four out of five commodity futures
contracts. In particular, the ARFIMA model applied to the daily realized volatility
obtained from the 15-min returns leads to the lowest RMSFE for copper. But for alu-
minum and January and November deliveries of sugar contracts, it is the the 60-min
returns based daily realized volatility applied to the ARFIMA model. Fuel oil is the only
exception, for which the daily IGARCH model provides the most accurate out-of-sample
variance forecasts.

Taken together, we notice three interesting and consistent patterns from the preliminary
results in Table 7. First, the ARFIMA model, with its long memory dimension, dominates
the other three volatility models in 11 out of 15 commodity/true volatility proxy combi-
nations. Second, GARCH-type models using daily data outperform similar models using
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Table 7 Root mean squared forecast error

Interval Model Aluminum Copper Fuel oil Sugar (Jan) Sugar (Nov)
Panel A: 5-min volatility
15-min ARFIMA 5.065 18.767 23.295 6.372 6.699
GARCH 6.343 27.982 33.415 10.236 9.369
FIGARCH 5.866 24.223 32.233 8.604 9.697
IGARCH 5.556 25.056 36.064 8.559 8.887
30-min ARFIMA 5.072 18.819 23.474 6.467 6.796
GARCH 6.855 23.381 28.183 10.061 8.930
FIGARCH 6.117 21.988 21.916 8.626 8.922
IGARCH 5.956 22.270 27.298 8.917 9.301
60-min ARFIMA 5.078 18.981 23.507 6.509 6.944
GARCH 6.845 21.939 25.094 8.737 8.370
FIGARCH 5.764 20.788 22.649 7.993 8.597
IGARCH 5.848 21.505 24.985 8.418 8.749
Daily GARCH 5.081 18.912 23.474 7.315 6.728
FIGARCH 5.052 18.606 23.476 7.101 6.728
IGARCH 5.050 19.038 23.465 7.394 6.765
Panel B: median-based volatility
15-min ARFIMA 1.366 6.461 11.154 2.869 10.962
GARCH 5.064 30.450 30.190 11.128 14.441
FIGARCH 4.002 25.299 30.063 8.934 14.615
IGARCH 3.687 26.740 33.895 8.927 13.893
30-min ARFIMA 1.330 6.282 11.120 2.629 10.877
GARCH 5.655 25.723 24.134 10.997 14.318
FIGARCH 4.410 22.722 12.787 9.009 14.220
IGARCH 4.258 23.808 22.800 9.518 14.655
60-min ARFIMA 1.333 5.938 11.065 2.510 10.827
GARCH 5.593 22.637 19.369 9.483 13.872
FIGARCH 3.754 20.180 13.334 8.169 13.901
IGARCH 4.013 21.828 19.164 9.033 14.196
Daily GARCH 2.109 14.708 11.349 7.328 12.470
FIGARCH 1.699 13.537 11.339 6.943 12.296
IGARCH 1.962 15.196 11.337 7471 12.516
Panel C: range-based volatility
15-min ARFIMA 1.994 5.581 14.147 5.466 5.464
GARCH 5.190 26.133 35.255 12.659 10.395
FIGARCH 4.178 20.592 36.589 10.617 10.641
IGARCH 3.893 22314 39.476 10.618 9.668
30-min ARFIMA 1.963 5.685 14.106 5.299 5314
GARCH 5.747 21.612 24.335 12.516 10.217
FIGARCH 4.571 19.046 18.225 10.705 10.117
IGARCH 4414 19.771 23.077 11.135 10.647
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Table 7 continued

Interval Model Aluminum Copper Fuel oil Sugar (Jan) Sugar (Nov)

60-min ARFIMA 1.957 5.674 14.053 5.249 5.206
GARCH 5.660 18.789 20.009 11.066 9.560
FIGARCH 3.933 16.443 16.070 9.871 9.505
IGARCH 4.159 18.019 19.822 10.639 9.975

Daily GARCH 2.429 11.556 13.902 9.058 7.782
FIGARCH 2.129 10.530 13.905 8.711 7.514
IGARCH 2.319 11.993 13.898 9.180 7.848

This table reports the daily out-of-sample RMSFEs (x1073) for all models relative to the true volatility
proxies: 5-min realized volatility (Panel A), median-based volatility (Panel B), and range-based volatility
(Panel C). The out-of-sample period for each commodity futures contract is reported in Table 1

intraday data. Third, the ARFIMA model applied to the daily realized volatility obtained
from the higher frequency returns (i.e., 15-min returns) does not always beat the ARFIMA
model using the daily realized volatility computed from the lower frequency returns. The
latter two observations are novel for our chosen futures market because the literature seems
to agree that intraday data enjoy informational advantage over daily data and that fore-
casting performance of the ARFIMA model improves with sampling frequency (Martens
2001; Martens and Zein 2004). We plot in Fig. 2 the time series of forecast errors between
the ARFIMA model and the GARCH model using 30-min returns when the benchmark is
the median-based volatility measure. It is quite evident that for the two products depicted
in this figure, the ARFIMA model provides smaller forecast errors over time.

In Table 8, we provide pair-wise comparison following the well-known Diebold and
Mariano (1995) and West (1996) test based on the Andrews and Monahan (1992) esti-
mator. We choose the benchmark model in each case as the one with the lowest RMSFE in
Table 7. The results suggest that the competing model forecasts are either as accurate
statistically as the benchmark model, or, in most cases, significantly worse. It is interesting
to notice that in Panel A, for aluminum, the ARFIMA model utilizing the daily realized
volatility from the 15-, 30-, ad 60-min returns produces inferior forecasts but the difference
from the benchmark is statistically insignificant. Put differently, the null hypothesis of
equal MSFEs can not be rejected at any conventional level. In fact, for all model/true
volatility proxy combinations, whenever the best performing model utilizes daily data, the
ARFIMA model provides forecasts just as good statistically. These include the daily
IGARCH model for aluminum and the daily FIGARCH model for copper in Panel A, and
the daily IGARCH model for fuel oil in Panel C. For other model/true volatility proxy
combinations, the competing models tend to produce statistically inferior forecasts,
including both sugar contracts in Panels A and C.

As a robustness check, we provide the Diebold and Mariano (1995) and West (1996)
test results obtained by sequentially using each volatility model as the benchmark, based
on their increasing RMSFEs, against the remaining alternative models in Tables 10, 11 and
12. These additional results corroborate the conclusion in Table 8 that the benchmark,
chosen as the one with the lowest RMSFE in Table 7, is indeed the one with the best
volatility forecasting ability.

In Table 9, we perform the SPA test of Hansen (2005) to examine out-of-sample
forecasting ability across all competing models and compute the stationary bootstrap
p values. The null hypothesis is that the benchmark model, the one with the lowest

@ Springer



Volatility forecasting in the Chinese commodity futures...

Aluminum Copper
0002 0002
.0001 | -0000 4
A /,w r‘zr( M . P
000z |y V| A TR
i { i
10000 4 iny ¥ y i i ;f“w" A
N o n " N AN v K ! vl
At g /1,‘\,&};‘”\"":;‘;“’\,«”’f “V’W‘\w ‘M‘ -0004 [ R IR LT A
I T A I IR 1 { Y ! Y [
-o001 4 HR O H by EE o [
| I L [N I
‘ b W i 0006 N
|
P
~0002 4 ' -0008 i
! i
-.0003 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T -0010 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
S:YEizEgsErEEEil
§3 35352323338 338853 335335335 53553
S8 S RREJI I8 &R I ]KR R 2L 2 22928 88 88 8 888 8
—— AFIMA 30min_---- Garch 30min —— AFIMA 30min —--- Garch 30min
Fuel oil Sugar (Jan)
0016 0001
.0012 4
0000 i
| ' |
,0008 | VR ,"\Jv’v‘m L ‘ IV
il Mo Y iyl b " A
‘g,’A\“‘W\ i rv‘"\f.r’/\“%f‘\wi‘ RTAR i R
Vi W HEPR LI :
0004 | oot E FRAET Y U AR A b
AL g AT
i i ! Lo I
0000 + -0002 JF ! i E‘\j" i
" ] ! T
-0004 | { ; :
|
-0003 i
-.0008 -| [
-.0012 T T T T T T T T T -.0004 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
- ~ PO o  © ~ © o W O N ©® ® O T N T N® ¥ W O N~
S S 8 S 8 S S5 S 3 O ©9 9 © © -+ - O ©9Q o @ © o
22z £ 2 £¢ $33:33333333333
S S S o S o S S S S 5 © 5o S5 &5 5 o5 © o © o
N N N [3Y N N N N N N N N N N N N N N NN N N N N
[——AFIMA 30min_---- Garch 30min| [——AFIMA 30min_---- Garch 30min |

Fig. 2 The forecast errors for different volatility models. This figure plots the out-of-sample forecast errors
between the ARFIMA model and the GARCH model using the 30-min return series for aluminium (fop left),
copper (fop right), fuel oil (bottom left), and sugar with January expiry (bottom right). The benchmark is the
median-based volatility measure

RMSEFE, is not inferior to any of the competing models. The test results are resounding.
The probability that the benchmark model is at least as good as the competing models in
forecasting volatility in the out of sample is 1 or very close to it. Taken together, the results
in Tables 8 and 9 clearly confirm and substantiate the observations in Table 7. In other
words, when intraday data are directly used in the GARCH-type models, they are no better
than daily data for volatility forecasting even after deseasonalization. Hence, if a model is
to be recommended for volatility forecasting in the Chinese futures market, it would be the
ARFIMA model, as it is consistently the best performing model or not inferior to the best
performing one statistically.

Finally, we note that although sugar contracts for January and November deliveries
differ in terms of trading volume and liquidity, the underlying volatility dynamics is very
similar. The in-sample parameter estimates are similar between these two series and both
are best forecasted by the same model. When the 5-min realized volatility is the proxy for
true volatility, the ARFIMA model using the realized volatility computed from the 15-min
returns produces the most accurate forecast for both series, while the ARFIMA model
applied to the realized volatility computed from the 60-min interval outperforms
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Table 9 Superior predictive

ability test results Commodity Benchmark p value

Panel A: 5-min volatility

Aluminum IGARCH daily 1.00
Copper FIGARCH daily 1.00
Fuel oil FIGARCH 30-min 0.99
The table reports the Hansen Sugar (Jan) ARFIMA 15-min 1.00
(2005) SPA test results based on S A 15-mi 1.00
the MSFE. The benchmark ugar (Nov) RFIMA 15-min :
models are those with the lowest  Panel B: median-based volatility
RMSEFE in Table 7. The forecast  Aluminum ARFIMA 30-min 0.99
errors are computed relative to .
5-min realized volatility (Panel Coppe%‘ ARFIMA 60—m%n 1.00
A), median-based volatility Fuel oil ARFIMA 60-min 0.99
(Panel B), and range-based Sugar (Jan) ARFIMA 60-min 1.00
volatility (Panel C) measures. S N ARFIMA 60-mi 1.00
The null hypothesis is that the ugar (Nov) - i ’
benchmark model is not inferior ~ Panel C: range-based volatility
to the alternative models. The Aluminum ARFIMA 60-min 0.99
stati(.)nary bpotstrap p values are Copper ARFIMA 15-min 1.00
obtained using 10,000 . .
replications. The out-of-sample Fuel oil IGARCH daily 1.00
period for each commodity Sugar (Jan) ARFIMA 60-min 1.00
futures contract is reported in Sugar (Nov) ARFIMA 60-min 1.00

Table 1

competing models for the other two volatility proxies for both series. In other words,
seasonality in trading volume and differences in liquidity do not affect volatility model
selection.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we undertake a comprehensive volatility forecasting exercise in a futures
market with unique institutional regulations. In the Chinese commodity futures market,
margin rate is time-dependent and investors face higher deposit as contracts move closer to
maturity. In addition, although individuals account for the majority of investors, they are
not allowed to trade nearby contracts. These two regulations result in a liquidity pattern
whereby contracts with 3 months to delivery are the most liquid and we demonstrate this
by computing three popular liquidity measures with 5-min intraday data for aluminum,
copper, fuel oil, and sugar. In addition, even these most liquid contract series contain large
percentage of zero returns at the 5-min interval.

We explicitly take these features into account when forecasting volatility and utilize
more distant 3 months to maturity contracts at the daily and three different intraday
sampling frequencies. We demonstrate that the long memory dimension is present in our
data in the in-sample volatility modeling. When it comes to out-of-sample forecasting, we
show that the ARFIMA model, which aggregates intraday returns to daily level in gen-
erating daily forecasts, is the best-performing model, or equivalent to the best-performing
model in statistical terms. The FIGARCH model, which also incorporates the long memory
feature in the volatility dynamics, is less efficient in generating forecasts probably due to
the fact that large proportions of intraday returns are zero and the deseasonalized intraday
returns are directly fed into the model.
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Furthermore, we show that within the GARCH-family of models, the forecasting per-
formance using the daily data is consistently as good as, if not better than, those using the
intraday data, which also attests to the trade-off between information and noise in the
intraday data with many zero returns. Finally, it is interesting to note that even though
January and November contract series for sugar differ massively in terms of trading
volume, their underlying volatility dynamics are well captured and forecasted by the
ARFIMA model at the same data sampling frequency.
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Appendix: Liquidity measures

We use three liquidity estimators widely adopted in the literature to describe the liquidity
of the Chinese commodity futures contracts. They are the effective spread of Roll (1984),
the proportion of zero returns as in Lesmond et al. (1999), and the Amihud (2002) illig-
uidity estimator. These measures are shown to perform quite well in capturing the different
aspects of the asset liquidity (Goyenko et al. 2009) (Tables 10, 11, 12).

Roll spread

In the seminal paper of Roll (1984), a simple serial covariance spread estimation model is
developed to capture asset liquidity. The effective spread is derived from the serial
covariance properties of transaction price changes. The model has led to a burgeoning
research area in the market microstructure literature with many modifications and exten-
sions (see George et al. 1991; Chang and Chang 1993; and the references therein).

To illustrate, let E and P, denote the effective spread and the closing price on day ¢,
respectively, and A is the change operator. Roll (1984) shows that the serial covariance
between changes in prices is

E =24/~ Cov (AP,,AP, ;). (14)

In this paper, we follow Goyenko et al. (2009) and adopt a modified version of the Roll
(1984) spread so that we can always obtain a numerical value for this liquidity measure.
Denoting the price change over the nth time interval as AP, the effective spread can be
expressed as follows:

Roll = {3 —Cov(AP,,AP,_; if Cov(AP,,AP,_;)<0 (15)

otherwise

Hence, the lower the effective spread, the higher the liquidity of the asset.
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Proportion of zero returns

The second liquidity measure we exploit is proposed in Lesmond et al. (1999) and proves
especially useful and effective in studying liquidity of emerging markets (see, among
others, Bekaert et al. 2007; Lesmond 2005). This measure is based on the transaction cost,
that is, if the value of an information signal is insufficient to outweigh the cost associated
with trading, market participants will choose not to trade, resulting in a zero return. The
measure is easy to implement since it only requires a time series on transaction data. In this
paper, the proportion of zero returns in a trading day is defined as follows:

Zeros = (# of intraday time intervals with zero returns )/N, (16)

where N is the total number of time intervals in a trading day (n = 1,2, ..., N). Intuitively,
the lower is the proportion of zero returns, the better is the liquidity of the asset.

Amihud illiquidity measure

The illiquidity measure of Amihud (2002) is another popular estimator in the literature
(see, among others, Baker and Stein 2004; Amihud et al. 2012). It is a price impact
measure that captures the price response associated with one unit currency of trading
volume. Hence, the lower is the illiquidity measure, the better is the asset liquidity. More
precisely, it is defined as the ratio given by

, 7]
Amihud = A _ 17
mihu verage ( Volume . )’ (17)

where r, is the asset return in log over the nth time interval and Volume , is the US dollar
(in our case, Renminbi) trading volume over the same interval.
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