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Mean-Field Limits for Nearly Unstable Hawkes Processes

Grégoire Szymanski* and  Wei Xuf

Abstract

In this paper, we establish general scaling limits for nearly unstable Hawkes processes in a
mean-field regime by extending the method introduced by Jaisson and Rosenbaum [38]. Under
a mild asymptotic criticality condition on the self-exciting kernels {¢"}, specifically ||¢™| 1 — 1,
we first show that the scaling limits of these Hawkes processes are necessarily stochastic Volterra
diffusions of affine type. Moreover, we establish a propagation of chaos result for Hawkes systems
with mean-field interactions, highlighting three distinct regimes for the limiting processes, which
depend on the asymptotics of n(1 — ||¢™||;1)?. These results provide a significant generalization of
the findings by Delattre et al. [19].
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1 Introduction

1.1 Motivation

A d-variate Hawkes process N := (Ny,...,Ny), when d > 1, is a d-dimensional time-inhomogeneous
Poisson process, where the intensity A\ depends linearly on the past of the process N. More precisely,
its intensity at time ¢, denoted by A(t) := (A1(t),..., Aq(t)), is defined as

d d
N(t) =i+ Y > bt —Tih) =i+ ¢ij(t —s)dN;(s), t>0,i=1,...,d, (1.1)

J=1 7 k<t j=17(01)
where the background rate u € Rﬂlr represents the external excitation, and the kernel ¢ € LllOC (Ry; RiXd)
captures the self-/mutual excitation effects between components. Here, 7;j denotes the arrival time of
the k-th event of type j. Given a background rate p and a kernel ¢, a Hawkes process can be uniquely
characterized in distribution (see for instance [12]).

Initially introduced by G. Hawkes [29, 30] to study interactions between earthquakes and their
aftershocks, Hawkes processes have since been applied in a wide range of fields, including neuroscience
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[28, 44], genome analysis [47], social sciences [41, 43|, and interactions in social networks [51]. Hawkes-
based models have also gained popularity in finance, where they play a key role in risk estimation
[13], credit modeling [27], and market microstructure modeling [3, 4, 6, 32]. Their success is primarily
due to two factors: ease of use and flexibility. More specifically, Hawkes-based models not only
provide clear and interpretable dynamics, but many quantities of interest can also be computed in
closed form. Furthermore, these models can be extended to accommodate complex stochastic systems,
incorporating features such as self-inhibition [16], multi-dimensional structures [19], non-linearity [52],
or quadratic feedback mechanisms [10]. For a comprehensive review of Hawkes processes and their
various applications, we refer to [5].

In many cases, Hawkes processes are used to model microstructural behaviors, such as the arrival
of orders in financial markets or the spiking of single neurons in neuroscience. A natural question is
how these microstructural descriptions translate to macroscopic scales after appropriate scaling. Such
limits can provide valuable insights into the macroscopic properties of these complex systems. Early
studies on the long-term behavior of Hawkes processes primarily focused on their stability. A Hawkes
process N is considered stable (in the sense that it converges to a stationary state; see [12, Definition
1] for more details) if p(||¢[/;1) < 1, where

ol = [ ottyan= ([~ oo el (1.2

and p(A) denotes the spectral radius of the matrix A. This condition is commonly referred to as the
stability condition. It was first identified in [31] using the cluster representation of Hawkes processes,
along with the criticality of discrete-state branching processes. The result was later extended to the
non-linear case in [12] and to the univariate case with ||¢[/;1 <1 and g =0 in [11].

Under the stability condition, Bacry, Delattre, Hoffmann, and Muzy [4] proved a functional law of

large numbers for N, stating that

N(Tt)—CQ't af)’O

0<t<1 ‘

where ¢ := (I — ||¢|| Ll)_l u and T is the identity matrix. Moreover, under an additional light-tailed
condition,

/OO Vip(t) dt < oo, (1.3)
0

they also established a functional central limit theorem,

\/T<N(;:t)—co-t> i)cl-B(t) as T — oo,

where B is a standard d-dimensional Brownian motion. Recently, Horst and Xu [33] generalized these
results in the univariate case by relaxing condition (1.3). Additionally, they established a functional
central limit theorem for an unstable Hawkes process N with ||¢||;1 = 1, where the limiting process
is a Gaussian process with long-range dependence.

The condition ||¢[/;1 < 1 can be relaxed by considering a sequence of nearly unstable Hawkes
processes N, where the stability condition of [12] is asymptotically violated. In [37, 38], Jaisson
and Rosenbaum consider a sequence of Hawkes processes (N", \") with kernel ¢" = a,, - ¢ for some
ll¢l|r = 1 and a,, < 1. They construct scaling limits that converge to a non-negative limit process,
exhibiting both affine and self-exciting properties. The limit process differs significantly depending on
whether the kernel is light-tailed or heavy-tailed:



o If fooo to(t) dt < oo, the rescaled intensity converges weakly, as a,, — 1, to a Cox-Ingersoll-Ross
(CIR) process & defined by

§(t):/0 b(a—&(s )d8+/ o\/&(s)dB(s), t>0. (1.4)

Moreover, the rescaled Hawkes process converges weakly to the integrated process of .

o If [(“to(t)dt = oo and [ ¢(t)dt ~ C-T~% as T — oo for some v € (1/2,1), then the rescaled
Hawkes process converges weakly, as a, — 1, to the integrated process of a non-negative process
& that solves the following stochastic Volterra equation:

t — g a—1 —S
g(t):/o %-b(a—g(s))ds+/o (;( o JEB)dB(s), t>0.  (L5)

The weak convergence of the rescaled intensity to £ was established in a recent work [34].

Analogous results for the multivariate case are established in [21, 48]. These limit results are of
great interest in mathematical finance, as they provide a microeconomic foundation for the Heston
model and link Hawkes processes to the theory of rough volatility introduced in [26]. Recently, they
have been adapted to study the properties of rough models in [22] and to explain market impact
characteristics in [20, 39]. These results have also been generalized to quadratic Hawkes processes in
[17], establishing a connection between quadratic Hawkes models and rough volatility models to study
the Zumbach effect.

All the aforementioned results mainly focus on the long-term behavior of Hawkes processes, which
is particularly relevant for financial applications. However, different asymptotic regimes can also
be considered in various contexts. For instance, as an important application in neuroscience, Hawkes
processes have been used to model neuron interactions, and their mean-field limits are widely accepted
and considered more appropriate in this setting. Typically, we are interested in a particle system
consisting of n exchangeable Hawkes processes N7, ..., N’ sharing a common intensity

ey AR — X ~ [ — ) dN"(s
AL () = (1) n(m; [ ote=9avy)). (16)

Under some non-degeneracy conditions, Delattre, Fournier and Hoffmann [19] proved a propagation
of chaos as n — oo. In this regime, particles become mutually independent asymptotically and behave
as a sequence of orthogonal inhomogeneous Poisson processes with common intensity given by the
unique solution of the Volterra integral equation

t
At = ,u+/ Bt — s)As ds.
0

Later, this result was generalized to age-dependent processes in [14] and to space-dependent networks
in [15], where more general limit results were obtained. For age-dependent Hawkes processes, the mean-
field limit can be expressed as a system of partial differential equations, similar to those introduced
in [45], while space-dependent networks converge to a CIR-type diffusion. Other processes related to
Hawkes processes specific to neuroscience have been studied in [23, 46]. Fluctuations and deviations
around these limits have also been explored in [24, 25].



1.2 Main results and organization of the paper

The main objective of this work is twofold. Firstly, we generalize the results in [37, 38] by consid-
ering more flexible assumptions on the self-exciting kernel ¢™. Specifically, we remove the assumption
that ¢" = a,¢ and instead consider general kernels ¢" satisfying ||¢™|| — 1. This allows us to derive
more general limiting stochastic Volterra processes that belong to the class studied in [2]. In partic-
ular, our limit models in the univariate case uniquely solve stochastic Volterra equations in the form
of

§(t):F(t)'a+/0f(t—s)'ax/f(s)dB(s), t>0, (1.7)

that significantly extend the limit models (1.4)-(1.5), where a,o > 0, F' is a probability distribution
function on R} with density f uniquely determined by the Laplace transform

R _ > —z2z -1
/0 e f(t)dt—<b+c-z+/0 (I—e )V(da:)) , 2>0,

for some constants b, ¢ > 0 and o-finite measure v(dz) on (0, o) satisfying [;~(1 A z) v(dz) < co. We
also establish analogous results for the multidimensional setting.

Secondly, we address the seemingly different problem of mean-field limits for interacting systems
composed of Hawkes particles. Specifically, we consider a particle system of n exchangeable Hawkes
processes N7, ..., N' with a common intensity given by (1.6), but the background rate p and kernel
¢ are replaced by pu™ and ¢" respectively. Due to the symmetry among particles, the aggregate
process > _,_; NJ* remains a Hawkes process. Our preceding limit theorems demonstrate that after
an appropriate rescaling, it asymptotically behaves as described in (1.7). Based on the important
observation that removing a finite number of coordinates from the particle system (1.6) does not alter
its asymptotic behavior, we first couple it with a new Hawkes particle system in which the common
intensity of all particles inherits the perturbations of all particles except finite fixed ones in the original
particle system. Then we obtain the mean-field limits for (1.6) directly from those of the new system
that are established by using a weak convergence result for empirical distributions of a sequence of
interchangeable abstracted-valued random variables.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we formulate the results concerning the
scaling limits of multidimensional theorem. In Section 3, we provide the mean-field limits for Hawkes
processes and state a propagation of chaos result. All results are proved one-by-one in Sections 4-6.
A summary about Hawkes processes and some additional statements regarding the regularity of our
limit processes are presented in Appendices A and B respectively.

1.3 Notation

Let B be a metric space with metric d, and let m,n € Z,. We denote by B™*" the space of all
m x n matrices A with elements A;; € B for 1 <i <mand 1 <j < n. For p € (0,00] and an interval
I C Ry, let LP(I;B) denote the space of all p-integrable B-valued functions g defined on I, equipped

with the norm
1/p
lolag o= ([ataterorar)

p
loc

We also write ||9HL; = Hg||sz0 " and ||g||rr = Hg||sz0 g Let L (Ry;B) be the space of all functions

g such that g € LP([0,T]; B) for any T > 0.



Let M(B) denote the space of all finite measures v on B. For a function g defined on B, whenever
it is well-defined, we use the notation

v(g) = /B o(z) v(dz).

We endow the space M(B) with the weak topology, meaning that v, — v if v,(9) — v(g) for any
bounded and continuous function g on B.

The convolution of two functions g, h € LIOC(RJr; R) is defined as

(g h)(t) == /0 gt — s)h(s)ds, 1> 0.

We denote by g** the k-th convolution of g with itself. For g € LL (R ;R™!) and h € L} (Ry;R>"),
their convolution is defined as

l
g*h Zgzk*hk] 1<i<m,1 <5< n.
k=1

We also write g o h for the composition of two functions ¢ and h, i.e., go h(t) = g(h(t)), when this
makes sense.

Throughout this paper, we use the generic constant C', which may vary from line to line.

2 Scaling limits for multidimensional Hawkes processes

2.1 Statement of the main results

In this section, we establish a scaling limit theorem for a sequence of multivariate Hawkes processes,
generalizing the results of [37, 38].

For each n > 1, we consider a filtrated probability space ({2,.%,.%;, P) on which a d-dimensional
Hawkes process N" is defined, with intensity A" given by

t
A (t) = p" —i—/o o"(t —s)dN"(s), t>0,

for some background rate u" € R and self-exciting kernel ¢" € LIOC(R+;RiXd). We refer to Ap-
pendix A for a precise definition of Hawkes processes (see Definition A.1).

Let 1™ denote the resolvent of the second kind associated with ¢", defined as
k=1

We denote by A" the compensator of N and define M™ := N™ — A™ that is the compensated point
process associated with N™. Using the martingale representation (A.8), we have

NU(t) = p" + HWHL,} " +/0 YUt —s)dM™(s), t>0, (2.1)
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from which we see that the long-term behavior of (N, M™) is fully determined by the asymptotic
properties of ¥™.

Different modes of convergence can be considered in this setup. In this work, we focus on weak
convergence in the space D(R; B) of all B-valued cadlag functions on R, endowed with the Skorokhod
topology, or in the space C(R4;B) of all B-valued continuous functions on Ry, endowed with the
uniform topology for some metric space B (see [8, 36]). Recall that — denotes vague convergence. To
obtain a non-degenerate scaling limit, we assume the following L?-condition and convergence condition
hold for the resolvent sequence {¢" },>1.

Condition 2.1 Assume that there exists a positive sequence {By}n>1 with B, — 0 as n — oo, such
that for each 1 <i,5 <d and T > 0, we have

n
. n. < 00
SUp B [[951. < oo
and there exists a o-finite measure Fyj(dt) on Ry such that as n — oo,

FJ(dt) == By - 075(t) dt > Fy(dt).

A direct consequence of Theorem 10 in [42], along with Condition 2.1, is that the o-finite measure
F;j(dt) is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure, with a density function f;; €
L% (Ry;Ry). Therefore, for any g € C(R4;R) and T > 0, we have

T

T
im [ ot dt = [ a0s, 0 (22)

For simplicity, we denote by Fj;(t) := Fj;([0,t]) the cumulative distribution function of Fj;(dt).

We are now ready to state our first result concerning the weak convergence of the spatially-scaled
processes {(A™, N M), S, defined as

AP () = g2 A™Mt), N®(t):= 2. N"(t), and M™(t):= B, - M™(t), t>0,n>1.

The following result, proved in Section 4, details the convergence of these processes.

Theorem 2.2 If Condition 2.1 holds and B, - u"* — a € ]Ri as n — 00, then the following hold.

(1) The sequence of rescaled processes {(A™, N M®)Y, <, is C-tight.

(2) For any limit (U, X,Z) € C(RJF;le_ x RY), we have U = X. Moreover, the process X is
non-decreasing, and there exists a d-dimensional Brownian motion B = (By,--- , By) such that

Z(t) = (Bio X,(t)) and X (t) = ||F| - a+fxZ(t), t=0. (2.3)

1<i<d

Remark 2.3 Since f € L? (R+;le_Xd), an analogue to [1, Lemma 2.1] implies that the process X is

loc
differentiable, and its derivative Y is a non-negative weak solution to the stochastic Volterra equation

Y(t):F(t)-a+/()tf(t—s)dZ(s), t>0.

6



Note that Y is continuous and hence also (%)-predictable. Using (2.3), the preceding equation is
equivalent to

Y(t)=F(t)-a —i—/o f(t—s)y/diag(Y(s))dB(s), t>0.

It is typical that the regularity properties of f are inherited by Y. For more details on the Hélder
continuity of Y, we refer to Appendiz B.

2.2 Characterization of F' and comparison with the existing literature

In this section, we provide a partial characterization for the measure F' and its density f provided
in satisfying Condition 2.1. To avoid degeneracy of the model, we always assume the stability condition
holds, i.e., the spectral radius p(||¢"||;1) < 1.

We define the Laplace transforms of a function g € L'(R, ;R ) and of a measure v € M(R ) by

Ly(2) ::/]R e Ftg(t)dt and L,(2) ::/ e *y(dt), z>0.

Ry
Their Fourier transforms are defined respectively by Fy(z) := L4(iz) and F,(z) := L,(iz) for z €

R where i is the imaginary unit. The Laplace/Fourier transforms of matrix-valued functions and
measure-valued matrices are given by computing the Laplace/Fourier transform of each element.

Univariate case: d = 1. The stability condition reduces to ||[¢"| ;1 < 1. A full characterization
of F(dx) can be obtained by considering its Laplace transform and using the theory of Bernstein
functions. A function g on Ry is called a Bernstein function if and only if it can be expressed as

g(z) =b+cz +/ (1—e**)v(dx), z>0,
0

for some constants b,c¢ > 0 and a o-finite measure v(dz) on (0,00) such that [;°(1 A z)v(dz) < oco.
The triplet (b, c,v) is referred to as the Lévy triplet of g. We refer to [49] for a comprehensive review
of Bernstein functions.

The stability condition ensures that |[¢"| ;1 < oo. Taking the Laplace transform on both sides of
(A.6) or (A.7), we obtain

_ Bn - Lyn(2)

= > 0.
].—Ed)n(Z)’ “=

Lyn(z) = £onlz)

_m and Lpn(2)

The vague convergence of Lpn(dt) to F(dt) is equivalent to the pointwise convergence of Lpn to Lp,
which occurs if and only if, as n — oo,

Liyn(z) =1 and @"(z):= B, (1= Ln(2)) = ®(2) € [0,00], 2> 0. (2.4)
Note that in that case, we can express ®"(z) as
B(:) = 67 (L= 07) + [ (1= e a 0

which shows that ®" is a Bernstein function with Lévy triplet (8, (1 — ||¢"(|11),0, 8, ¢"(t) dt).
The following result is a direct consequence of Corollary 3.9 in [49, p.29].



Lemma 2.4 (1) The limit function ® is a Bernstein function, and the limit measure F is uniquely
determined by the Laplace transform Lp(z) =1/®(z) for z > 0.

(2) For any Bernstein function ®, there exists a sequence of functions {¢"},>1 C L*(R4;R.) and
a sequence {fp n>1 vanishing asymptotically, such that (2.4) holds.

(3) The vague convergence F™ — F' is equivalent to Lyn(z) =1 — py/Lp(2) + 0o(By) as n — co.

The limit measure I’ corresponds to the resolvent measure of a killed subordinator with Laplace
exponent ® (see [7]). By the Fourier isometry, the uniform LZ-upper bound in Condition 2.1 is
equivalent to sup,,~; || Frn|r2 < co. To the best of our knowledge, a necessary and sufficient condition
on {¢"} for this bound is still unknown. However, in dimension d = 1, we have by Young’s convolution
inequality

"l < lle” ]z kZZOH(ﬂﬁ”)*’“HLlT,
which implies that
1671l 2
Y2 S —o—
¥l < T

In particular, provided the second limit in (2.4), the L2-condition is verified whenever Hqﬁ"H 12 18
T

bounded independently of n.

It is worth noting that all Hawkes processes considered in [34, 37, 38, 50] can be seen as special
cases of Lemma 2.4. We illustrate this by specifically examining the cases in [37] and [38]. In these
papers, the authors take

¢"(t) = anby - $(bnt),
where (ay,), and (b, ), are positive sequences such that
an — 1, b, 00 and (1—ay)b, — c,

for some ¢ > 0, and where ¢ is a continuous bounded function such that ||¢|;1 = 1. In that case, we
have

YNt) = b Y abd™(bat), > 0.
k=1

This implies, in particular, that ||¢)"||;: = (1 — a,)~!. Taking B, = 1 — a,, — 0, [37] and [38] show
that the limit of the measure F™(dt) = (3,¢"(t) dt depends on the tail behavior of ¢. More precisely,

o /Ooo s6(s) ds /OOO (1 _ /Ot 6(5) ds> dt < oo,

the weak limit of F"(dt) is of the form



for some constants m, A > 0. When

t
1—/0 ¢(s)ds ~ Ct

for some 1/2 < o < 1, we instead have

B 1
ComA N2

Lr(2)

for some constants m, A > 0.

Multivariate case: d > 1. In contrast to the univariate case, the characterization of F’ with d > 1
is much more intricate because the Fourier transforms involve matrices. Here we just characterize the
measure F' in several tractable settings. First, we show that the Fourier transform of ¢™ is always
invertible under the stability condition. For 2 € RY, let ||z, = Zle |z;]. For a matrix A € R¥?, et
Adj(A) be its adjacent matrix, Tr(A) its trace and

d
1Al == max >~ |Aij| = sup [|Az||p

Isjsdi=] [l;1 =1

Proposition 2.5 For any g € L'(Ry; R, then p(F4(2)) < p(||gllp2) for any z € R.

Proof. Recall that ‘(]—"g(z))p| < ‘fg(z)‘p and |Fy(z)| < |F4(0)] < |lgllz1 component-wise for any
z € R and p > 0. Thus using the fact that || - || is an operator norm, we have

p(Fo(2)) = Jim [1(F, ()" < tim sup [} (F5(0)711,7" < plllllz2).
O

Under the stability condition, the preceding proposition ensures the invertibility of the matrix
I — Fy4n(2) for any z € R and n > 1. Similarly to the univariate case, taking Fourier transforms on
both sides of (A.6) or (A.7) we also have

Fyn(2) = (I= Fyn(2)) - Fyn(2) and  Fpa(2) = Bu(I = Fyn(2)) - Fpn(z), t>0.  (2.5)

We now present two settings in which we can explicitly compute the limiting measure F. Unlike
the univariate case, we do not claim that these are the only two regimes satisfying Condition 2.1. A
more comprehensive study is beyond the scope of this paper.

Setting I. For n > 1, assume that Fyn(z) =1 — 8, - B(2) + o(B,) for some B € C(R;R?¥*?) with
B(z) being invertible for all z € R. Plugging this back into (2.5) and letting n — oo, we get

Frn(z) = (B(z) +o(1)) "+ Fgn(2) = (B(z)) ™', z€R.

Using Lévy’s continuity theorem, we conclude that the limit function is the Fourier transform of a
non-negative measure F', and F"™ converges narrowly to F.



Setting II. For n > 1, suppose that Fyn(2) = A(2) — B, - B(2) + o(B,) where A, B € C(R; R¥*%)
such that A(z) # I for all z € R and A(z) — I is non-invertible. Suppose also that the function
z +— Tr(Adj(I — A(z))B(z)) never vanishes. Plugging this back into (2.5) and letting n — oo, we get

Adj(I — A(2))
Tr(Adj(I— A(2))B(z))’

Fpn(z) — z e R.
Using Lévy’s continuity theorem, we deduce that the measures F* converge narrowly to a non-negative
measure F', whose Fourier transform is given by the above limit function.

Again, this aligns with the existing literature. [21] takes ®"(¢) to be diagonalizable in a basis
independent of n and ¢, while [48] studies dynamics similar to this, with ®"(¢) being trigonalizable,
still in a basis independent of n and ¢. The limiting processes in both works slightly differ from those
obtained in Theorem 2.2, as they focus on price processes obtained as linear transformations of the
process N (n),

3 Mean-field limits

In this section, we provide a propagation of chaos result for high-dimensional Hawkes processes
with mean-field interactions, following the framework of [18]. More precisely, for each n > 1, we
assume that N™ is an n-variate Hawkes process with parameters

n n
t
wr =10 and ¢;;.(t):“0(), t>0,1<i,j<n,
n n

for some constant pf) > 0 and function ¢" € LL (R;;R;). The intensity A" = (AF,...,A") of N is
given by

n 1 n t
NI = () = E Z/O St — s)dNT(s), £>0,1<i<n. (3.1)
j=1

The point process N™ can be seen as an interacting particle system with indistinguishable parti-
cles, in the sense that (N7,---,N;) 4 (Ny1ys -+ s Nyyy) for any permutation o of {1,...,n}. The
function "™ models the mutual interaction among particles. As before, we define the compensator
and compensated point process associated with N* as follows

AP(t) = AJ(t) == H/\O and M (t) := NI'(t) — Aj(t), t>0,1<i<n. (3.2)

Iy

In this section, we are interested in the long-run behavior of two empirical measures derived from the
particle system, defined as

P (t,dx) = — ZéN(n> and PV (t,dz) ZéM(n)(t (dz), t>0,

which are two cadlag measure-valued processes, where 6, denotes the Dirac measure at point x. As
we will see, the behavior of PJ(\;L ) and PJE;) is closely related to the long-term behavior of the total size
of the particle system, defined by

= Zn:NZ-”(t), t>0. (3.3)
=1

10



We can identify N™ as a univariate Hawkes process with background rate puf and kernel ¢™. For
convenience, we continue to denote by 1" the resolvent of the second kind associated with ¢", i.e.,

Yr(E) =D (")) and @) = " () + " =W (E), >0, (3.4)

k>1

Note that the intensity A7(¢) of N7, the compensator A" of N7, and the compensated martingale
Mn(t) are all related to the underlying particle system, and we have for ¢t > 0,

N(t) = ) OAP() =n - AG(t), (3.5)
=1

A1) = /0 N(s)ds = n- AL (), (3.6)
Mr(t) = N"(t) — A(t) = > M (#). (3.7)
i=1

Following the methodology in Section 2, we consider a sequence of scaling parameters {8, }n>1
satisfying Condition 2.1 and define the spatially-scaled processes as

ADI(t) o= B2 AP(t), NOI(t) = B2 NO(t), MO(t) =B, - M"(2). (3.8)
We also rescale each particle as follows

AP () = nB2 APE), N™(t):=np2 NMt), M™(t):=nB, - MMt), 1<i<n. (3.9)

2

We now state a tightness result for the finite-dimensional distributions associated with this mean-
field system, which can be seen as an analogue of Theorem 2.2 in this framework.

Theorem 3.1 Assume that Condition 2.1 with d =1 holds and 3, - uy — a > 0. For each K > 1,
the sequence {(A("),N(”),M(”),Nln),Mln),~' ’NI(?)=MI(?))}7L>1 1s tight. Moreover, suppose that
U,X,Z,X1,71,- , Xk, Zr) is an accumulation point along?t subsequence {ny}tr>1. Then Theo-
rem 2.2(2) with d = 1 holds for (U,X,Z). Denoting ( = kli)ngo nifBr, € [0,00], we also have the

following:

(1) If ( =0, there exist mutually independent Brownian motions Wy, --- ,Wg that are independent
of (X, Z,B) such that

X;i=X and Z;=W;0oX, 1<i<K. (3.10)

(2) If ¢ € (0,00), there exist mutually independent Poisson processes Ny,--- , Ny with rate 1 that
are independent of (X, Z, B) such that

Xizg-Ni°o§ and Z; = \/Z-]Vfo%,

where Nio(t) := NP (t) — t is the compensated point process of Ny .

1<i<K, (3.11)

11



(2) If { = 0o, then X; 20 and Z; 2 0 for 1 <i < K.

The following result, proved in Section 6, describes the asymptotic behavior of P](\;l ) and Pjﬁ; )

Theorem 3.2 Under the assumptions of Theorem 3.1, we have
(PI™) Py 5 (Px, Py), (3.12)
weakly in D(Ry; M(R4) x M(R)) as k — oo, where the limit process (Px, Pz) is given as follows:

(1) If ¢ =0, then (Px,Pz) = (05, N o X), where N' € C(R4; M(R)) such that N'(z) is a Gaussian
distribution with mean 0 and variance x.

(2) If ¢ € (0,00), then (Px,Pz) = P¢o %, where Py € C(Ry; M(R4 x R)) with Pe(x) being the joint
distribution law of (¢ - Ny(z),/C - ]Vf(m))
(8) If ¢ = oo, then (Px, Pz) = 0(0,0y is the Dirac measure at point (0,0).
Remark 3.3 Theorems 3.1 and 3.2 identify three distinct regimes depending on the asymptotic be-
havior of nf32, ranging from complete synchronization when nB2 — 0, conditional independence when
nB2 — ¢ € (0,00), to complete extinction when nB> — oo. These regimes can be understood intu-

itively by analyzing the rescaled processes. More precisely, recall that for each 1 < i < n, we have
N'(t) = A} (t) + M (t), which, after rescaling, turns to be

NI () = A (1) + VB2 - M (1), (3.13)

In view of the proof of Theorem 8.1, the three processes Ni(n), Agn) and Mi(n) converge in distribution

to X;, Ui, and Z;, respectively. Note that all particles share the same intensity, i.e. U; = U for every
1, and Mi(n) (t) is a martingale with quadratic variation Ni(n) (t). Similarly as in Theorem 2.2, we have
Zi:BioXia 221,

where By, Ba, - - -, are independent martingales. Substituting the limits of the processes into (3.13), we
obtain that

X; ~ Ui+ +/nB2- B;oX,.
Consequently, the behavior of X; depends on the limiting value of n32:

e When nf2 — 0, the martingale term m . Mi(n) (t) becomes asymptotically negligible. This

simplifies the approximation to

X; =~ U,

meaning that all particles behave asymptotically the same and are effectively indistinguishable.

e In this intermediate regime when nB2 — ¢ € (0,00), we have
X; ~ Ui ++/C- Bio X,

which indicates that all particles remain conditionally independent, with the martingale term
contributing to their individual randomness.
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e When nj32 — oo, the term \/nf2 - B; o X; would diverge unless B; o X; = 0. Therefore, we
conclude that

Xi = Zi=Ui =0,

meaning that the particles cease to evolve and all processes converge to zero.

Remark 3.4 As explained in the Introduction, our results can be compared with those in [19], where
¢" = ¢ is chosen independently of n. When ||¢||;n < 1, they proved a propagation of chaos as n —
oo, where each particle becomes asymptotically independent and behaves as a simple inhomogeneous
Poisson process, whose intensity is the solution of the Volterra integral equation

At =p+ /Ot Bt — 8)As ds. (3.14)

This result is similar to the second case in Theorems 3.1 and 3.2, where all particle tend to be asymp-
totically independent and behave as a sequence of independent inhomogeneous Poisson processes. The
main difference in that case is that (3.14) is replaced by a stochastic Volterra equation. This is intuitive
and stems from the fact that nearly unstable Hawkes processes converge to a stochastic limit, whereas
under stability assumptions, the law of large numbers ensures convergence toward a deterministic level.

4 Proof of Theorem 2.2

In this section, we present the detailed proof of Theorem 2.2. The proof is divided into three parts:
e We first establish several uniform moment estimates for the Hawkes processes, which play an
important role in the tightness argument; see Section 4.1.

e The C-tightness of the sequence {(A("),N () M ("))}n>1 is proved in Section 4.2 using the

Kolmogorov-Chentsov theorem, which states that stochastic processes {¢"},>1 C D(Ry;R?) is
C-tight if for each T' > 0, there exist constants C,p, 6 > 0 such that for any h € (0, 1),

sup sup E[‘f"(t +h) — §”(t)‘p] <C-nt
n>1te[0,T]

e The characterization of accumulation points is provided in Section 4.3.

4.1 A priori estimates

We begin by providing a uniform upper bound estimate on the means {E[32 - \"|},>1. Taking
expectations on both sides of (2.1), we obtain

BN (0] = i+ 7]y -

Using Condition 2.1 and the assumption that 8,u"™ — a, for each T' > 0, there exists a constant C' > 0
depending only on 1" such that for any n > 1,

sup E[Bfl-)\”(t)} = B2u™ + Bu[v"]| 1 - Bup” < C and E[AM(T)] <C-T. (4.1)
te[0,7T) r

We now prove in the next lemma that the same kind of L?-estimates hold.
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Lemma 4.1 For each T > 0, there exists a constant C > 0 such that for any n > 1,

sup EU@% : )\“(t)ﬂ + E[ sup ‘M(")(t)ﬂ <C. (4.2)
te[0,T] te[0,T]

Proof.  Using the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality and Equation (4.1), we have

E[ sup [M™)( |2] gC-E[NW(T)] —C-E[A"(T)] <C-T
t€[0,7]

for some constant C' > 0 independent of n. Moreover, using Equations (2.1) and (4.1), we also have

|

7 tlzj"(t—s)dM"(s)ﬂ.

E[|822"(0)]’]

IN

nb" o+ B[y

5 [ v - s

IN

C+4-8|

Similarly as in the proof of Lemma 3.9 in [34], we apply the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality to
the last expectation and we get

7|

which is bounded uniformly in n > 1 and t € [0,T] because the first inequality in (4.1) and the fact
that 52 fo |4 (5)|? ds is uniformly bounded; see Condition 2.1.

L[] < C-E[Bi [ t—s>|2dN"<s>}
_c. 52/ (¢ — ) PE[B2A"(s)]ds,

Corollary 4.2 For each T > 0, we have supyc[o 1| ‘N(")(t) — A (t)‘ 20 as n — oo.

Proof. Note that N (t) — A (t) = 8, M (t). Therefore, by (4.2), we have

E| sup !N(")(t) - A(")(t)|2] =52 E[ sup !M(")(t)‘2 <C- B2 (4.3)
t€[0,7)] t€[0,T]
which goes to 0 as n — oco. a

4.2 Theorem 2.2(1): C-tightness

In this section, we prove the C-tightness of the sequence {( ), N™) pp() )} w1 We first consider
{ }n>1. We plan to use the Kolmogorov-Chentsov criterion, which require a uniform bound on the

increment of A,

Proposition 4.3 For each T > 0, there exists a constant C > 0 such that for any h € (0, 1),

sup sup EUA(") (t+h) — A (t)‘z] < C-h2 (4.4)
n>1¢€[0,T]
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Proof. By the definition of A™, we have

t+h

AM(t+h) — AM () = / B2\ (s)ds
¢
and hence by Holder’s inequality,
9 t+h 9
A® (4 1) — AD (B < h- / 18207 (s) [2ds.

¢

Taking expectations on both sides of this inequality and then using Fubini’s theorem along with (4.2),
E UA(") (t+h) — A™ (t)ﬂ <C-B? (4.5)

for some constant C' > 0 depending only on 7. O

Corollary 4.4 The sequence {(A("), N("),M("))} is C-tight.

n>1

Proof. By Corollary 3.33(b) in [36, p.353], it suffices to prove that the three sequences {A(")}n>1,
{N (")}n>1 and {M (”)}n>1 are C-tight separately. Proposition 4.3 and the Kolmogorov-Chentsov

theorem directly induce the C-tightness of {A(")}nzl. Corollary 4.2 therefore also yields the C-
tightness of {INV (")}nzl- Finally, by (A.5) the martingale M (™ has predictable quadratic co-variation

(M M) =1 A, 15055 0 1)

By Theorem 4.13 in [36, p.358], the C-tightness of {M (™1, 5 follows from the C-tightness of {A(™},,;
and the fact that all jumps of M are uniformly bounded by f3,, that vanishes as n — co. a

4.3 Theorem 2.2(2): Characterization

Assume that (U, X, Z) is the limit process of a sub-sequence {(A+), N() \f ("k))}kzl- By Corol-
lary 4.2(1) and the Skorokhod representation theorem, we have U = X and may assume that

(A(nk),N(nk)’M("k)) ag. (X, X, Z), (4.7)

in D(R;;R% x RY x R?) as k — oo. Using Proposition 1.17(b) in [36, p.328] along with the continuity
of (X, Z), the convergence also holds for the uniform norm on compact subsets. More precisely, we
have for any 7" > 0,

sup [AW(t) — X (1) + sup [N (t) — X(¢)| + sup [M"™(t) — Z(t)| 5 0, (4.8)
te[0,T te[0,T te[0,T

as n — oo. This limit and the monotonicity of N imply that X is non-decreasing.

We now prove that (X, Z) is a weak solution of (2.3). By Theorem 6.26 in [36, p.384] and (4.6)-
(4.7), the limit process Z is a continuous martingale with predictable quadratic covariation given
by
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By the martingale representation theorem; see Theorem 7.1 in [35, p.84], there exists an extension of
the original probability space on which is defined a standard d-dimensional Brownian motion B such
that

Zi(t) = Bio X;(t), t>0,1<i<d,

and hence the first equality in (2.3) holds. On the other hand, integrating both sides of (2.1) over the
interval [0,t] we have

ATk (t) = -t+/0tds/os¢"k(r)dr-u"k +/0tds/osw"k(s—r)dM”k(r).

Applying Fubini’s theorem and the stochastic Fubini theorem to the last two terms on the right-hand
side of this equality and then multiplying both sides by 82, we get

A("k)(t) — gklunk t—l—/ ds/ B, 0™ (r)dr - 5nk,unk+/ B 0™ (s) - M(nk)(t_s)d
= B2 ™ t+/ ds/ B 0" (r)dr - Bnku”kJr/ B 0" (s) - Z(t — s)ds
/ B, " (3 M("k( s)—Z(t—s))ds. (4.9)

Using (4.8) and then Condition 2.1, we have

sup
te[0,7

T
< / B ™ (s)ds - sup |MO)(t) — Z(2)],
0

te[0,7

/ B (5) - (MO (¢ — ) — Z(t — 5) ) ds

which vanishes almost surely as k — oo. Additionally, for each ¢t > 0, by (2.2) we also have

/Bnkl/}"k t—sds—)/f Z(t—s)d

as k — oo. From with these limits, (4.8), Condition 2.1 and the fact that f,, ™% — a, we obtain the
second equality in (2.3) by passing each term in (4.9) to the limit.

5 Proof of Theorem 3.1

First note that {(ug,¢"™)}n>1 satisfies assumptions in Theorem 2.2 and therefore, the sequence
{(A(”), N, M(”))}n>1 is C-tight. By Corollary 3.33(b) in [36, p.353], it remains to prove that the
sequence a

is tight and Theorem 3.1(1)-(3) holds for every limit process. First note that it is enough to prove
Theorem 3.1 under the additional assumption

nB: = ¢ el0,00], asn— oco. (5.2)

Indeed, once Theorem 3.1 is proved under (5.2), it can also be proved in the general case using the
following argument.
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(1) By Prohorov’s theorem the sequence (5.1) is tight if and only if it is relatively compact, i.e., every
subsequence contains a weak convergent subsequence. Then, for each subsequence {nj};>1, one
can always find a sequence {n} }r>1 C {ng}x>1 such that (5.2) holds. Then, the subsequence of
(5.1) along {n} }x>1 is tight and also relatively compact. This implies that the sequence (5.1) is
tight.

(2) Assume that (U, X, X1, 21, , Xk, Zr) is a limit process along some subsequence {n },>1 and
assume that the limit nkﬁgk — ¢ € [0,00] fails as k — oo. Then one can always find two

different subsequences {n} }n>1,{ny }n>1 C {ng}x>1 and two different constants ¢, € [0,00]
such that nﬁcﬂg, — (1 and n%ﬂi,, — (2 as k — oo. Using the preceding results again and our
k k

assumption, both the two subsequences of {(A("),N(”), M(”),Nln), Ml(n), e ,NI(?), MI(?))}N21

along {n} }x>1 and {ng}nzl converge weakly to the same limit (U, X, X1, 71, , Xk, Zk). By
Theorem 3.1(1)-(3), the process (X1, 71, -+, Xk, Zk) varies for different ¢ and hence (; = (.

We proceed to prove Theorem 3.1 separately with the cases ( = 0, 0 < ( < 00, and ( = oo in
Sections 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3 respectively. As a preparation, we first give some auxiliary moment estimates.
The results in Section 4 with d = 1 still hold for {()\("), A N®) M (")) }n>1. In particular, for each
T > 0, a direct consequence of Lemma 4.1 and (3.5) shows that there exists a constant C' > 0 such
that for any p <2 and n > 1,

t:B%}E[‘A(()n)(t)|p} :tes[lé’pT]EUW(t)‘p] <(C and E[‘Aén)(T)V)] = EUW(T)FD} <C. (5.3)

5.1 Case I: n32 - (=0

The proof is carried out in two steps: we first prove the C-tightness of the processes and then we
characterize the limit.

C-tightness. By Corollary 3.33 in [36, p.353], it suffices to prove that for each 1 < i < K, the
sequence {(A(()"), Ni(n), Mz’(n))}n>[( is C-tight. By Proposition 4.3 and (3.5)-(3.6), for each T > 0, there
exists a constant C' > 0 such that for any h € (0,1) and n > 1,

sup E[\A((]”)(t+h) —A(()n)(t)ﬂ = sup E[‘W(t—l—h) —W(t)ﬂ <C-R
te[0,7) te[0,7]

Recall also that \/nf, - Mi(n) = N™ _ A(()") and \/nfB, — 0 as n — co. By repeating the proofs of

7
Corollary 4.2(1) and 4.4, we also can prove that as n — oo,

sup [N () — AP ()] B 0 (5.4)
te[0,7

and hence the sequence {(A((]"),Ni(n), Mi("))}n>K is C-tight for any i =1,--- | K.

Characterization. Assume that (X,Z,X1,721, -+, Xk, Zk) € C(R+; (Ry xR
process along a sub-sequence {ny}x>1. By Theorem 2.2(2) with d = 1, the process (
solution to (2.3). It suffices to prove that (X,-, Z,-) satisfies (3.10) and <B, W,> =0 as.

)Y s a limit
X, Z) is a weak

By (3.6) and the fact that A(™) — X weakly in D(R;;R,), we have A(()"’“) — X weakly in
D(R4+;R,) as k — oo. This along with (5.4) implies that

X, = X.
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On the other hand, for 1 < ¢,5 < K and k > 1 fixed, we see using (A.5) that the two martingales

MZ-("’“) and M ;nk) have quadratic co-variation

weakly in D(R4;R,) as k — oo. By Theorem 6.26 in [36, p.384], this implies that the limit process
(Z1,--+,ZK) is a continuous K-dimensional martingale with predictable quadratic co-variation

(Zi,Zj) =14mjy - X, 1<4,j < K.

By the martingale representation theorem; see Theorem 7.1 in [35, p.84], there exists an exten-
sion of the original probability space on which is defined a K-dimensional Brownian motion W =
(W1, ,Wg) such that

It remains to prove that (B,W;) = 0. Using Theorem 6.26 in [36, p.384] we have
(M), M) - [Z, 2] = (Z, Z),

weakly in D(R,;R) as k — oo. Since [MZ"’C,M]""] =0if i # j. by (3.7) and (5.5) we have

which converges to 0 weakly in D(Ry;R) and hence <7, Z,-> = 0 a.s. On the other hand, by (3.10)
and (5.6) we also have

(Z.2;) = (BoX,Wi0X) = (B,W;) 0 X =0,

which immediately yields <B , WZ> =0 a.s.

5.2 Case IT: nf? — ¢ € (0,00)

This case is more intricate and relies heavily on an auxiliary process introduced to prove conditional
independence of the laws of (X1, 7Z1),...,(Xr,Zr). To define this coupling rigorously, we first give a
Poisson representation of Hawkes process.

Poisson representation. Applying Theorem 7.4 in [35, p.90], we can suppose up to a prob-
ability space enlargement that for each n > K, there exist some independent Poisson measures
{117 (ds, d2) }1<i<n on R% with intensity dsdz such that

t pAR(s—) topAR(s—) _
NZ-"(t):/O/O 17 (ds,dz) and Mﬁ(t):/o/o fn(ds,dz), t>0,1<i<n, (5.7)

where ﬁ?(ds, dz) :=117(ds, dz) — dsdz and where the common intensity A{ is given by
n 1< t pAG(s—)
N =1y Z/O /O St — ST (ds,dz), 1> 0, (5.8)
j=1
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Definition of the auxiliary processes. For each n > K, we define a n-dimensional random
point process N := (N7, --- ,N?) by

0’”(8
NI(E) = / / M0 (ds,dz), ¢>0,1<i<n, (5.9)
0 JO

where the non-negative process 0" is given by

O™ (t) = 'uO + - Z / /9"(8 "t — 81} (ds, dz). (5.10)

=K+1

In other words, N is n-variate Hawkes process where all components have the common intensity 6™.
With matrix notation, the background rate of N™ is pf/n and the kernel is given by

<0n,K (pnln,n—K) )

where 0, ¢ denotes the n x K matrix whose components are 0 and 1, ,_k the the n x K matrix
whose components are 1. For 1 <1 < n, we write

t 0" (s—)
:/ 0"(s)ds and M (t) = N (t) / / 7 (ds,dz), t>0,
0

for the compensator and compensated point process of N;*. Furthermore, we write
n 97L
>N Z / / H” ds, dz). (5.11)
i=K+1 i=K+1

Note that unlike N (™), the point process N™(t) is not (in general) a Hawkes process, due to the non-
interchangeability of its component. However, it is still an increasing point process and its compensator
is given by

O(t) = (n—K)-O"(t) = (n— K) - /0 0" (5)ds, (5.12)

and the compensated point process associated to N7 (t) is given by
- __ 0" (s—)
(L) = N(1) Z / / fin(ds, d=). (5.13)
i=K+1

The next proposition is a direct consequence of the mutual independence among the Poisson random
measures {II}'(ds, dz)};>1. The detailed proof is omitted.

Proposition 5.1 For each n > K and 1 < i < K, the process (7, 0", N, 0" M") is independent
of I (ds, dz).

This means that N, --- ,Nj. can be seen as Cox processes indexed by the random measure
generated by the non-decreasing process ©". Moreover, conditioned on (6", ©™ N7 ©O" M™), the
processes N{*, -+ , N}t are mutually independent. Therefore, we obtain the following.
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Corollary 5.2 There exist mutually independent Poisson processes N7y, --- , Np- with rate 1 that are
independent of {(6™,©", N, O™ M")},>1 such that for any n > K,

./\fi"ngOG” and M?gﬁfo@", 1<i<K,
where N2 (t) := N(t) —

The rest of the proof essentially consist in establishing the asymptotic behavior of @™, studying
the asymptotic behavior of N7, .-+, N}t and proving that the asymptotic behaviour of N7*,--- N}t
and N7, --- N} is the same. We start with a comparison result between the initial Hawkes process
and our auxiliary process.

Proposition 5.3 For eachn > K and 1 <1¢ < n, we have almost surely

Ap(t) > 0"(t), NI'(t) >N'(t) and N©™(t) > N7"(t), t>0.

Proof. Let 19 = 0 and 7, := inf{t > 7,1 : N;j(t) — N;(t—) = 1 for some 1 < i < K} for k > 1.
Comparing the right-hand sides of (5.8) and (5.10), we see that

Ao(t) 2 0™(t) and NP(t) = NP(t), t<7,1<i<n.

We then define 74 := inf{t > 0 : Ajj(¢t) < 0"(t)} with the convention that inf() = +co. We already
know that 7 > 71 > 0 a.s. and we want to prove that 74 = co. Suppose that 7, < oo. For t < 74,
we have 0"(t) < A{(t) and by left-continuity of 8™ and Aj, we also have 0" (7;) < Ajj(74). Therefore,
by (5.7) and (5.9), we know that the jump times of N7*,... , NJ® on [0, 7] are necessarily jump times
of NU',...,Nj on [0,74]. For ¢t > 7, this implies that

AI(t) =~ u0+2/ "t — ) AN (s +Z/ "(t— ) dNT(s ))
2 ,uo—l- ;1/07] (t —s)dN}' (s J;I/T "(t —s)dN} (s ))
+— EK:H /Tt (t —s)dNj'(s) — /(m] cp"(t—s)d/\@-"(s))

By definition of 7, there exists ¢; > 7 such that A"(¢1) < A"(¢;). Using the last inequality we
know that there exist K +1 < j; < n and 7y < s1 < t; such that /\/’ﬁ jumps at s1 and not Nﬁ. By

definition of 7, we can also find 74 < t5 < s1 such that A(t5) < A"(t2). Then we can build iteratively
the sequences (tx)r and (si)r such that 7, < tx11 < sp < 7, and such that for all k, there exists
K +1 < jr < nsuch that /\/;}: jumps at time s;. This implies that the jumps of the Hawkes process

(N 1); admits a finite accumulation point. This is impossible (a.s.) so 74 = oo a.s. This proves that
Ag(t) > 0™(t) for all t > 0. The two other inequalities follow directly from (5.7) and (5.9). O

We now prove that as n — oo, the process (A, N() (1) N(") M("), e ,N[({"), M[({")) is asymp-
totically equivalent to (0 N ("),M("),Nl(n),./\/l Y (n) , M ) with

O = 2. @7, N7.— 2. N7, M= p, M7, N;" =nB2 NP, MM = B, - M.

To that extent, we first show that n32 - g and n32 - 0" are asymptotically equivalent as n — oo.
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Proposition 5.4 For each T > 0, there exists a constant C' > 0 such that for any n > K,

sup npy - E[‘nﬁ% AR (t) —nB? - 9"(t)|] +npy - E[ sup ‘m(t) - W(t)‘] <C. (5.14)
t€[0,7)] t€[0,T

Proof. Taking expectations on both sides of (5.8) and (5.10), we have
E[)\g(t) — 9”(15)] = /0 O™ (t — s)E[)\g(s)]ds _n ; L /0 O (t — s)E[Q"(s)]ds
= / " (t — s)E[Aj(s) — 0™(s)]ds + % / " (t — s)E[0™(s)]ds.
0 0

Therefore, y(t) = E[\j(t) — 0™(t)] satisfies a Volterra integral equation which can be solved explicitely
using the the resolvent 9™ associated to ¢™ defined in (3.4), see for instance Lemma 3 in [4]. Using
then Fubini’s theorem as well as the second equality in (3.4), we get

E[\L(1) — 07(t)] = 7[;/0 St — $)E[07(s)]ds + = /q,z) t—s)/osgon(s—r)E[O”(r)]drds

— L/ Ot —s)E [9"( )]ds—i—i/o ; YUt —s—1)p ()drE[@"( )]d
= / Yt — s)E[0"(s)]ds.

Using also Proposition 5.3 and Equation (5.3), we have

sup nﬁn'EUnﬁZ'/\g( ) —nB2 0"t / B (s)ds - sup E[n52)\"( ) <cC

t€[0,7] te[0,7]

uniformly in n > 1. The uniform upper bound for ng, -E| SUPye(o,7] |A() (1) —e()(t)|] follows directly
from the previous result and the fact that

T
sup !A —0m(t)| < / !nﬁ% A3 (t) —np - 0™ (t)|dt.
te[0,T 0
O
Proposition 5.5 For each T' > 0, we have as n — oo,
2
E[ sup |[NOI(t) — N (¢ )H +E[ sup (M(n M(")(t)‘ } 0, (5.15)
t€[0,T)] te[0,T
and for 1 <i < K,
(n) (n) (n) OPNE
E[ sup [N™ (1) — N ()H+E[ sup ‘Mi (t) — M! (t)”—>0. (5.16)
t€[0,7) t€[0,T]

Proof. We just prove (5.15) for conciseness, the limit (5.16) can be proved in the same way. We first
consider the second expectation in (5.15). In view of (3.7), (5.7) and (5.13), and using that 8" < \j
by Proposition 5.3, we get

M®)(t) — Z / /An 8,11 (ds, dz) Z / / e Bl (ds, dz)

i=K+1
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—Z/ /A” BnH" ds,dz) Z

i=K+1

/ /”(s BuII7 (ds, dz).

By the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality, we have for some constant C' > 0 independent of n,

E[ sup ‘W(i)—m(t)ﬂ SC‘E[[W_W]T]

tE[OT]
~C. ZE[ / / " (ds, dz) u +C’-i§;1EH/ /G:i(j_) 5nﬁ?(ds,dz)]T}
=C. ZE[/ /An(s B2 (ds, dz) H +C-Z§;H [/ /A(( BEITM(ds dz)}

_ CTK/O E[nﬂg-Ag(s)]ds+M/OTE[W;{.AQ(S)—nﬂg-en(s)@ds,

which goes to 0 as n — oo; see (5.3) and (5.14). Here the first equality follows from the mutual
independence of {II(ds,dz)}i>1. We now turn to consider the first expectation in (5.15). By (3.3),
(3.6) and (5.11)-(5.13),

sup |N(™)(t) —./\/'(")(t)‘ < By - sup
te[0,T] te[0,T]

B - DI (2) — B - T (1)

T
+ [ BN — 82— K0 as
0

< Ba- sup [MO(t) - MOI(o)
te[0,7T

T T
+ /0 InBaNG(s) — nBro™(s)|ds + K /0 526" (s)ds

and hence using also (5.14) and (5.3)

E[ sup ‘N N<n>(t)” < 5n-E[ sup ‘M(m(t)—/\/l("’(t)”

te[0,T] t€[0,T]
T
+/ E[‘nﬁ,%/\g(s) - nﬁ%@"(s)”ds
0
T
—1—5 / E [nﬁ%@"(s)] ds — 0.
n Jo
This concludes the proof. O

Tightness and characterization. We are now ready to conclude the proof of Theorem 3.1
in the case nf32 — ¢ € (0,00). By Prohorov’s theorem and Propositions 5.4 and 5.5, the sequence

}nz  1s tight if and only if

{(@(n)“/\/'(n)jM(n)le(n)ngn%,.. 7N(n)7M§?))}n2K (5.17)

is relatively compact. Hence it suffices to prove that any sequence

{(@(nk)’j\/’(nk)7M(nk),Nl(nk)7Mgnk),,.. ’_/\/’[((”k)ng?k))}kZI (5.18)
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contains a weakly convergent subsequence and the limit process satisfies (3.11). By the C-tightness
of {(A(mk) N() M"k))}, <1, we can assume that

(@(”k)’_/\/’(”k),_/\/[(”k)) — (7,7,7), (5.19)

weakly in D(R; Ri xR) as k — oo. By the Skorokhod representation theorem and Proposition 1.17(b)
in [36, p.328], we can also assume without loss of generality that the limit (5.19) holds uniformly on
compacts and almost surely. Finally, using Corollary 5.2 and the fact that ©() = (n — K)32 - @™
we have

>3LS>'C'NZ-°O§

o)

() d o oo
NI S 08N e (e

2

and

~ 1 __ ~. X
M Ly N7 o (- 707) ™ VO NP o .
nfy ¢
as k — oo uniformly on compacts for each 1 <i < K. Consequently, the sequence (5.18) converges
weakly and hence (5.17) is relatively compact and any limit process is a weak solution of (3.11).

5.3 Case III: n32 — ( =

In this case, we want to prove that X; = Z; = 0 almost surely. By definition, it suffices to prove
that for any 7" > 0 and € > 0,

P{N}”)(T) > e} n P{ sup | M ()| > e} 50, 1<i<K, (5.20)
te[0,7

as n — oo. Since N*(T') is an integer we see that

P{N.(")(T) > e} <P{N"(T) >1}.

)

Using then Chebyshev’s inequality, we have

P{N/T) > 1} < - B[ng2 NA(T)| =

B[A" (7))
npZz
which goes to 0 as n — co. (by (5.3)). On the other hand, since M (t) = N/(t) — Aj(t), then
sup. M ()] < VB - NPT) + /B - AG(T).
telo,

The preceding result along with the fact that \/nf, — oo implies that

VB, - NMT) < N(T) B 0.

7
Moreover, by (5.3) we also have as n — oo,

C
VB

— 0.

E[vns, - Aj(T)] E[A(T)] <

_
Vb

Combining all these estimates together yields (5.20).

23



6 Proof of Theorem 3.2

Before proving Theorem 3.2, we first state the following key lemma, which establishes a weak
convergence result for empirical distributions of a sequence of interchangeable random variables. Let
S be a separable and complete metric space endowed with the o-algebra ..

Lemma 6.1 Let £,&1,&,--- be a sequence of S-valued random variables satisfying that conditioned
on &, the random variables &1,&s, - -+ are i.i.d with common distribution Qg on S. Consider a sequence

of exchangeable S-valued random variables {(£", €, ... €M) y>1, i.e., for each n > 1 and permutation

o of{1,...,n},
(@76?(1)7"'752(”)) g (6775?77577) (61)

If(g_”,g{‘,...,ﬁ?{) L\ (€,€1,...,&K) asn — oo for each K > 1, then

1 — d
P =~ > e 5 Qe (6.2)
k=1

The proof of this lemma relies on the next auxiliary result about the weak convergence of random

measures, which can be obtained directly from Theorems 4.11 and 4.19 in [40, p.111, 126]. Recall that
v(g) denotes the integral of function g with respect to the measure v.

oy d
Proposition 6.2 For a sequence of bounded random measures m,m, T, ... on S, we have w, — T as

n — oo if and only if m,(g) KN m(g) for any continuous function g on S with compact support.

Proof of Lemma 6.1. By Proposition 6.2, it suffices to prove that
n 1S~ oony d
P{(g) =~ 9(&}) = Qglg) = | 9()Qg(dn), (6.3)
k=1

as n — oo for any continuous function g on S with compact support. The continuity and compact
support of g yield that

sup | PE(9)] < [lgll e <00, aus.
By Theorem 30.2 in [9], the limit (6.3) follows if for any K > 1,
E[(P2(9)"] > E[(Qel9) "] (6.4)
Indeed, the exchangeability of {£I'}1<;<y ensures that
Im o)\

K

:19@74.)]

B|(F#(9)" ]

ZHLKZE[

ki,....kg=1 J
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- WE [ﬁg(éﬁ)} top (2): E [j]ljlg@;?j)] (6.5)

*

where the last sum is over all indexes 1 < £y, ..., kg < n with k; = k; for some 7 # j. The assumption
- d = . .
(€&, &k) = (£ &, ., {k) implies that

E [ﬁg(ggjﬂ L E L]Ijlg@j)} ~ 5| (B[se) 1)) | - B[(@zt0)"]

as n — oo. Here the last two equalities follow from the conditional independence and identical
distribution of &1, - -+ , k. Additionally, the boundedness of g yields

i n K 1 s n n!
E[ng] < [lgllz~  and hence n—K%E[Eg@w} <C- (1—m),

uniformly in n > K. Note that as n — oo,

n!

— — L.
(n— K)InkK ~

Plugging this into (6.5) immediately proves that

lim E[(Pgn(g))K} = E[(QE(Q))K}

n—oo

and hence (6.2) holds. 0

Proof of Theorem 3.2. Since D(R4; R4 x R) is a separable and complete metric space, it suffices
to identify that D(R; ;R X R)-valued random variables

(X, 2),(X1,21), (X2, Z5),---) and {((W,W),(N{"’,Mln)),m,(N<">,M<">))}n21

n n

satisfy assumptions in Lemma 6.1. Indeed, in Theorem 3.1(2), the Brownian motions W7, --- , Wx and
Poisson processes Ny, --- , Ny are mutually independent and they are also independent of (X, Z, B).

Therefore, conditioned on (X, Z), the random variables (X1, Z1), (X2, Z2),- -+ are i.i.d. with common
distribution d @ N o X when ¢ = 0, P o % when ¢ € (0,00) or §(g,9) when ¢ = co. On the other
hand, for each n > 1, the exchangeability of the particle system (N7, ---,N}) immediately induces

that (6.1) holds for ((N(),M™), ( f"),Mln)),--- ,(Nr(Ln),M,(L"))). Finally, by Lemma 6.1, we have
the weak convergence

(N, a0y (N ) e (N0 M)y = (X, 2), (X0, Z0), -+ (Xk, Z))

in D(R; (Ry x R)'*X). This implies the desired weak convergence (3.12) with the limit given as
before. =
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Summary about Hawkes processes

In this section, we summarize some results about multidimensional Hawkes processes.

Definition A.1 A d-dimensional Hawkes process with baseline (or background rate) p € Ri and

self-exciting kernel ¢ : Ry — RiXd is a d-dimensional (F;)-adapted point process N = (Ny,..., Ng)
such that

o Almost surely, for all i # j, the two point processes N; and N; never jump simultaneously,

28



e For every i, the compensator A; of N; has the form A;(t) = fg Ai(8) ds with

d  t
M) =+ 3 [ it = )Ny, ez 0 (A1)
j=1"0

Alternatively, Hawkes processes also can be defined through their Poisson representation.

Definition A.2 Consider d independent Poisson random measures 11;(ds,dz), i = 1,--- ,d, on Ri
with intensity dsdz. A d-dimensional Hawkes process with baseline (or background rate) u € le_ and
self-exciting kernel ¢ : Ry — ]R‘iXd is a d-dimensional (Fy)-adapted point process N = (Ny,..., Ny)
such that

t )\i(s—)
N;(t) :/0 /0 II;(ds,dz), t>0, (A.2)

where \; is given as in (A.1).

Equivalence between Definitions A.1 and A.2 is done (for instance) in Theorem 7.4 in [35, p.90].

Theorem A.3 (Poisson representation of Hawkes processes) 1. Suppose that N is a Hawkes

process in the sense of Definition A.2. Then it is also a Hawkes process in the sense of Definition
A.1

2. Suppose that N is a Hawkes process in the sense of Definition A.1. Then we can build on an en-
larged probability space (U, F , F, P) a family of independent Poisson measures {I1;(ds,dz)}1<i<q
on R% with intensity dsdz such that (A.2) holds.

For convenience, we write (1.1) in the following matrix form

NO /0 6t — 5 dAN(s), 1> 0. (A3)

Note that N has compensator A = (Ay,---,Ag) with
t
Ai(t) = || X :/ Ni(s)ds, t>0,i=1,---.,d (A.4)
¢ 0

and we define the compensated point process M := {M (t) : t > 0} with

which is a (% )-martingale. Since components of N never jump simultaneously, M has predictable
quadratic covariation and quadratic covariation

<MZ‘, Mj> == l{i:j} . Az and [MZ,M]] == l{i:j} . NZ’, 1 S 7 S d. (A5)
Additionally, we define the resolvent of the second kind associated to ¢ by

G(t) =Y @™ (), t>0, (A.6)

k>1
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which satisfies the resolvent equation
P(t) = o(t) +¢*o(t), t>0. (A.7)

From this equation, we obtain the following powerful martingale representation of the intensity A, see
for instance Lemma 3 in [4] or Proposition 2.1 in [37].

Lemma A.4 (Martingale representation) The intensity \ is the unique solution to

)\(t):u—kHl/zHL% 'u+/0 Y(t —s)dN(t), t>0. (A.8)

B Regularity of (X, 7)Y)

In this section, we consider the regularity of the solution (X, Z) of (2.3) and the derivative Y of
X on the interval [0,1] with d = 1; see Theorem 2.2 and Remark 2.3. All the following results can
be easily generalized to the general case with d > 1 and interval [0, 7] for T" > 0. Without further
mention, we always assume that functions and processes in this section are restricted on [0,1]. We
consider p € (0,00] and « € (0, 1], we write LP = LP([0,1];R) and we denote by H® the space of all
a-Hoélder continuous functions on (0, 1].

We first recall some basic properties of convolution operator as well as fractional integral and
fractional derivative. The fractional integral of order o € (0,1] and fractional derivative of order
~v € [0,1) of a function g are defined respectively by

oy~ L[ _9(s) __ L 4 g0)
Ig(t)_F(a)/o (t—s)l—ads and Dvg(t)—r(l_v)a/o (t—s)’YdS’

whenever they exist. Here I'(-) is the Gamma function. Without confusion, we write D™* = I* and
I77 = D7. The following results come from Appendix A.1 in [38].
Proposition B.1 (1) For g € H* and g5 € L*, we have g1 * go € H®.

(2) For g1 € H* and go € H®?, Then g1 * go € H'! for any 0 < v < a1 + as.

(8) Assume that g1 is continuous and gy is differentiable on (0,1]. For some constants o € (0,1)
and C >0, if [g2(t)] < C -t~ and |gh(t)| < C -t~ for any t € (0,1], then g1 * go € H ™.

(4) For g1 € H* with g1(0) = 0 and go € L with p > 1, we have D’g1 € H*F and gy * go =
(DPg1) * (IPgg) for any 0 < < a.

(5) For g1 € LP and go € LY with p,q € (0, 00|, we have that I®gy and [“gy exist, and g1 x (I%g2) =
(I*g1) % g2 forany (1/p+1/g—1)"T <a <1, .

(6) Let g1 € L™ and gy such that t%gs(t) € H® for some 6 € (0,1). For any 0 < B1 < (1 —0) A «
and 0 < By < «, we have DPgy € LP for some p > 1 and gy * go = (1%g1) * (D%gs).

We now consider the regularity of the solution (X, Z) of (2.3). For a € (0,1], let A% be the
collection of all differentiable functions g on (0,1] satisfying that t'~%g(t) € H® and for any v €
(—1/2,«), both D7g and D7¢’ exist and uniformly in ¢ € (0, 1],

ID7g(t)| + |t (D7g) (1)) < C - 4277, (B.1)
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Lemma B.2 If f € H* or f € A% for some a € (1/2,1], then X € H' and Z € HY?>=¢ for any
e (0,1/2).

Proof. Using the continuity of Z, Proposition B.1(1) if f € H* or Proposition B.1(3) if f € A“, we
immediately get that X € H®. Since the Brownian motion B € HY/?7¢ we also have Z € H®/?~¢
for any € € (0,/2) and the proof is completed when o« = 1. If o € (1/2,1), the result follows the
following statement

if X € H for some 8 € (0,1), then X € HY for any v < (o + 3/2) A 1. (B.2)

We now prove (B.2). If f € H®, by Proposition B.1(2) we have f  Z € H(@+8/2=)A1 and hence
(B.2) holds. On the other hand, if f € A%, the factional derivative D?/?=¢Z exists and is continuous
by Proposition B.1(4). Using also (B.1), we have

|[B/2—Ef(t)‘ <C. ta+ﬁ/2—1—e and |([ﬁ/2—ef)/(t)| <C- toz-i-B/Q—Q—e7
which, together with Proposition B.1(6), implies that f x Z = (Iﬁ/2_€f) * (D5/2_6Z) e HotB/2¢ for
any € € (0,/3/2), and thus B.2 holds. O

Lemma B.3 If f € H* or f € A% for some o € (1/2,1], then Y € H* Y2~ for any e € (0,a—1/2).

Proof. For any v € (1 — «,1/2), the fractional derivative D'~7 f exists and belongs to H*~Y when
f € H* (see Proposition B.1(4)) or LP with p > 1 when f € A® (see Proposition B.1(6)). Additionally,
by the definition we have

t
I'z(t) = / DVZ(s)ds, t>0.
0
Using Proposition B.1(4) again and then Fubini’s theorem, we have for any ¢ € [0, 1],

f*Z@t)=(D'"7f)« (I'Z)(t) = /t DYV f(t — s)ds /0 DYZ(r)dr

0

= /t(Dl_Vf) « (DVZ)(s) ds.
0
Plugging this back into (2.3) yields that
X(t) = /t Y(s)ds with Y(t)=F(t)-a+ (D7 f)«(D'Z)(t), t>0.
0

Since F is Lipschitz continuous, it suffices to prove that (D=7 f) % (DYZ) € H*~'/?=¢, Indeed, when
f € H?, it follows directly from Proposition B.1(2) along with the two facts that D'=7f € H*™7 and
DYZ € HY?77=¢. When f € A%, we have

D) <0t and  [(DVTf) (1] < €2,
which, together with Proposition B.1(6) and the continuity of D?Z, induces that (D=7 f)* (D7Z) €

Ht7=1, Finally, the arbitrariness of v € (1 — o, 1/2) shows that (D=7 f) x (D7Z) € H*'/?=<. O
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