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1. Introduction

Self-exciting point processes constitute a rich class of models to describe
the evolution of real world events over time. Among the most prominent

models in practice are standard Poisson processes (having a constant inten-



sity function), inhomogeneous Poisson processes (those with a determinis-
tic but time-varying intensity process) and Hawkes processes (self-exciting
point processes with a conditional intensity which depends on past obser-
vations). Such processes are used in a variety of fields such as geology (see
e.g. Ogatal (1978) for an early use of Hawkes process models in seismology,
but also Dion-Blanc et al.| (2023)) for recent work on inhomogeneous Poisson
processes in volcanology), neuroscience (see e.g. [Burkitt| (2006]) for neuron
models based on inhomogeneous Poisson processes), finance (see Bauwens
and Hautsch| (2009)) for an overview on the use of point processes in finance)
and telecommunication (see e.g. Pinto et al.| (2015)) and Rizoiu et al.| (2017))
for the use of Hawkes processes in social media), among many others.
From a statistical point of view, the situation is usually as follows: One
has data coming from a specific class of point processes, i.e. observation
times 0 < t; < t3 < ... over some compact interval [0, 7], which correspond
to the event times of the underlying point process N. Statistical proce-
dures then usually involve the estimation of an unknown parameter in the
underlying model. For self-exciting point processes it is well known that
the distribution of N is uniquely characterized by its conditional intensity

process A(t), i.e. the process making N(t) — ft

o M(8)ds a zero mean locally

square integrable martingale with respect to the natural filtration. Hence,



parametric models are usually of the form A(t) = v(¢,0) for some 6 € O,
where © is a finite-dimensional parameter space and ¢ — v(t,0) in gen-
eral needs to be a suitably measurable stochastic process indexed by 6.
The prime interest of the statistician then is to estimate the unknown true
parameter 6.

For self-exciting point processes, but also for certain models based on
renewal processes, this is relatively easy as the likelihood function often
is directly accessible. Therefore, e.g. Ogatal (1978]), Vere-Jones (1982) and
Chornoboy et al.| (1988)) were able to explicitly compute maximum likeli-
hood estimators for certain point process models and to prove consistency
as well as asymptotic normality, albeit mostly in very restrictive situations.
It was only recently that Chen and Hall (2013) proved asymptotic normality
for the maximum likelihood estimator  within a large class of parametric
models involving self-exciting point processes.

What is lacking, however, is a consistent goodness-of-fit test for para-
metric point process models. This means, the goal is not to estimate the
unknown parameter 6, or to test certain properties of it, but rather to
check whether the proposed parametric model provides a reasonable fit for
the observed event times. Formally, what is missing is a sound statistical

procedure which tests the null hypothesis that A(t) = v(¢, ) for some 0 € ©



against the alternative that there is no # € © such that v(t, ) fully describes
the intensity process.

For independent and identically distributed data, the problem of test-
ing a given parametric model is well-known and dates back to e.g. Darling
(1955), Kac et al.| (1955) and Lilliefors (1967). The main strategy is always
to first estimate the unknown parameter and to then take a suitable distance
between two estimators for the unknown distribution function. The first is
the parametric distribution function under the model with the unknown pa-
rameter replaced by the estimated one, and the second is a non-parametric
estimator such as the empirical distribution function. The problem with
these approaches, however, is that the (explicit or asymptotic) distribution
of this distance is rarely known or depends on the unknown parameter in
a complicated way (Durbin, [1973), so that one needs to rely on simulation
methods in order to obtain asymptotic quantiles for a valid goodness-of-
fit test. Two convincing solutions have been provided somewhat recently
by [Jogesh Babu and Rao (2004)) and Meintanis and Swanepoel (2007)) who
have proven under very general assumptions that a bootstrap-based method
leads to asymptotically consistent tests.

For simple point processes, however, the picture is much less clear. Both

Ogata (1988)) and Chen and Hall (2013) mention that a formal goodness-



of-fit test for these models is missing, and they propose the use of an ad-
hoc method based on the fact that, if its conditional intensity function is
known, then a self-exciting point process can be transformed into a standard
Poisson one. To be precise, given observation times 0 =ty < t; <ty < ...
and the associated cumulative intensity process A(t) = fot A(s)ds it is known
that the process 0 = sgp < s7 < s < ... given by s; = A(t;) is equal in
distribution to a standard Poisson process. In particular, the increments
S; — Si—1, © > 1, equal independent standard exponential random variables.

This intuition is used to come up with the afore-mentioned ad-hoc
method for goodness-of-fit testing. Under the null hypothesis there ex-
ists an unknown true parameter 6, giving both the true intensity process
A(t, 0) as well as the true cumulative intensity process A(t, 6p). Clearly, the
above time transformation is infeasible as 6, is unknown, but we can replace
6 by its consistent estimator # and in turn obtain an estimator A(t) as well
as event times given by §; = f\(tl) The proposed goodness-of-fit tests are
then based on testing the null hypothesis whether the increments §; — §;_1,
1 > 1, behave like independent standard exponential random variables. This
can be done via standard procedures. (A similar approach is proposed for

renewal processes; see Bebbington and Lai| (1996 and Bebbington! (2013).)

The problem, however, is the same as historically for i.i.d. observations,



namely that these procedures do not account for the fact that the param-
eter (and, hence, the cumulative intensity function) needs to be estimated.
Under the null, they treat $; — ;1 as being i.i.d. standard exponential
distributed which obviously is not the case. Our main goal in this work
therefore is to overcome this issue and to provide a convincing solution to
the problem of goodness-of-fit testing for self-exciting point processes. In
the spirit of Jogesh Babu and Rao (2004) and Meintanis and Swanepoel
(2007) we establish a novel test which utilizes recent bootstrap techniques
for point processes (Cavaliere et al. 2023)). We also provide a thorough
asymptotic theory which proves that this new methodology yields a consis-
tent test, albeit only for inhomogeneous Poisson processes.

The paper is organised as follows: In Section [2] we introduce the formal
setting of this work and explain the main idea behind our bootstrap-based
goodness-of-fit test. Section |3| contains the statement of the main results of
this work, which are the asymptotic consistency of the bootstrap-based test
as well as a generalisation of the key theorems in (Chen and Hall (2013)),
and we also discuss the various conditions needed to prove these claims.
Sections {4| and [5 deal with a thorough simulation study as well as some

empirical applications. Finally, all proofs are gathered in Section [6]



2. Setting

In the following we will work with the setting from |Chen and Hall (2013))
which is specifically tailored to allow for a formal asymptotic theory. If one
thinks of the still quite simple class of inhomogeneous Poisson processes, it is
clear that in order to check whether a (parametric) model is appropriate or
not one needs to potentially have infinitely many observations around every
time point ¢ as it is otherwise not obvious to check whether the proposed
function A is reasonable at ¢ or not. A similar reasoning applies to processes
with self-exciting components as well. The solution of Chen and Hall (2013)
to this problem is to work with infill asymptotics; e.g., to assume that, at
stage n, we are given observations 0 = tj < t7 < t§j < ... associated
with a self-exciting point process N, over a compact interval, which we
choose to be [0,1] from now on. The corresponding intensity process is
then given by A\, (t) = a,u(t) + f[O,t) g(t — s)dN,(s), where a,, — oo denotes
a sequence of known positive constants and p and g are unknown functions
(satisfying additional conditions) which represent the deterministic part and
the self-exciting part of the intensity process, respectively. Under the null

hypothesis the above sequence of intensity processes belongs to a parametric



family, i.e. it is assumed that there exists some parameter space © such that

Ho : \(t) = A\u(t,0) = anpu(t,0) —{—/[ )g(t — 5,0)dN,(s) for some 6 € ©
0,
(2.1)
holds true.

Loosely speaking, under the null hypothesis the intensity process (and,
hence, the point process itself) follows a shape given by the baseline function
1(+,00) and the excitation function g(-, 6y) while the factor a, allows for a
growing number of events as n — oo and thus makes an asymptotic theory
from observations over [0, 1] possible. In |Chen and Hall (2013) this model
is used for asymptotic inference on the true parameter 6, i.e. if Hy holds
and 6y is the true parameter then the authors prove under relatively mild
conditions that the maximum likelihood estimator én is consistent for 6,
and asymptotically normal.

Our aim is to provide a consistent goodness-of-fit test for which we uti-
lize the fact that the point process given by 0 = sj < s < s§ < ... with
st = A, (t, 6p) is equal in distribution to a standard Poisson process. Here,
A, (t,0p) denotes the cumulative intensity process associated with A, (¢, 6p).
As noted in the introduction, a natural idea is to replace the unknown

process A, (t,6y) by an estimated version A, (¢, én) This estimated process

A, (t, én) can then be interpreted as a near optimal fit to the unknown pro-



cess Ap(t,0p) within the parametric model, and under the null hypothesis
the estimated increments s — s ;i = 1,..., N,(1), based on the trans-
form 8" = A, (¢7,6,), should be reasonably close to independent standard
exponential random variables.

There exist many tests to check whether a given set of observations
was generated by a specific distribution, and in this work we will discuss a
version based on empirical Laplace transforms, although many other statis-
tics (including more standard ones like the Kolmogorov-Smirnov approach)
would, in principle, work as well. Critical values for the resulting test
statistic will then be obtained from a bootstrap procedure explained in de-
tail below. Its validity (i.e. consistency under the null hypothesis) will be
proven, albeit only for inhomogeneous Poisson processes. For notational
convenience we will often drop the index n and simply write e.g. t; instead
of 7.

In the following, let k,(u,6,r,s) = exp (—u [” A\, (t,0)dt), with u > 0,

and set

A~ 1 N
LTL ) en = kn ) 0717 ti— ) tz 1,

~ ~

_ Nn1<1) > exp <—u(An(ti,9n) — An(ti,b@n))) Li<ny

i>1

where 6,, denotes the maximum likelihood estimator for the true parame-



ter 6y under Hy as discussed in (Chen and Hall (2013). By construction,
Ly (u,0,) plays the role of an empirical Laplace transform based on the
estimated increments s — 8" ;, i = 1,...,N,(1). Hence, under the null
hypothesis it should be close to the Laplace transform L(u) = (1 4+ u)~! of
a standard exponential variable. As the (random) number of observations
N, (1) is proportional to a,, a reasonable test statistic for Hy is given by
Vaal|Gall, where G (u) = Ly(u,0,) — L(u), and [[h][* = [ h*(u)5(u)du,

where [ is a positive and integrable weight function. Note that

H = {h :[0,00) = R ‘ h is continuous with /00 R (w)B(u)du < oo}
0
(2.2)
defines a separable Hilbert space with the usual scalar product, (hi, hy) =
Jo” ha(u)he(u)B(u)du, and the associated norm as above.

Recall that Ln(u,én) does not equal the empirical Laplace transform
of i.i.d. standard exponential variables even under the null hypothesis, as
the true cumulative intensity process A, (%, 6p) is unknown and needs to be
estimated based on 6,,. Hence, asymptotic critical values for Van||Gyl| are
unknown, and in the spirit of |Jogesh Babu and Rao (2004) and Meintanis
and Swanepoel (2007) we propose a bootstrap procedure to estimate these

critical values. This procedure mimics how ,/a,||G,|| is obtained and ac-

counts for the fact that the distinction between the true unknown parameter

10



yielding the observations and the estimated parameter used to calculate the
time transformation needs to be taken into account.

Precisely, we propose the following strategy: For all b= 1,..., B, sim-
ulate a point process {t* | i = 0,1,...} according to the intensity pro-
cess A\p(t, én) and the corresponding cumulative intensity process A, (t, én),
for which both variants of the proposed bootstrap strategy in (Cavaliere
et al. (2023) can be used. Note specifically that, in the case of inhomo-
geneous Poisson processes, the simulation mimics the time transformation
from above, i.e. one simulates a standard Poisson process 0 = sé’b < S’{’b <
si? < ... and then transforms the event times to t7* = A '(s:".6,).
Based on the simulated point process {t:” | i = 0,1,...} over [0, 1] one
then reproduces how the original test statistic is obtained. First, one esti-
mates 0%° from {t7* | i = 0,1,...} via maximum likelihood and computes

g0 = A (t7°,0%%). Then

T 27N

. 1 . .
Lo (u, ) = exp (—u(An(t;",0;:7) = Aa(t7,03))) 1y
(00°) = iy o (Sulir 6:4) = M2 6349) Lo

and G*(u) = Ly (u,0*) — L(u) are computed in exactly the same way as
L, (u,0,) and G, (u). Finally, one uses the empirical quantiles of Van||GE,
b=1,...,B, as critical values which should approximate the unknown true
critical values of \/a,||Gy|| as B — oo. Note that a feasible test statistic

can be constructed easily without the knowledge of a,,.
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To summarize, the only difference regarding the generation of \/a,||Gy||
and the ones of \/a,||G3’||, b = 1,..., B, regards the distribution of the
underlying point process. Under the null hypothesis the parameter is 6, for
Van||Gyll, whereas the bootstrapped processes are generated according to
0, (which estimates 6y consistently). Intuitively it is thus clear that this
bootstrap strategy leads to asymptotically valid critical values if a certain
continuity property of the distribution of \/a,||G,|| with respect to the
parameter # generating the original point process is satisfied. This will be

made precise below.

3. Results

Proving consistency of the bootstrap procedure equals showing that the
empirical quantiles obtained above converge (in a certain sense) to the
unknown asymptotic quantiles of |/a,||G,|| if the null hypothesis holds.
Hence, from now on we assume that there exists 6y € © such that \,(t) =

anp(t, 0y) + f[o 9 g(t — s,0p)dN,(s) holds true. A natural goal is to prove

lim P (Val|Gll = (F)) (1 —a)) =a (3.3)

n—o00,B—00
B _
for any o € (0,1), where F7(z) = 530,71 1 oy gty <ay> and (F7) 7" de-
notes its generalized inverse.

In order to deduce (3.3) we will rely on previous results from [Biicher

12



and Kojadinovic (2019) and van der Vaart| (1998). Let us start with some
additional notation: Given is a series of experiments (X,,, B,,, P,,) with P,, =
{Py,. | 6 € O} for some parameter space © C R? and we regard any z,, € X,
as a sample of the original point process. Associated with these samples
is the maximum likelihood estimator 6, = f,(z,) as well as Van||Grl| =
kn(x,) whose distribution we call Vj,,. We will later work under conditions
which grant consistency and asymptotic normality of the estimator 6, for
the unknown true parameter 6y, invoking the results from |Chen and Hall
(2013). See in particular the more general Lemma [I(b) later.

Now, Lemma 4.2 in Biicher and Kojadinovic| (2019)) states a sufficient
condition to deduce , and it boils down to checking two separate condi-
tions. On one hand, one needs to show that their Condition 4.1 holds true,
i.e. for any fixed ¢ one needs weak convergence of \/a,||Gy|| towards a
limiting random variable with a continuous distribution function. In other
words, setting d as the bounded Lipschitz metric which metrizes weak con-

vergence, one has to show
lim d (Vgyn, Vo,) =0 for all 6, € O, (3.4)
n—oo

where Vp, is a distribution on R with a continuous distribution function.
The other condition is any of the equivalent statements in their Lemma

2.2, part (c) being the one used here. In accordance with the notation from

13



above, a generic bootstrap sample is based on simulating according to Py, .
and we obtain both 6% and Van||Gr|| by applying the functions f, and g,
to the bootstrap sample. We hence denote the conditional distribution of
Van||Grll, as it is based on the estimator 0,,, by Vi, n» and Lemma 2.2(c)

On,n?

Pyy,n
then becomes proving d (VA V90> 0% 0 for all 0y € O.
Setting @y, n(h) = d(V90+h/ amn,Vgo), an equivalent formulation is
R Py
Dy, n(y/an (0 — 6p)) 2% 0 for all By € O, and, in the spirit of Exercise

23.5 in van der Vaart| (1998), a sufficient condition to deduce this conver-

gence is to show
lim d (Vag+h,/amn Va,) =0 for all 6 € ©, and all h, — h,  (3.5)
n—oo

or equivalently lim,_, ®g, »(h,) = ®(h) =0 for all 6, € © and all h,, — h.
Indeed, utilizing the asymptotic normality lim,, o d(\/an (0, —00), Ng,) = 0
with Ng, ~ N(0,Z(0y)""') (Theorem 2 in |Chen and Hall (2013))) and the
extended continuous mapping theorem (Theorem 18.11 in jvan der Vaart
(1998)), for any 0y € © we then can first conclude the weak convergence of
g, n(y/n (én —0)p)) towards the constant ®(Ny,) = 0 and then convergence
to zero in Py, ,-probability afterwards.

Hence, besides checking the conditions for an application of Theorem 2

in |Chen and Hall (2013), what remains in order to prove (3.3) is to show

14



(3.4) and (3.5)). In fact, we will prove the stronger statement

lim d(Vy, ., Vo) =0 forallfye®, andall§, =0,  (3.6)

n—oo

from which both assertions obviously follow.

Before we come to the main result of our work, we will give some con-
ditions and state a few auxiliary claims which generalize some results from
Chen and Halll (2013) and might be of independent interest. Note that
while the strategy of proving works for all self-exciting processes, our
main restriction will be that a full proof is only provided for inhomogeneous

Poisson processes in the sense below.
Condition 1. Suppose the following conditions to hold:

(a) © C R%is a compact parameter space whose interior is connected and
contains a d-dimensional open ball which contains the limiting (true)

parameter 6.

(b) a, — oo is a known sequence, 6, — 6y denotes a sequence of un-
known parameters, and for each n a point process 0 = ¢ < tf <
th < ... is observed over [0,1] according to the intensity function
An(t) = A(t,0,) = anp(t,0,) and the associated cumulative in-
tensity function A,(t) = A,(t,6,) = f(f anpi(s,0,)ds. We also set
C(t,0,) = [ ju(s,0,)ds.

15



(c¢) The function (¢,0) — wu(t,0) is uniformly bounded away from zero,
ie., infic01)0c0 ||1(t,0)|| > 0, and it is two times continuously differ-

entiable with uniformly bounded zeroth, first and second derivatives.

(d) B : [0,00) — [0,00) is a known integrable function and defines a

Hilbert space H as in (2.2)).

The first lemma essentially generalizes results from Chen and Hall
(2013). As mentioned before, we will work under conditions which grant
consistency and asymptotic normality of 0, as an estimator for 6, when-
ever the latter is the true unknown parameter. However, for a proof of the
bootstrap procedure to work we need to discuss the slightly more general
situation stated in Condition [I} namely the one where the true parameter at
stage n is 6,,, and these parameters do not have to equal 6, but only have to
converge to it. In this more general case, which obviously contains the case
of a constant parameter, we will need a version of asymptotic normality
(and, hence, consistency) as well.

This result will be proved in the more general situation of truly self-
exciting processes. Hence, we need a more comprehensive set of assumptions

as well as additional notation.

Condition 2. Assume Condition |I| with item (b) modified to

16



(b) a, — oo is a known sequence, ,, — 6, denotes a sequence of unknown
parameters, and for each n a point process 0 =t < 7 <t§ < ...1is

observed over [0, 1] according to the intensity process
t
An(t) = Au(t,0,) = anp(t, 6,) +/ g(t —u,0,)dN,(u)
0
and the associated cumulative intensity process

A (t) = Ay (t,0,) = /Ot (anu(u,ﬁn) + /Ou g(u — s,@n)dNn(s)) du.

Note that the mean intensity process associated with A, (t, 6) satisfies
the linear Volterra equation n,,(t,6) = a,u(t, 0)+f(f g(t—u, 0)n,(u, 0)du.
We then define c¢(t,0) via a,c(t,0) = n,(t,0) and also write C(t,0) =
I3 e(u, 0)du.

We also additionally assume:

(e) The function (t,0) — g(t,0) is two times continuously differentiable

with uniformly bounded zeroth, first and second derivatives.

(f) The matrix-valued function

7= / | @M(t’ ) + Ju Goa(t — . O)c(u e>du) i

u(t,0) + fot g(t —u,0)c(u,0)du (3.7)

is non-singular at the true parameter value 6y. In the d-dimensional
situation we use the notation 9 = 9/90 and 95* = 92/90907 in

accordance with |(Chen and Hall (2013).
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Notice that an inhomogeneous Poisson process is a degenerate case of
a self-exciting process where g = 0, therefore any inhomogeneous Poisson
process satisfying Condition [1] will automatically satisfy Condition [2]

Before we state the first lemma, we finally give a preparation which
is borrowed from the proof of Theorem 2 in Chen and Hall (2013) and
provides a typical representation for /a,, (én—en) when maximum likelihood

estimation is used. For S,,(6) = fol Uy (t,0)dM,(t,0) with

c%u +f0 agg —u,0)da, ' N, (u)
+f0 —u, 0)da; ' Ny, (u)

Un(t,0) =
and
t u
M (£ 0) = N, (1) — / <an,u(u, 0) + / olu—s, H)dNn(s)> du (3.9)
0 0

we have

0= @, 28,(0,) = 0, 25,(0,) + 0, 0pSu (0)l,5 0t/ (00 = 6)  (3.10)
for some intermediate §n.

Lemma 1. Suppose that Condition [4 holds and recall that N,(1) denotes

the random number of events over [0, 1].

(a) We have supyeoy |ay N (t) — C(t,60)] — 0 as well as Ny(1)/kp —

1 and E (N,(1)) /k, — 1, with k, = a,C(1,6)).

18



(b) Let 0,, denote the mazimum likelihood estimator for 0, based on the ob-

servations 0 =t <t} <ty < ... over[0,1]. Then /ay, (én - Gn) £y

N(0,Z(05) 1), with Z(0y) as in Condition [4(f).
(c) With Z(6o) as above we have a," 055, (0),_5 SN —Z(bp).

We are now in a position to formulate the main theorem of this work.
As noted before, and in contrast to Lemma [I} it will only be stated for

inhomogeneous Poisson processes in the sense of Condition [I]

Theorem 1. Let
kn(u,0,r,s) = exp <—u/ anu(t,e)dt) , u>0,

and let én be the mazimum likelihood estimator for 6, based on the obser-

vations 0 = t§ <ttt <ty < ... over [0,1]. Set
. 1 .
L (u, 6n) = N—(l) Zkn(u,en,t?fl,t?)l{t?g}, L(u)=(1+u)""
Az

~

Then, under Condition |1, \/a,||Gy|| with G,(u) = Ly,(u,0,) — L(u) con-

verges weakly to a limiting distribution Vy, with a continuous distribution
function.
As a direct consequence of Lemma [I] and Theorem [1| we obtain consis-

tency of the bootstrap procedure.
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Corollary 1. Under Condition [1] we have

lim P (a,]|Gul| > (F)) (1 - a)) =a

n—o0,B—o00

for any o € (0,1).

Remark 1. (a) Asnoted before, to base a goodness-of-fit test on Laplace

transforms is only one of many options, as essentially all methods to
test the difference between two distributions are in play. We use this
specific method essentially only for the reason that it allows for easy
differentiability with respect to various parameters, a fact which is
heavily exploited in the proof of Theorem [I} Empirically, there is no
problem in choosing other variants such as the Kolmogorov-Smirnov

distance which performs equally well in simulations.

We have also conducted further simulations which check that the
procedure is not only valid for the class of (inhomogeneous) Pois-
son processes, but it also works for other self-exciting processes such
as Hawkes processes (which are explicitly discussed in Section ,
Hawkes processes with varying baseline intensity, renewal processes,
and the two-stage model proposed in [Selva et al|(2022). In all cases,
the general procedure for the bootstrap-based test is the same, with

the differences only residing in the specific algorithms for estimat-
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ing the unknown parameter and in the calculation of the transform

(c) While the main strategy of the proof of Theorem (1] as laid out in Sec-
tion should remain valid for general self-exciting point processes,
we heavily rely on a variety of properties of inhomogeneous Poisson
processes when it comes to detailed derivations. In particular, this
regards distributional aspects in the proof of Lemma [5 as well as a
simplified form of U, from which is exploited in the proof of
Theorem [2| below. Finding an alternative proof which also works e.g.

for Hawkes processes is an important topic for future research.

4. Simulation study

This section aims to assess the performance of our bootstrap-based goodness-
of-fit test by investigating its type I error and power in different settings
and comparing it with a popular alternative method.

Ogatal (1988)) presented several procedures based on residual analysis to
assess the fit of a model to the data. One of them relies on the fact that, if
t1,...,t, are event times originating from a process N (t) with corresponding
conditional intensity process A(t), then the random variables sy, ..., s,,

defined via s; = fON(ti) A(s)ds, are equal in distribution to the event times of
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4.1 Type I error

a Poisson process. Therefore, a good strategy would be simply to test if the
interevent times of the time transformed process follow a unit exponential
distribution.

In the situation of goodness-of-fit testing, however, where the inten-
sity process A depends on a parameter 6, the transformation (¢4,...,t,) —
(s1,...,5,) can only be calculated using an estimator 0 for the true parame-
ter . Bebbington| (2013) provides an implementation of such a test, which
will be used here as a reference for the performance of our method and to

show to which extent parameter estimation error can affect the results.

4.1 Type I error

In this subsection we discuss the type I error for both methods and check to
which percentage the null hypothesis was incorrectly rejected. The following

procedure was carried out using a level of 0.05.

Algorithm 1. 1. Simulate 1000 data sets from a known process with

fixed parameters.

2. Perform the tests for each simulation, correctly assuming that the null

hypothesis is true.

3. Compute the percentage of times the null hypothesis was rejected
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4.1 Type I error

Poisson process

L I ! L
10 30 50 75 100 200

Figure 1: Type I error for the bootstrap and non-bootstrap based tests for

Poisson processes with different parameters.

with level 0.05.

Figure [I| shows the result of six applications of Algorithm [I] for Poisson
processes on the interval [0, 1], each corresponding to different parameters.
We can see that our bootstrap-based test, when performed with 1000 boot-
strap samples, maintains a level close to 0.05 for processes with an expected
number of events of as few as 30. The non-bootstrap-based test, in con-
trast, is not consistent as it is very conservative and rarely rejects the null
hypothesis. This behaviour might also point towards a potential lack of
power.

This pattern persists also for more general Hawkes processes, which are
considerably more complex. For the next tests, we consider Hawkes pro-
cesses with an exponential activation function. Figure [2| shows the results
of the procedure for several parameter configurations. Hawkes processes

have three parameters: u, the constant baseline intensity; «, the amplitude

23



4.1 Type I error
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Figure 2: Type I error for both tests with respect to Hawkes processes.

of the increase in intensity following each event; and /3, the decay rate. For
a realization (t; < --- < t,) of a Hawkes process, its conditional intensity
function is given by A(t; p, a, B) = pu+ 37, _, ae Pt

Of particular importance is the branching factor «/f, which is the
expected number of events a single event causes due to the self-exciting
component. In Figure , the parameter p and the ratio o/ were kept
fixed in each subfigure. By increasing the parameter o the response of the
intensity function to an event happens faster and therefore the behaviour
is less similar to a Poisson process.

In all tests, the expected number of events is approximately equal, and
we can see that a reasonably good level is maintained for all configurations.
This behaviour is in sharp contrast to the performance of the test without

bootstrap.
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4.2 Power

4.2 Power

The next step is to test the power of the methods. The procedure is similar
to Algorithm [T} but now two distinct models A and B are needed. The idea

is to test how effective the tests are in rejecting incorrect hypotheses.

Algorithm 2. 1. Simulate 1000 data sets from a known process A with

fixed parameters.

2. Perform the tests for each simulation, incorrectly assuming that the

data stems from some process B.

3. Compute the percentage of times the null hypothesis was rejected

with level 0.05.

In Figure[3] the power is plotted for a Hawkes process as model A and a
Poisson process as model B. In essence, this graphic shows how good each
of the tests are in differentiating Poisson from Hawkes processes.

It can be seen that both tests perform better for larger values of the pa-
rameter o and the branching factor /3, but the bootstrap-based approach

is clearly superior.
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Figure 3: Power of tests for simulated Hawkes processes with the null hy-

pothesis that these are Poisson processes.

5. Empirical application

It is widely accepted that volcanism can affect local and global climate,
primarily through the injection of aerosols into the stratosphere ,
. A less known and still being explored hypothesis is that climate vari-
ations may influence volcanism. The proposed mechanism for this effect is

the stress change in Earth’s crust due to variations in sea level and thickness

of the ice sheets (e.g., Rampino et al| (1979)); |Jellinek et al.| (2004); Cooper|

et ] (@018)).

Kutterolf et al.| (2013) presents a compilation of eruption records from

multiple sites around the Pacific Ring of Fire over the last 1 million years.
These records are based on tephra layers from cores drilled on the ocean

floor which are identified and dated. Younger layers tend to suffer less from
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Figure 4: Eruption record smoothed with a Gaussian kernel (o = 3000) and

highlighted period excluded from the analysis.

degradation than older ones, possibly causing an artificial peak of volcanic
activity. To mitigate this bias, eruptions dated within the first 50 thousand
years were excluded from the analysis. This potential bias can be seen
in Figure 4, where we show the entire eruption records smoothed with a
Gaussian kernel.

To determine whether glacial cycles affect the eruptive process, the
data set was split into two groups based on the sites’ latitudes. The first
part contains eruptions from tropical regions that were not glaciated (Peru,
Ecuador, Central America, Philippines, and Tonga). The second comprises
sites in extratropical sites in both hemispheres which were more likely sub-
jected to glaciation (New Zealand, Nankai Trough, Kamchatka, Alaska, and

the Aleutian Basin and Arc).
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Figure 5: Estimated CIF for tropical (left) under the Poisson assumption

and extratropical (right) sites using a Hawkes process.

Applying our bootstrap-based goodness-of-fit test to both data sets
with the hypothesis that they are distributed as Poisson processes shows
distinctively different patterns. While for the tropical sites the returned
p-value is 0.44, suggesting that a Poisson process is a good fit for the data,
the p-value for the extratropical sites is 0.03. For the hypothesis that the
extratropical eruptions stem from a Hawkes process as in Section [4.1] in
contrast, the p-value of the test is 0.80. The estimated conditional intensity
functions for both data sets are shown in Figure [3]

These results show that, while tropical eruptions occurred uniformly
during the period, in the extratropical regions there is a tendency for events
to cluster in time, suggesting different mechanisms governing the processes.
Note that the non-bootstrap-based test from Section [4] when applied to

the hypothesis that the extratropical data set is distributed as a Poisson
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process, returns a p-value of 0.42, in clear disagreement with the result for
the bootstrap-based test. This might be a consequence of the non-bootstrap

based being very conservative as discussed previously.

6. Proofs

Throughout the proofs we will use K as an unspecified positive constant

which might change from line to line.

6.1 Proof of Lemma [1

We will start with a few auxiliary results for which our notation mostly
follows the one in (Chen and Hall (2013)). We assume Condition [2| in all

cases.
Lemma 2. The function c(t,0) is uniformly bounded int € [0,1] and 6 € ©.
Proof. By definition, c¢(t,0) satisfies the equation
t
c(t,0) = u(t,0) +/ g(t —u,8)c(u, 0)du (6.11)
0
and is hence continuous as a function in ¢t. Then
t
c(t,0) < K + K/ c(u,0)du < K(1+ exp(K))
0

by the uniform boundedness of ;1 and g and Gronwall’s lemma. n
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6.1 Proof of Lemma |T|

Lemma 3. We have sup;epq) |c(t, 0n) — c(t, 00)] — 0.

Proof. Using ([6.11]) we obtain

|e(t, 80) — (t, 0n)| <|p(t, o) — u(t, 0n)] + /0 (9(t = u,00) = g(t = u,0n)) c(t, b)) du

_|_

/Ot g(t —u,by) (c(t,0p) — c(t,0,)) du

Recall that 4 and g are continuously differentiable with uniformly bounded

derivatives. Hence with Lemma 2l we have

sup |u(t, 0o) — p(t, 0,)|+ < K(60,—0).

t€[0,1]

/Ot (g(t —u,6p) — g(t —u,0,))c(t,0,)du

Again from Gronwall’s lemma we can conclude
t
e(t, 00) — c(t,0,)] < K (6, — ) + K/ e(t, 80) — e(t, 6,)] du < K (6, — o)
0
for all ¢ € [0, 1], from which the claim follows. ]

We are now in a position to prove Lemma (a). For the first claim, one

can use the inequality
|a, ' N (t) — C(t,600)| < |ay, ' Nu(t) — C(t,0,)| + |C(t, 6n) — C(t, 60)]

and deduce sup,¢(o 1) |a, " Ny (t) — C(t, 60,,)] 25 0 along the lines of Theorem
1 from (Chen and Hall| (2013) by replacing 6y by 6,, in all occurrences, and

redefining i1 and g as

fi = sup pu(t,0) and g= sup g(t,0).
t€[0,1] t€(0,1]
0cO 0cO
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6.1 Proof of Lemma |T|

Furthermore,

sup |C(t,0,) — C(t,6y)| = sup

te0,1] te[0,1]

1
/ c(u,0,) — c(u,0p)du| — 0
0

is a consequence of Lemma [3]

It is then easy to deduce

Na1) — 0, C(1L 00| Jag NaD) = C(1,00)]
anC(1, 0y) - C(1,60) — 0

’Nn(l)

_1‘:

from the fact that p is uniformly bounded from below, as well as

Jy an (c(t,0,) — c(t. 60)) dt _ [ (c(t, 0,) — c(t, 0p)) dt

T T — 0
Kn (n [y c(t,6o)dt Jo c(t,60)dt

utilizing that n(t,6,,) = a,c(t, 0,) is the mean intensity function of the point
process.

For the remaining parts of Lemma [l| we first state and prove a few
corollaries from the previous results. The first is a direct consequence of
Lemma/[3]and uniform boundedness of ¢ and its derivatives and hence stated

without proof.

Corollary 2. We have

sup
t€(0,1]
0co

t ¢
/ g(t —u,0)c(t,0,)du — / g(t —u,0)c(t, 0y)du| — 0,
0 0

and similarly with g replaced by pg or 95°g.
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6.1 Proof of Lemma |T|

Corollary 3. For every fixed 0 € © we have

sup
te(0,1]

t t
/ ot — u, 0)da; Ny (u) / o(t — u, 6)c(u, 6,)du| — 0,
0 0

and similarly for other functions with uniformly bounded derivatives.

Proof. By using integration by parts, we get

/0 gt = u,0)(da=" N, (u) — c(u, 0)du)

t
= (a, ' Nu(t) = C(t,0,))g(0,0) + / (an Na(u) = C(u,0,))g'(t — u, 0)du
0
where ¢’ denotes the derivative of ¢ with respect to t. The claim can then be
deduced easily from Lemmall|(a) and uniform boundedness of all functions

involved. L]

In order to prove the remaining two claims in Lemma [I} we need to
first establish the consistency of 0, as an estimator for 6. For this proof we
will use Theorem 5.9 in [van der Vaart| (1998)), with the following additional

notation of

$n(0) = /1 Oopu(t, 0) + fot Opg(t — u,0)c(u, 0,)du
' o pu(t0)+ fot g(t —u,0)c(u, 0,)du

_ /01 (%u(t, 0) + /Ot Aog(t —u,0)c(u, Qn)du) gt

c(t,0,)dt

and

0 :/1 Appa(t,0) + [ Dpg(t — u,0)c(u, Op)du
’ o ult,0) + [y g(t —u,0)c(u, 0p)du

_ /01 (agu(t,e) +/0t Aog(t — u, 0)c(u, go)du> .

C(t, Qo)dt
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6.1 Proof of Lemma |T|

Recalling that Sn(én) = 0 according to 1) using the afore-mentioned

Theorem 5.9 boils down to showing

(1) inf(g.4(6,00)3<) ||50(8)]] > 0 = 50(6p) for all £ > 0,
(ii) supgeg ||an'Sn(8) — 50(8)|| — 0.

While (i) can be proved exactly as in|Chen and Hall (2013]), we will give
a proof for (ii) in two steps. First, we will show supycg ||5,(6) — s0(0)|| —

0, for which we write

||8n(9)—80(9)||§/0 /0 18ag(t — u, 0)]| |c(u, 0,) — c(u, 6)| dudt
+/1 Dopu(t,0) + [ Dog(t — u, 0)c(u, 0,)du
o || nlt,0)+ [ gt —u,0)c(u,6,)du

B Oppu(t, 0) + fot Opg(t — u, 0)c(u, Qg)duc(t 0)
wu(t, ) + fg g(t —u,0)c(u, 0y)du 7

c(t, On) (6.12)

dt.

The first term on the right hand side is dealt with using Lemma [3| and
uniform boundedness of Jyg, while the second term is split up into

/

Oppu(t,0) + f; Opg(t — u, O)c(u, bn)du  Dpp(t, 0) + fot Opg(t — u,0)c(u, Oy)du
pl(t,0) + [y 9t —u, 0)c(u, 6,)du plt,0) + fy 9(t = u,0)c(u, 6)du
+ /1 a@ﬂ(t7 Q) + fot a@Q(t — U Q)C(U, 6)O)du

0

pl(t,0) + fy 9t — u,0)c(u, 6)du
To bound the first summand we use Corollary [2[ as well as the uniform

c(t,0,)dt

le(t, 0,,) — c(t, 00)| dt.

boundedness from below of i in order to deduce that the difference of the
fractions converges to zero uniformly in # € ©. Uniform convergence to
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6.1 Proof of Lemma |T|

zero of the entire term then follows from uniform boundedness of c¢. The
second summand is treated similarly to the first term on the right hand
side of (6.12)).

To finish the proof of (ii) we have to show supyeg ||a;, 1S,(0) — s,.(0)|| N

0. We will start with proving the convergence for a fixed 6 € ©. Clearly,

Ha;lSn(Q) — sn(H)H

/1 Opp(t, 0) + fot Dpg(t — u, 0)da, ' N, (u)
o wu(t,0)+ fotg(t —u,0)da; ' N, (u)
B /1 Opp(t, 0) + fot Opg(t —u,0)c(u,0,)du

o u(t,0)+ fot g(t —u,0)c(u,0,)du
+ [ 1

All summands converge to zero in view of a repeated application of Corol-

da, ' N,(t)

c(t,0,)dt

t t
/ Opg(t — u, 0)c(u, 0,)du — / Opg(t — u,0)da, * Ny, (u)|| dt.
0 0

lary [3l To prove that this convergence is uniform we can follow the same
steps as in (Chen and Hall (2013). The only difference is that we additionally
need to show that for every ¢ > 0 there exists § > 0 such that ||6; — 0| <o
implies ||s,(01) — s,(62)|| < e. This property, however, follows easily from
SUPgeo |97 (8) — s0(0)|| — 0 and the fact that such a claim already holds
for sg.

To finish the proof of Lemma [1| we recall . It is clear that Lemma
(b) follows once an'/>S,(6,) £, N(0,Z(6y)) and Lemma (c) have been

established. For the latter, note that supycg ||a;,* 995, (0) — 9gso(0)]] 0
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6.2 Proof of Theorem |T|

can be established in the same way as (ii) above. 09yso(6y) = —Z(6p) and
0, — 0y together with continuity of dysy then give the claim. Finally, the
other claim follows as in Theorem 2 of |Chen and Halll (2013)), replacing
0o by 6, up until the definition of (M), (t). Then M,(t) converges to v(t)

without changing the definition of the latter.

6.2 Proof of Theorem [1]

As a first step in the proof, we will give a preliminary comment from which
several simplifications follow. Some of these are direct, others need more
attention and will be treated in several lemmas.

Suppose that a decomposition of the form

VG (u) = v Fn(u) + Hy(u) (6.13)

with 7, — 1 and ||H,|| — 0 holds. Then, using a,||Ga||*> = 72||F.||* +
[|H,||? + 270 (F, Hy), as well as 72 o, || H, |2 .0 and (F,,H,) <
||Ful| || Hn|| plus Slutsky’s lemma and the continuous mapping theorem, it
is obviously enough to prove weak convergence of ||F,,|| towards a limiting
distribution with the desired properties in order to deduce the claim for

Vanl|Gall.
We use ((6.13)) for two quick simplifications before we need to get more
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6.2 Proof of Theorem |T|

sophisticated. On one hand, Lemma [I(a) allows to replace

VanGo(u) = an (La(u,0,) = L(w)) = NQ) > (nls O ti1, 1) = L(w) Tgeny

i>1
with (\/@//@n) Zi21 (kn(u, én,ti_l,ti) — L(u)> L{t,<13- Second, using the
uniform boundedness of g, and L as well as integrability of 5 and a,, — oo
we can equivalently discuss
Van 3 (kn(u, Ot i) — L(u)) Lt <) (6.14)
Kin i>1

instead, which later allows for a usage of martingale methods.

We will now state several decompositions of the random function in
(6.14), and to keep the notation readable we will provide these in the case
where © is one-dimensional. The extension to an arbitrary dimension d

bears no additional difficulty. We first write
K (w, Oy ti1, ;) — L(u)
- (kzn(u, O ti1,ts) — knlu, 9,“@-_1,1;-)) 4 (K (s Oty 1) — L) |
(6.15)
where the first summand represents the bias due to the estimation of 6,
while the second one can essentially be interpreted as the usual random-

ness of having to estimate a Laplace transform from i.i.d. observations.

To provide an intuition for the latter interpretation, setting F; = F;' =
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6.2 Proof of Theorem |T|

o (Nn(s) | s <t) we have that the conditional distribution of ‘[ti—l A i (t, 0 )dt =
Ay (ti,0,) — Ay (ti—1,0,) given Fy, | is the standard exponential.
We will now provide a series of simplifications for the first summand in

(6.15)) which we can decompose as

On
kn(“’; ena ti—la tz) - kn(ua env ti—la tz) = / Qn(ua T, ti—la tz)dr
0

O nr
= (én — 671) qn(u, On, tio1, ;) +/ / Gn(u, 2, t;_1, t;)dzdr
Gn 0'”
_ (én - en) E (gu(t, O tioa )| Fir_)) (6.16)

+ (én - 971) {Qn(ua ena ti—la tz) -E (Qn(u7 9717 ti—la ti)lfti,l)}

On  pr
+ / / Gn(u, 2, ti1, t;)dzdr
On JOn

where we have set

2

0 N 0
%kn(u,e,r,s) and qn(u,e,r,s)—@kn(u,ﬁ,r,s).

q”(U7 67 r? S) =
Using ((6.13)), the next lemma proves that the latter two terms in (6.16) do

not contribute in the asymptotics. It proof, as well for several other results,

will be given later.

Lemma 4. Let

an(u) :@ <én - 877,) Z {qn(ua gnu ti—h tl) —E (qn(ua ena ti—l) tz)‘]:tz_l)} 1{ti,1§1}

Kn

i>1
én T
Jan N
T K Z/ / Qn(u>Zatifhti)dzd?“l{ti_lgl}
n 1>1 O, On

(1)

—/an (én - en) GV ) + G (w).
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6.2 Proof of Theorem |T|

Then under Condition |Gl |? 0.

Following (6.14)), (6.15) and Lemma |4 we thus only have to establish

the asymptotics associated with the random function

\//i—a_” Z {(én — Hn) E (gn(u, 0y, ti-1, tl')}‘/—-;fi—l)
n 51 (6.17)

+ (kn(u7 0717 ti—lﬂ tl) - L(U))} 1{ti71§1}'

We provide two further auxiliary results regarding the first summand above.

Lemma 5. Set

(4 %M(t 00)

b (w, 0p,tio1) = E (Qn(uﬁn,ti—17ti)‘}-ti,1) and  h(u,0,t) = O 02 C(1.6o)

as well as

~ ~ 1 1
Gn(U) :a'}z/2 <0n — 971) (H— Z hn(u, 071,7 ti—l)l{ti,lgl} — A h(u, 90, t)dt)

o>
=alf? (00— 0,) GV ().

Then under Condition ||@n||2 0.

For the other result we utilize the representation
—-1/2¢ (4 ~1/2 1 0 1/2
0= /28, (00) = a7 25,(6) + a3 555 0r) (9 .y )

which was introduced prior the statement of Lemma [I] Using part (c) of

that lemma, we can, up to a null set, write

a2 (9 .y > agl/QSn(Qn)
—a;12.5,(6,)

n 00
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6.2 Proof of Theorem |T|

According to (6.13)), Lemmal[lj(c), Lemma[5|and the previous simplifications
leading to (6.17) it remains to establish weak convergence of ||G,|| with

G(u) =a;'/? (% /0 h(u, 0y, t)dt

1 (6.18)
+C(1, 8) Z (Fn(u, Onstio1,ti) — L(u)) 1{ti—1fl}> .

i>1

In fact, we will only prove that the #-valued random variable G, (-) con-
verges weakly to an H-valued Gaussian limiting variable Gy, (-), as the result
then follows from an application of the continuous mapping theorem. For
the proof of the afore-mentioned weak convergence in a Hilbert space we
will rely in particular on Theorem 1.8.4 invan der Vaart and Wellner (1996)
which contains two sufficient conditions.

The first condition which needs to be checked is asymptotic finite-
dimensionality. Denoting an orthonormal basis of H by {e; | j € J} this
amounts to showing that for every ,0 > 0 there exists a finite set [ C J
such that limsup,, . P <2j¢1<éna ej)? > 5) <e

Clearly it is sufficient to prove this property for the two summands in

(6.18)) separately. For the first summand it is relatively simple. First, utiliz-

ing Lemma(c) and (6.13)) we may equivalently discuss an/ <9 -0 > fo u, 0g, t)

Now, Lemma (b) implies tightness of the sequence /a, (én — Gn), i.e. the

existence of A > 0 such that limsup,_, P ()\/a_n (én - Hn)

> A) <e/2.
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6.2 Proof of Theorem |T|

Hence only the existence of I such that
! S €
P ; </O h(u, 6o, t)dt, ej> > ] <5
needs to be shown, and this is an easy consequence of Bessel’s inequality
since Condition (c) implies boundedness of || [ h(u, 8, t)dt||>.
The discussion of the other summand in (6.18)) is more subtle. Note
first that E (ky(u, 6, ti-1,t;) — L(w)|F,_,) = 0 holds for every i, utilizing
that the F;,_;-conditional distribution of &, (u, 0,,t;_1,t;) equals the one of

exp(—uX) for X ~ exp(1) and is independent of F;,_;. Hence, by Fubini’s

theorem we obtain

E ((kn(t, On, tio1, i) — L(-), €5)| Fry)
(6.19)

= /000 E (ku(u, 60, tio1, t;) — L(w)| F,_,) €5(w)B(u)du = 0,

and for any choice of i; # 15 we thus have

E ((kn(> 9n7ti1*17ti1) - L(>7 ej) 1{ti1—1S1} <kn(7 9n7ti2*17ti2) - L()’ €j> 1{t¢2—1§1}) =0
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6.2 Proof of Theorem |T|

by successive conditioning. To summarize,

—1/2 )
Qan
<0<wo> > (ks st 1) = L(w) 1{tu<l},ej>

i>1

an
- C2(1, 0) ZE ((kn(u, O, tioa, ti) — L(uw), e;)’ L, 1<1y)
an
- C2(1, 0) ZE (E ((kn(u, Op, i1, t;) — L(u),ej>2‘]:ti_1) Ly i <1y)

-4 g ((exp(—uX) — L(u), ej(“)>2) E(Na(1) +1)

<KE ((exp(—uX) — L(u), ¢;(u))?)
where we have used Lemma [I|(a) and Condition [I(c) in the last step. The
claim then follows again from Bessel’s inequality, this time in connection
with dominated convergence and Markov’s inequality, utilizing

> E ((exp(—uX) — L(u), e;(u))*) <E (|lexp(—uX) — L(u)|[*) < oo.

jeJ

The second condition of Theorem 1.8.4 in van der Vaart and Wellner

(1996) regards weak convergence of

<C~¥n,f> :% </01 h<u,90,t)dt,f(u)>

—1/2
CLn/

C(1,6p) Z (kn(u,0p, tio, t) — L), f(w)) 1y, <1y-

i>1

+

(6.20)
towards (Gy,, f) for each f € H. Here, Gy, is an H-valued Gaussian random

variable. Precisely, we will show the afore-mentioned weak convergence with
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6.2 Proof of Theorem |T|

(Goy, f) ~ N (0,0%(f)) for f € H, which is enough to deduce Gaussianity

of Gy, and determines its distribution uniquely. Here,

o*(f) =

/1 (( b, 00, td, f(u)>>2 (Z4(s,00))

1-(90) /1“(87 80)

(Jo hlu, b, t)dt, f () d A(f)
I(QO)C(L 00) (I)(f)%:u(S, (90) + Wu(s, 90)> ds

with ®(f) = [° o [ (W)B(u)du and

A(f) :/OOO /OOO (1+i+v - (1+u)1(1+v)) Bu) f(w)B(v) f(v)dudv.

Hence, let f € H be fixed from now on.

+ 2

For the proof of the weak convergence stated above we will rely on
a martingale central limit theorem provided as Theorem 2.2.13 in |Jacod
and Protter| (2012) for which we need some preparation. Loosely speaking,
the problem is that both summands on the right hand side of can be
regarded as end points of martingales but with respect to different filtrations
(the first one with respect to JF; for every t € [0, 1], the second one with
respect to F;,_, for every i). Hence we are looking for an approximation of
(Gy,, f) by an end point of a martingale with respect to the same filtration.
For this, we use a “big blocks, small blocks”-strategy. Let p € N and
0 < o < 1/2 be fixed, and set £, = |a2], as well as ¢,,(j) = j(p + 1),

and d, ,(7) = j(p + 1)€, + pl,, and recall that one way to prove the weak
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6.2 Proof of Theorem |T|

c . . .
convergence Y, — Z (for generic random variables) is to show

Znp £, Z, as n — oo, for any fixed p € N, (6.21)
Z, 55 Z as p — oo, (6.22)
lim limsup P(|Y,, — Z,.»| > n) =0, for any n > 0, (6.23)

P—=30  nsoo
for auxiliary random variables Z,, , and Z,. We will begin with a version of

(6.23]) in our setting, for which we recall the definition of U, (¢,0) in (3.8)).

Lemma 6. Let

|‘(P+1)Zn -1 1
(p+1)¢, (fo h(u, by, t)dt, f(u)) 1 "
Z ( Z(6y) va C(1,6) p’j(f)>

p,j < n ’L 17 {Cnp(1)<t dn,p(j)}
\% p+]‘ noi>1 an

- E (UTL(t’Ll) e’n)l{cn,p(j) <ti_1gdn,p(j>}

fﬂn,p(f) >)

and
1
ralf) (p+1)0,
Z <<kn(u> 0n7 ti—l) tl) - L(U), f(u)> 1{Cn p(]) <t < n,p(j) 7ti< Cn,p(jJrl)}
i>1 moT

- E <<kn(u7 enu ti—h tz) - L(U), f(u)> 1{Cn‘,lz;(j) <ti71§dn£1(j),ti§ Cn,pa(i-‘-l)}

fﬂn,p(j) ) >

Then, for any n > 0,

lim lim sup P <‘<G~'n,f> — Gmp(f)‘ > 77) =0.

P—=0 pnoco
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6.3 Proof of Lemma |Z|

By definition, G, ,(f) for each fixed p is the end point of a martingale

a

with respect to the filtration associated with F.,,; for j = 0,1,... Note
that each (';(f) is measurable with respect to Fen,i+y, for which the

is needed. However, as seen from

additional condition of t; < —C"*Péjﬂ)

(6.29) below, adding this condition does not alter the overall asymptotic

behaviour.

To finish the proof of Theorem [1| we need to prove (6.21)) and (6.22)) for

Gnp(f). In fact, we will only prove the analogue of (6.21)) in the following

result as it is trivial to deduce (6.22)) afterwards.
Theorem 2. Under Condition and for any fixed f and p, we have

GuplF) = N (0. 5250%()).

6.3 Proof of Lemma [4]

Regarding the first summand, note that the sequence /an(én —0,) is tight

according to Lemma [1[b). Hence it is sufficient to show

_ 2
E (HGS)

) - /OOOE ((Gnl)(u))2> B(u)du = o(1),

where we have used Fubini’s theorem. By construction,

1
E ((Gnl)(u))2> =3 ZE ((Qn(% On,ti1,t;) — E (gn(u, 6y, ti—lyti)‘};&i_J)Q 1{t,-,1§1}) :

noi>1
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6.3 Proof of Lemma |Z|

To finish the proof for the first summand we will show uniform bound-
edness of g, (u,0,,t;_1,t;), as then

E(N,(1) + 1)

E((0Pw)’) < Kﬁ% SE(lg,en) <K — o(1)

noi>1

(use Lemma [[a) and integrability of 3) concludes. To prove the afore-

mentioned uniform boundedness we write

0u(1, 0,7, 5)] < exp (—u / w(t,e)dt) /

where we have used Condition (c) to justify the exchange of integral and

9
Prls

t, 9)‘ dt,

derivative. The same assumption allows to bound the right hand side above
by

ga(11,0,7,5)] < K exp (—u / anu<t,e>dt)uan / ult, 0)dt,

using the fact that u(t, ) is uniformly bounded from below while |% w(t, 0)]|
is uniformly bounded from above. zexp(—x) < 1 for x > 0 finishes the
proof for the first summand.

For the second summand, note that a similar argument in combination
with the boundedness of 22 exp(—z) for x > 0 yields |g,(u,0,7,s)] < K.

2

Hence, |G7(12)(u)| < K.,/a, 0p — 0, (No(1)+ 1) /Ky, and Slutsky’s lemma

in combination with Lemma [I[(a) and (b) proves that the right hand side
is op(1). Since the same upper bound (up to a possibly different constant)
holds for ||G§12)|| as well, the proof is complete. O
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6.4 Proof of Lemma Igl

6.4 Proof of Lemma [5l

Let us start with some remarks regarding integrals with respect to inhomo-
geneous Poisson processes. For any F-stopping time R, any s > 0, and any

bounded measurable function ¢ > 0 we have

]—"R> =E </R+S go(t,@n)dNn(t)‘}"R)

R

E (Z Lir<ti<rtsy@(ti, 0n)

i>1

— K (an /R+S o(t, 0,)u(t, en)dt‘}“R)

R

as well as

Fa).

R+s
.7:3) =F (an/ @2(t,9n)u(t,9n)dt

R

Var </R+S ©(t,0,)dN, (1)

R

~

We now write (A}’S)(u) = Gg)(u) +GY (u) + Gy (u) with

1
Gg) (u) = i (Z hn(u, Gn,ti,l)l{ti_lgl} — / hn(u, 9n, t)anu(t, Qn)dt> y
0

K
™ o\i>1

1
a® (u) :/ (%hn(u,en,t)u(t,en) —h(u,@n,t)) dt,
0

Rn

G (u) = / 1 (h(u, 0, t) — h(u, 6o, 1)) dt.

).

o(1), and we prove the claim above separately for @%2), G and GYY. The

Obviously, as in the proof of Lemma , it suffices to show E () ‘69)

latter is an immediate consequence of Condition [Ifc) and dominated con-

vergence.
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6.4 Proof of Lemma Igl

For the first one, note that we may write

~ 1 !
GO () = — (Z P (U O ti1) Lty <1y —/ hn(u,ﬁn,t)anu(t,en)dt>
0

K
™ o\i>1

_ 1 (/01 (1, 0, £)d N, (1) — /01 hn(u,en,t)anmt,f)n)dt) + op(1)

Kn
where the error term is due to up to two additional summands according

to 1g,_,<1y instead of 1o<s,<1y. In particular, this error term is uniformly

bounded by definition of h, and g,, and it is then easy to obtain

B ( (P w)’)

_E (i (/01 (11, 00 £)AN, (1) — /01 (1, Qn,t)anu(t,én)dtf) +o(1)

K
1 [t
=— R (w, 0, t)anpu(t, 0,)dt + o(1) = o(1)
Kn Jo
with again uniformly bounded error terms. Dominated convergence con-
cludes.
The most involved part of the proof regards @7(13), and we begin with

deriving a suitable functional form for h,(u,0,,t;—1). On the set where

s > t;_1, we have

P (tz Z S‘f-tifl) =P (A(tu 971) - A(ti—la en) 2 A(Sa en) - A(ti—la 6n)|‘Fti,1)

= exp <—/ anp(r, 9n)d7“) ,
ti—1

which gives the conditional density

ftifl (S) = exp <_/ CLn[L(’f’, en)dr) anu(s, en)1{8>t¢71}' (624)
ti—1
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6.4 Proof of Lemma |€|

As a consequence, we have by definition of ¢, (u, 0, 7, s) and using integration

by parts as well as a change of variables

hon(u, 0,1 1) :/ exp( / appi(r, 0,)dr ) ( uan/ %,u(r, Gn)dr)
ti_1 —1
exp (—/ anpi(r, 0,) dr> anpi(s,0,)
ti—
:/ exp(—(u—i—l)/ anp(r, 6,)d )(
ti—1 ti—1

u

0 ti—1+s a
- — Ty /0' exXp <_(U + 1)/ an,u(r, Qn)dr) an%u(ti_l + S, 9n>d5

ti—1

uan ae,u(r, Gn)dr) anpi(s,0,)ds

Again, Condition (c) allows to exchange integrals and derivatives. Using
the shorthand notation g;,(s) = [o pu(r+t,0,)dr and fi,(s) = Zu(t+s,0,),

and another change of variables, we can hence write

hn(ua env t) = -

1+u /Ooo exp (—(u + 1)angin(8s)) anfin(s)ds

u > tn(2=) — Gen(0
=~ funO) / exp <_(u+1)sg’ la) — gl >>ds

— 5 j: - /OOO exp (—(u+ 1)sgt’"<i); gt’”(0)> (ft,n (i) — ft,n(())) ds

an

= WD (u, 0,,t) + KD (u, 6, 1).

2
Proving [, (fl Z”h (u, O, ) pu(t, Qn)dt> B(u)du = o(1) follows quickly, as

Condition [Ic) grants boundedness of all coefficients as well as

/OOO exp (—(u + 1)39t,n(ﬁ)i— gt,n(0)> (ft,n (%) B ft,n(0)> o

an

K
<K/ —eXp —Ks)ds < —.

Qn
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6.5 Proof of Lemma |6|

We ﬁnally prove
/ </ (anh M (u, 0, ) palt, 0,) — h(u,%,t)) dt> B(u)du = o(1).
0 0 Kn,

Note that we can rewrite

e D10 il
u+ 1C(1,00) 00" "™ tu+ Dult, 0,)"

:_u+1/£nft ()

hu, 0,,t) = — £,0,)

(at Dg o)

utilizing Condition [Ifc). Hence, using dominated convergence three times,

(6.25)) follows from showing

7}13)10 {exp (—(u + 1)sgt’n(;>i— 9t,n(0)> —exp (—(u+ 1)89£,n(0))} =0,

an

uniformly in u, ¢t and s. The latter is an easy consequence from Lipschitz

continuity of z — exp(—z) on [~ K, 00) and Condition [Ifc). O

6.5 Proof of Lemma

Recall the identities given at the beginning of the proof of Lemma [5| Uti-
lizing
R+s

ZU i— 17 1{R<t1 1<R+s} _/ Un(t79n>dNn(t) (626>

i>1 R

and the definition of U, (¢,0) in (3.8), we can then write

1 1
0
5,00 = [ Ualt. 0 (0.00) = 3 Unlti1s 0 Loz sy | ottt
0 0

i>1
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6.5 Proof of Lemma |6|

and setting

-=n

gpvj - \/ﬁ — ( n Z 17 {dnl;zzl(j)<ti_1gcn,1;(i+1)}
K2

- K (Un(tzb 9 )1{dn pU ><t <on, p<]+1)}

fdnp(])))

cn,p(i+1) cn,p(i+1)

:;)g</i " Un(t,en)dNn(t)—E</ Ut 0,)dN, (1)

dn,p(])
an

(p+1

n,p(])
(6.27)

we then obtain

LGty -1

_ p+ 1), n
an1/23n<9n) _ ; Z 3y
j=0

an

L(p+1)én 1
(p+ 1), —-1/2 /
— o 4 U,(t,0,)dN,(t
TS T ([ e
1
—E Un(t,0,)dN,(t)|F (p+1)ln )
L(F‘i’l)enJ

(p+1)ln
\'(I"Fl)[nj . an

Using the final representation for 5 above we get

\‘ <P+1>en

E M Z g;"j

7=0
it en.p (1) >
_, Dk (Wi: LR () K
n Qp, =0 (p + 1)€ dnﬂ,‘ip(]’) /.L(t, en) >~ D I 1

where we have applied the martingale structure in the first equality as well

as Condition [I|(c) and the definitions of ¢, ,(j) and d,,(j) for the final
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6.5 Proof of Lemma |6|

bound. Similarly,

1
E ((ag“z ( / Un(t, 0,)dN,(2)
|z ) e

2
1
— E U,(t,0,)dN,(t)|F p1)en
( L(p+1)e J(pﬂ”" ( ) ( ) L(p-H)MJ( - >)>
1 Zu(t, 0
_ Mdt < Kﬂ'

(p+1)2n (t 0 ) An

L(p+1)€ ]

By definition of ¢, is then easy to deduce
Feesirmdi’

;Lglirslsogpl? a128,(0,) — W Jz:; &il=n] =0
which (together with the uniform boundedness of the other factors appear-
ing) finishes the first part of the proof.

The second part of the proof is slightly more involved. We need to
reproduce most of the arguments given previously on one hand, but we also

need to discuss the additional condition of t; < M We will start with

the former and, setting

Cp,j (f) \/pT ; U 0717 li1,ti ) - L(U), f(u>> 1{Cn£}j)<t171§dn¢’lﬁ(j)}’

)= Ty 25 Mt = L0 S0 i oy
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6.5 Proof of Lemma |6|

discuss

1/2 En n
072 S (b, B s, ) — L), f(1)) Ly ey — ) BT Z o

1>1

P+1)ZnJ 1

el A

Qn,

+ 0,2 (ke (w, O i1, i) = L(w), f(w) 1 <t <1y

1)¢
i>1 (P+)n

First, applying (6.19) with f in place of e; gives

E (<kn(u7 07’“ ti—17ti> - L(u)7 f(u)> 1{Cn p(])<t dn,p(j)} fcn,p(j)) — 0
after successive conditioning utilizing
E (LiresyX | Fr) = E (L{res)E (X|F5)| Fr) (6.28)

for a generic random variable X and generic stopping times R and S. By

uniform boundedness of (k,(u, 6,,,t;—1,t;) — L(u), f(u)) for a fixed f we then

get
(p+ 1), el 2 (p+1)0 LRI
p -n D n -=n
E a— Z Cp,j(f) = a— Z Var <ij(f)>
n =0 n j=0

an,

1 L(P"’l)z’nJ 1 c <.+1) d ()
<o (=) - (7))
ap =0 ap ap
Lriyer |1

S S

a
n =0
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6.5 Proof of Lemma |6|

and we also have

p+ 1),

. (
1/2ZE( u en,tl 1,t) L(’U/),f( )>’ 1{L(p+1)[ J(P+1)Zn<t <1}> S K \/a/_

i>1

which converges to zero as n — oo, by definition of ¢,,. For these terms we
can then conclude as in the first step of the proof, ignoring bounded factors
again.

Finally, we need to bound

I—(p+1

o N pyRaa Z (G0 - Gun)

G

g 2
-l Ty B (G- 6un) )

=0

where we have used the martingale structure for both summands again.

Note that, applying (6.19) again,

¢ =) = MTE; (U, O ti1,t) — L(u), f(u)) X

(1{Cn(,lz;l(j)<ti_lgdn:;(j) ’ti>cn,;;(i‘+1)} - E (1{Cnt,1;;(j) <ti_ <dn P(J) i >Cn pG+1)

an

]:Cn,pm)) .

Clearly, for any fixed j the number of indices 7 satisfying ”"(J ) < tio1 <

d”ﬂ% and t; > %ﬁfl) is at most one. Thus, by uniform boundedness
again,
L<P+1 an 1 2
(p+ 1), ~ K
0 ( n(F) ) < (629
Ay, Z pv](f) pv](f) — (p_l_ 1)€n ( )
which finishes the proof. O
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6.6 Proof of Theorem |§|

6.6 Proof of Theorem [2

According to Theorem 2.2.13 in [Jacod and Protter| (2012) it is enough to

prove

LGtye -1 2 " h(u u
SR (R o (AT o)

a 7(6y) vi T Gyt

J=0

as well as convergence of

Ltz 11 1 2
(p+ 1)L, (Jo N(u, b0, t)dt, f(u)) ., n
a2 BT Z(0) rit G, g ra)) ) [T

J=0

towards

(U R 8o, ), )\ (s, 00))°
p+1Jy Z(6y) (s, 0o)

(o 1o, 0. )dE, f(u) o 0 A(f)
IO, 60 ) gghts 00+ & gl eo>> s,

90
(6.30)

+ 2

in probability as n — oo, the latter for any r € [0, 1], and everything for a
fixed p and a fixed f. The proof is then finished as 1' equals #02( f)
for 7 = 1. Regarding the terms involving (J';(f), note that we may replace
them by Z;; ;(f) for both claims because the same reasoning that was leading

to (6.29) applies here as well.

For the fourth moments, note that we only need to prove uniform

boundedness of E(|&;|*) and E(|Zg](f)\4) For the first one, recall basi-
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6.6 Proof of Theorem |§|

Fcn,p<j))> bl
an

cally from ([6.27)) that we can write

dn,p(3) dn,p(j)
n 1 an Tan
5p,j - (p + 1)£n ( Cn(,l;;(j) Un(t, en)dNn(t) - E <[n’p(j) Un(t, en)dNn(t)

an

and (2.1.37) in |Jacod and Protter| (2012)) shows

E(1&,1")
dn,p(3) dn,p(3)

]_ an 4 an
(p + 1)0)? X q @n ﬂn,pm Un(t, 0)u(t, 0,)dt + (an ﬁn,pm

an an

p p?
§K<@+W&+@+D><K

Utilizing (6.19)) we also have

2
U2 (t,0,)u(t, Gn)dt>

(p+1)C =1

< K— {ZE < ’LL enatz 1,ti ) L(U), f(u)>4 1{Cn p<7)<t d"vl;(j)}>

2
<ZE ( (t, O, i, 1) — L(u), f(u))? 1{cn,p(j><ti1<dn,p(j>})>

i>1

By uniform boundedness of (k,(u,0,,t;_1,t;) — L(u), f(u)) we then obtain

BIG ) < K (ot + o) <K

as above.
We will finally discuss the convergence towards (6.30]), but we will re-
strict ourselves to the case r = 1 as the proof is completely similar in the

general setting. First, recalling the rules established in the beginning of the
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6.6 Proof of Theorem |§|

proof of Lemma []
1 dn.p(5)
n |2 ) - - an ; )
E (|fp,j| "Fcn:}i(])> CEa Var (ﬁwm Un(8,0n)dN, ()| F nﬁm)
dn,p(j) dn,p(3) F) 2
a an Qp, an (_M(‘S? en))
= — U2(s, 0, ,0,)ds = ———— ~O02 (s
(p+ 1)y Jenot) (3, 0n)0(s, On)ds (p+ 1)l Jeno) w(s, 6y) i
Also, using and (| again,
E (15 (NP Fansn ) = o x
I ) = e,
ZE ( U enatl 17t ) L(u)7 f(u)>2|fti—l) 1{Cn&1:l(j)<ti_1gdn&i(j>} fcng;fj)) ;

i>1

and we also have
B ((kn(t, 0, i1, 1) — L), f()*|Fo,_y) = E ((exp(—uX) — L(u), f(u))?)

with X ~ exp(1) again. A use of Fubini’s theorem proves

E ((exp(—uX) — L(u), f(u))’)

[ L (o ek w2

exp(—x)dzf(u) f(u)duf(v) f(v)dv

B /OOO /OOO (1 e T u)1<1 - U)) B(u) f () B(v) f (v)dudv = A(f).

Hence,

= (G0rage) = Grmg 2 (7 (%27) -9 (57) o)

L~ s 00d
= (s, 0,)ds.
(p+1)¢, enp(j)

56



6.6 Proof of Theorem |§|

We finally have to discuss E ( " " 'f n pm), which becomes

1

CEEA h’ZZQZIJE (Up(ti,—1,00) (R, 0, tiy—1, ts,) — Lw), f(u)) x

]:Cnp<]))

(6.31)

1{%;1;,(]) <in, pm}

<ti;—1,tig—1

after applying (6.19). The same reasoning also proves that the conditional

expectation above vanishes for 7; < i5. On the other hand, for any fixed i,

we obtain

Z E (Un(tiy—1,0n) (kn(u, 0, ti,—1,ti,) — L(u), f(u)) x

11>19

Fen pm)

=E (Un(tiw en) <kn<u7 Qnatiz—latm) - L(u), f(u)> 1{Cn p(J)<t12 1<tiy <dn p(7)}

5)-

(n(u, On,y tip—1,ti,) — L(uw), f(u)) 1{Cn:;(j)<ti2_1<ti2§dn(’f;(j)}

1{Cnl,1pu> <dn pm}

<ti;—1 tZQ,

-FCn p(])

an,

+ E ( Z E |:Un(ti1—17gn)l{t¢2<til_lg‘w}
i1>ia+1

‘Fcn,p(j):| .

an
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6.6 Proof of Theorem |§|

From (/6.26)) the term above thus becomes

]E (1{Cn p(J)<t22 1<t; <dn,1zl(j)} <kn(u7 6”7 ti2—17 tm) - L(u)7 f(u)>

0
an%,u(r, Qn)dr> .Fcng;(j) )

= E <E <1{ti21<ti2<dn(;p(j)} (kn(u, «9n, tiz—la tzz) — L(u), f(u)>

0
an%ﬁb(r? 9n>dr>

We apply (6.24). Hence, setting

dn,p(J)
an

(Un@@ 6.) + /

tiy

dn,p(F)
an,

(Un@h, 6.) + /

tiy

Fen pm) :

Ei21> 1{Cn(ﬁl<j)<t’i2 dn, p(])}
dn,p(5)

(£ 1) = /t“” (exp (—u /t anilr, Hn)dr) _ L(u)> «

dn,p(]) s
(Un(s,ﬁn) +/ " an%u(r, Qn)dr> exp (—/ anp(r, Hn)dr) anpi(s,0,)ds
s t

]:cnpm) flu )>

and utilizing Fubini’s theorem, (/6.31) becomes

E o 1 Cn, () dn,p(4)
(p+1 < ( n ZQ 7 z;j<ti2—< p]

i9>1
1 dn,p(9)
- W <Kn,p(j) a”a”(t>u)ﬂ(t, en)dt, f(u)> .

Regarding the inner integral, we obtain

dn,p(3) dn,p(4) 1 dn,p(3) a
/ 7.L a0 (b, w)pu(t, 0, )dt = / ” <Un(37 On) + / ' an%”(ra Qn)dT) X

n,p(J) n,p(J) 1 —I— u

an,

(exp (— ﬁn o anpu(r, Qn)dr> — exp (— ﬁnpm (1 +wayu(r, Qn)dr>) anii(s, 0,)ds

an, an

from Fubini’s theorem first. Evaluating the latter integral is hard, but

several applications of Condition [I|(c) as well as ¢, being of the order a2,
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6.6 Proof of Theorem |§|

0 < o < 1/2, allow to replace u(s,0,) by ,u(c””( ),Gn) with an error or
small order, and similarly for the derivatives. Also, the summand involving

Un(s,6,) is of small order as well. Hence the approximation

dn,p(j) d"yp(j) 1 a ( ) d ( )
an an CnplJ n,p\J
nCn (t t,0,)dt = 2 P20, [ =L g ) x
cn,p(5) n@ ( ,U)M( ’ ) enpl) 1 +ua"89ﬂ( [07% ’ ) ( Qn, i

= oxp (—an(ut (=200, (5= ) ) )2 gy 1 o)

Qn Qn an

with a small order term uniform in 6 and u holds (note again that p is

fixed). To evaluate the latter integral we use

/a exp(—K (s —a))(b—s)ds = (b—a)K—(1 —Kescp(—(b —a)K))

for generic positive a,b and K, and we see that the latter fraction to first

order equals in our setting. To summarize,
dn,p(J)
an 1 1 0 cup(d)
nCin (1, t,0,)dt = 1— ?, P22 06,) (1 1
oy (0,00 = (1= Y g @2 ) (14 of1)

an

with a small order term as above. Using Condition [I|c) again we can then

write (6.31)) as

dn,p(j)
p 0 L cnp(d) an, an 0
——O(f) = : 0,) (1 1)) = ——F7-—0 — (s, 0,)ds (1 1)).
p+ 1 (f) 89#’( a, ’ ) ( + 0( )) (p + 1)€n (f) — aelu(s ) 3( + 0( ))
The result is now easy to conclude from Condition [Ifc) again. O]
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