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Abstract

Event stream is an important data format in real life. The events are usually
expected to follow some regular patterns over time. However, the patterns could
be contaminated by unexpected absences or occurrences of events. In this paper,
we adopt the temporal point process framework for learning event stream and we
provide a simple-but-effective method to deal with both commission and omission
event outliers. In particular, we introduce a novel weight function to dynamically
adjust the importance of each observed event so that the final estimator could offer
multiple statistical merits. We compare the proposed method with the vanilla one
in the classification problems, where event streams can be clustered into different
groups. Both theoretical and numerical results confirm the effectiveness of our new
approach. To our knowledge, our method is the first one to provably handle both
commission and omission outliers simultaneously.
Keywords: Event Stream, Outliers, Point Process, Clustering

1 Introduction

In modern user recommender systems, the data collected for each individual can be viewed as
an irregular time-stamped event sequence/stream. For example, in e-commerce [Xu et al., 2014],
the merchants want to recommend related items to customers based on their activity history. The
actions taken by a customer in viewing and purchasing the items on the website can form an event
sequence. In electronic health [Enguehard et al., 2020], patients with similar behaviors may be given
similar treatment. The messages sent by a patient through an AI medical assistant can be viewed
as a sequence of events. In online testing [Xu et al., 2018], the students take steps to answer the
interactive problem-solving questions on the computer, and their response history can be treated
as an event stream. The educators can make accurate diagnoses based on students’ responses. In
mobile music service [Carneiro et al., 2011], the users can search and play different song tracks.
Their listening history will be recorded and hence be treated as an event sequence. Then the music
apps can recommend favourite songs to each user. Event sequence data is more complicated than the
panel data and contains a lot of individual-level information. It is of great interest to classify distinct
event sequences to different groups, which can be useful for personalized or group-wise treatment,
diagnosis, and recommendation [Hosseini et al., 2017, Wang et al., 2021, Cao et al., 2021].

In the literature, the existing methods on event sequence clustering can be mainly divided into two
categories, namely metric-based clustering and model-based clustering. The methods in the former
category [Berndt and Clifford, 1994, Pei et al., 2013] measure the similarity or dissimilarity among
pairs of event sequences based on extracted features or pre-specified metrics. The methods in the
second category [Xu and Zha, 2017, Yin et al., 2021, Zhang et al., 2022] adopt a temporal point
process (TPP) framework, where the event sequences are assumed to follow a mixture of point
process models. However, these works do not take into account the outlier events, which frequently
happen in real-world scenarios. For example, in an e-commerce platform, a customer purchases
grocery products every weekend. An outlier event happens if he/she forgets to shop on a particular
weekend. In electronic health, the patient who suffers from chronic disease may buy some prescribed
medicines on a regular schedule. An outlier event happens if he/she suddenly has an acute disease.
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In online testing, the student follows some proper strategies to solve the challenging questions. An
outlier happens if he/she takes some unexpected actions which leads to wrong answers. In the mobile
music apps, the user regularly plays the song tracks. An outlier event happens when he/she listens to
music that was disliked in the past.

In this work, we tackle the event sequence data with potential event outliers. In Liu and Hauskrecht
[2021], they introduce two types of outliers that may exist in the event streams. The first type is
called “omission" that an event, supposed to happen, is missing or overdue. The second type is called
“commission" that the unexpected events happen. Our main task is to provide a unified framework for
handling the event stream with the presence of outliers. The goals include the following four parts.
(i) The methodology is simple-but-effective and it could be integrated with any existing TPP models
with low additional computational cost. (ii) The proposed algorithm can return robust estimation
results when a large number of outliers are allowed. (iii) The algorithm can provide more consistent
clustering results. (iv) The method can also detect the event outliers as a side product.

Our solution is as follows. Given a pre-determined K-mixture TPP model, we modify it by introduc-
ing weight to each observed event. A lower (higher) weight means the event is more likely (unlikely)
to be an outlier. The weight function is carefully constructed through an influence function ϕ(x)
which has several important properties. Firstly, ϕ(x) has twice continuous derivative that allows for
easy computation. Secondly, the derivative ϕ′(x) has a bounded support set that makes the algorithm
robust and has a high break-down point. Thirdly, ϕ′(x) can properly balance the weights for both
omission outliers and commission outliers at the same time. After re-weighting the TPP model, we
then alternatively update the latent class labels and the model parameters. In the computation of
the (approximate) posterior of latent labels, we use the overall weight function that combines all K
class information. When updating the model parameters, we use the class-specific weight function
that can lead to a better gradient direction. Moreover, we also allow additional tuning parameters
in the construction of weight functions. The tuning parameters can adjust the overall impact of
the re-weighting procedure so that sufficient event information is reserved and the non-identifiable
situations can be avoided.

We want to point out a few key differences between our method and those in the existing literature.
Zhang et al. [2024] recently propose a robust clustering algorithm that can consistently perform better
than the classical methods. However, their setting is different in the sense that they treat the whole
event sequence as the outlier. By contrast, our setting, treating the outlier on the event level, is more
general and flexible. Zhang et al. [2021] consider a situation where only commission outliers are
allowed. They propose a best subset selection method to detect the potential outliers. Unfortunately,
such a method is obviously NP-hard and cannot be used for omission outliers.

Our technical contributions can be summarized as follows. (a) The proposed methodology is easy-to-
implement and can be integrated into any existing (parametric, nonparametric, neural network-based)
TPP models. The additional computational cost lies in the calculation of weight function which
scales linearly with the sample size. (b) Although the proposed method is simple, it is shown to
work adaptively. To be specific, when there are no outliers, the algorithm behaves similarly to the
original one with no weight modification. When there exist outliers, the algorithm can still return
the asymptotically consistent estimator. (c) We provide a relatively complete theory including, a
non-asymptotic local convergence result, theoretical explanations for the advantages of using weight
functions, and the detection guarantee for outlier events. A brief summary is given in Table 1. Here
we would also like to point out that our new weight functions could be applied to different tasks
of learning event streams, including but not limited to, the classification of event sequences, the
prediction of the next event arrival, the change point detection of user behaviors, etc.

Scope Result Explanation

Impact of weights
Theorem 1 consistency with the absence of outliers
Theorem 2 robustness with the presence of outliers
Theorem 3 smaller gradient bias

Parameter estimates Theorem 4 a local linear convergent rate
Outlier detection Theorem 5 guarantees of detecting outliers

Table 1: An overview of our theoretical results. "Scope": the theoretical aspect that
we want to investigate; "Result": the detailed theorem number; "Explanation": the main
conclusions or messages from the theorem.
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The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we review the definitions of event
sequence data and TPP models. We also discuss the related works and potential challenges. The main
methodology and the detailed algorithm are described in Section 3. Theoretical analyses are provided
in Section 4 to help readers to better understand each component of our new method. Simulation
studies and real data applications are given in Section 5 and Section 6, respectively, to show the
effectiveness of the proposed method. Finally, a concluding remark is given in Section 7.

Notation. In this paper, we use E and P to denote the generic expectation and probability and
use [N ] = {1, 2, ..., N} for any positive integer. Sub-scripts n, i, and k are referred to the
index of the event sequence, event number, and the class label, respectively. We say an =
O(bn), Op(bn)(or Θ(bn),Θp(bn)) if there exists a constant c that an ≤ cbn (or 1

can ≤ bn ≤ can)
holds or holds with high probability. Symbol Õ, Õp hides all logarithmic terms. We use λ(t) ↓ 0 (or
λ(t) ↑ ∞) to represent that a sequence {λn} satisfies λn(t) = cn · λ(t) with cn → 0 (or cn → ∞).

2 Preliminary

2.1 Data Description

We observe the following event sequences,
{
(tn,1, ..., tn,i, ..., tn,Mn);n = 1, ..., N

}
, where tn,i is

the i-th event time stamp of the n-th sequence, Mn is the number of events observed for sequence
n, and N is the total number of event sequences. For the notional simplicity, we may use Sn to
denote the n-th observed sequence, i.e., Sn = (tn,1, ..., tn,i, ..., tn,Mn

). Then, the whole dataset
becomes S = {Sn}Nn=1. Moreover, all time sequences are observed within the time horizon [0, T0],
i.e., 0 ≤ tn,i ≤ T0 for all i and n. We further assume that total the time horizon can be divided into
L time periods, i.e., T0 = L · T , where T is the length of a single time period. To help readers to
have more intuition, a real data example is given in Table 2, which shows the event stream sequence
of a randomly selected user from the internet protocol television (IPTV) data.

id time

1 65659245 2012/01/01 15:37:15
2 65659245 2012/01/01 16:54:40
· · · · · · · · ·

2760 65659245 2012/11/30 18:37:11
2761 65659245 2012/11/30 18:45:09

Table 2: IPTV dataset. "id": user identifier. "time": the time stamp
when the user started to watch a TV program. All events are recorded
during the period, 2012.1.1 - 2012.11.30. Total time horizon T0 = 336
days, T = 7 days (a week), and L = 48.

To mathematically describe the event sequence data, we adopt the TPP methodology [Daley et al.,
2003], also known as the counting process method or recurrent event analysis [Yamaguchi, 1991].
For any increasing event time sequence 0 < t1 < t2 < ... < tM , we let N(t) := ♯{i : ti ≤ t} be
the number of events observed up to time t. Then we can define the conditional intensity function,
λ∗(t) := limdt→0 E[N [t, t + dt)|Ht]/dt, where N [t, t + dt) := N(t + dt) − N(t) represents the
number of events happening within [t, t+ dt) and Ht := σ({N(s); s < t}) is the history filtration
before time t. Intensity λ∗(t) characterizes the dynamic of the event process and is of great importance
and practical interest for statistical modelling.

2.2 Event Outliers

In applications, such as disease outbreak detection [Buckeridge, 2007], fraud detection [Rajeshwari
and Babu, 2016, Carcillo et al., 2018], medical error detection [Hauskrecht et al., 2016, Kirkendall
et al., 2019], and network monitoring system [Chen et al., 2016, Cronie et al., 2024], unusual
occurrences or absence of events frequently happen in real-time event sequences. Liu and Hauskrecht
[2021] introduce that two types of outliers may arise in continuous-time event sequences. The first
type is called as “omission outlier" which refers to the scenario that the event, supposed to happen, is
missing or overdue. The second type is known as “commission outlier" which describes the situation
that the newly happened event is unexpected: it either arrives too early or is not expected to occur at
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all given the historical information. The visualization of the two types of event outliers is given in
Figure 1.

𝑡𝑡1 𝑡𝑡2 𝑡𝑡3 𝑡𝑡4 𝑡𝑡5 𝑡𝑡6 𝑡𝑡7 𝑡𝑡1 𝑡𝑡2 𝑡𝑡3 𝑡𝑡4 𝑡𝑡5 𝑡𝑡6 𝑡𝑡7 𝑡𝑡8 𝑡𝑡9

Figure 1: The visualization of the two types of event outliers. The left plot is for the omission case,
where the red box indicates a possible missing event. The right plot is for the commission case, where
the green box indicates a potential unexpected event.

Both types of event outliers are related to problems of practical interest. Consider a patient who
suffers from a chronic disease and takes specific medications on a regular schedule. An omission
event happens if the patient does not take the medicine for unexpectedly long time. A commission
event happens if he/she takes the medicine too early or too frequently compared to the normal
schedule. Consider a TV user who regularly watches the television at home in the evening. An
omission event happens if the user is too busy to watch the TV program in the evening on a particular
day. A commission event happens if the user starts watching TV in the morning or at noon.

2.3 Clustering Problem

The clustering effects exist ubiquitously in the event stream data. The individuals can be classified
into groups according to whether their corresponding event sequences show similar behaviors or
not. For classifying event sequence data, the existing methods can also be divided into two main
categories, distance-based clustering [Berndt and Clifford, 1994, Bradley and Fayyad, 1998, Peng
and Müller, 2008] and model-based clustering [Luo et al., 2015, Xu and Zha, 2017, Yin et al., 2021,
Zhang et al., 2024]. The former one extracts the features from the sequences to transform the data into
the matrix form and then applies classical clustering algorithms. The latter one makes the assumption
that event sequences follow some underlying parametric mixture models of point processes so that the
log-likelihood can be used as the objective function and EM [Dempster et al., 1977] or VI algorithm
[Blei et al., 2017] could be applied.

However, there is little existing work that takes into account the noisy or outlier events for clustering
event streams in the literature. In the present work, we provide an easy-to-implement tool that can
make classification results adaptive and robust to both types of event outliers.

2.4 Challenges

There are several challenges that may be encountered in developing the new TPP clustering method-
ology. In this subsection, we discuss a few related technical difficulties.

In the literature, most works [Liu and Hauskrecht, 2021, Zhang et al., 2023] focus on event outlier
detection only, while our main task is to classify different event sequences and to provide the
estimation for the latent intensity functions. In other words, the proposed algorithm needs to go
beyond detecting an event to be the outlier or not and simultaneously return robust and consistent
classification and estimation results.

A recent work [Zhang et al., 2024] considers a robust clustering framework allowing the existence
of outlier event sequences. However such outlier assumption on sequence level is a bit too strong.
It may not be practical to treat some entire event sequences as inliers and others as outliers. In the
present work, we assume every event sequence may have outlier events. In other words, our setting is
on the event level and is more practically useful. Therefore, Zhang et al. [2024]’s method cannot be
directly applied here. A visualization comparison is given in Figure 2.

4



Inlier

Inlier

Outlier

Inlier

Inlier

Inlier

Figure 2: Left plot: the setting of Zhang et al. [2024] where the first two event sequences are inliers
while the third one is assumed to be the outlier. Right plot: our setting where all three event sequences
are inliers but each of them may contain several event outliers.

Zhang et al. [2021] introduce a model-based method that can select exogenous events. However, they
only assume the existence of commission outliers but no omission outliers. Their method is a best
subset selection-type algorithm and, hence is NP-hard without convergence guarantees. Therefore,
we need to seek a different type of approach to make it more computationally friendly and more
flexible to handle both omission and commission outliers.

In addition to methodological development, it is also critical to provide guarantees of the clustering
results. Especially, we hope the new method can provably ensure (i) robustness: the method works
even with a large amount of outliers; (ii) convergence: the method can at least enjoy fast local
convergent speed. (iii) adaptivity: the method works effectively whenever there exist outliers or
no outliers. (iv) outlier detection power: the method can return high true positive rates (low false
negative rates) of detecting event outliers.

3 Weighted Clustering Approach

In this section, we propose a weighted clustering algorithm to deal with potentially outlier events.

3.1 Framework

We assume the observed event sequences are generated from a K-mixture of temporal point processes
with potential event contamination. To be specific, we let Zn ∈ [K] denote the latent label for the
n-th event sequence. In other words, Zn = k indicates that the n-th event sequence belongs to the
k-th class. Moreover, its corresponding underlying intensity without event contamination is denoted
by λ∗

k(t), which is a periodic function with period length equal to T0. At this stage, we do not impose
any other structural assumptions on λ∗

k(t).

In our algorithm, we use the working model λk(t) to approximate λ∗
k(t) and λk(t) has the same

period T0 as λ∗
k(t) does. For reader convenience, we provide several possible choices for λk(t) as

follows.

• Non-homogeneous Poisson Process.

λk(t) :=

H∑
h=1

bk,hκh(t) for t ∈ [0, T0], (1)

where κh(t) is the h-th basis function.

• Self-exciting Process.

λk(t) :=

H∑
h=1

bk,hκh(t) +
∑
tj<t

H′∑
h′=1

αk,h′gh′(t− tj) for t ∈ [0, T0], (2)

where both κh(t) and gh′(t) are basis functions.
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For notational simplicity, we denote Bk as the working parameter set for class k. In other words,
Bk := [bk,h] ∈ RH0+ for the non-homogeneous Poisson process and Bk := [bk,h, ak,h′ ] ∈ RH+H′

0+

for the self-exciting process. We further write B := {Bk}Kk=1 as the complete parameter set. For
later analyses, we abuse H to denote the dimension of Bk and the results could apply to both model
(1) and (2).

Remark 1 In practice, we can choose {κh(t)} and {gh′(t)} to be cubic spline functions or Gaussian
kernel functions.

Remark 2 The working model λk here can be taken as any temporal point process in the literature.
Our framework does not need to specify the underlying λ∗

k(t) correctly.

Apart from the intensity specification, the model also allows the event contamination. The contamina-
tion mechanism is described as follows.

a The event contamination for distinct event sequences are independent of each other.

b For each event sequence, we assume there is a set of non-overlapping sub-time intervals that
could possibly contain outlier events. The total length of these sub-time intervals is at most
η · T , where η ∈ (0, 1). The locations of sub-time intervals are randomly generated from
[0, T ].

c During those contaminated time intervals, two types of contamination may happen: (Type-i)
The original events may be eliminated / missing. (Type-ii) There are multiple new events
inserted between two consecutive original events.

Contamination

Observation

Figure 3: The visualization of event contamination process. The upper plot: the original event
sequences generated from the true underlying intensity function. The middle plot: the event con-
tamination on the event sequences. (Green area indicates the Type-ii time interval and Orange
areas indicate Type-i time intervals.) The bottom plot: the observed event sequence after event
contamination.

According to the descriptions of the mechanism, different event sequences may have distinct lengths
or numbers of contaminated sub-time intervals. Within each sub-time interval, the number of events
could either increase or decrease. Type-i contamination can be viewed as the omission adversary.
Type-ii contamination can be treated as the commission adversary. To help readers gain more intuition,
the above contamination procedure is visualized in Figure 3.
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3.2 Weight Function

According to the classical mixture models [Xu and Zha, 2017, Zhang et al., 2022] with no contamina-
tion, we can easily give out the probability of observing an event stream S as

p(S;B) =

K∑
k=1

πk · TPP (S|Bk) , (3)

with TPP (S|Bk) :=

(
M∏
i=1

λk(ti)

)
· exp(−

∫ T0

0

λk(u)du)·, (4)

where πk ’s are class probabilities, TPP (S|Bk) is the conditional probability of the event sequence
S if it belongs to class k with working parameter Bk being plugged in, and M is the number of
events in the sequence S.

Unfortunately, due to the presence of outliers, directly optimizing over (4) may lead to biased
estimation and unreliable classification results. Instead, we consider the following weighted version,
that is,

pW (S;B) =

K∑
k=1

πk ·WTPP(S|Bk) , (5)

with WTPP(S|Bk) :=

(
M∏
i=1

λk(ti)
Wi+1(S;B)

)
·

(
M+1∏
i=1

[exp(−
∫ ti

ti−1

λk(u)du)]
Wi(S;B)

)

=

M+1∏
i=1

(
λk(ti−1) exp(−

∫ ti

ti−1

λk(u)du)

)Wi(S;B)

, (6)

where t0 = 0, tM+1 = T0, and λk(t0) ≡ 1. The most important modification in (6) compared
with (4) is that we introduce the weight Wi(S;B) to time interval (ti−1, ti] to adaptively adjust the
importance of different events. The main purpose of the weights is presented as follows. On the one
hand, if ti−1 and ti are two original events, then the weight Wi(S;B) should more likely to be close
to 1. On the other hand, if this time interval is contaminated, then the weight Wi(S;B) tends to be
close to 0. In order to achieve such purposes, the weight function is designed through the following
procedure.

Given a set of working parameters {Bk}’s, we first compute the following class-specific weight,

wi(S;Bk) :=

ϕ′
ρ1,ρ2

(∫ ti
ti−1

λk(u)du− 1
)
; i ≤ M

ϕ′
ρ1,ρ2

(∫ T
tM

λk(u)du− 1
)
; i = M + 1,

(7)

where

ϕ′
ρ1,ρ2(x) :=

{
ϕ′(x/ρ2) 0 ≤ x

ϕ′(x′/ρ1) − 1 ≤ x < 0,
(8)

and ϕ′(x) is the derivative function of an influence function ϕ(x). Throughout the paper, we assume
it has the following form for x > 0,

ϕ′(x) :=


1+x

1+x+x2/2 0 ≤ x ≤ a

ϕ′(a) · (b− x)2/(b− a)2 a < x ≤ b

0 x > b,

(9)

and ϕ′(x) = ϕ′(x′) for 1 ≤ x < 0, where x′ := {x′|(x′ + 1) exp(−x′ − 1) = (x + 1) exp(−x −
1), x′ ≥ 0}. ρ1 and ρ2 are two positive tuning parameters.

We can easily see that ϕ′(x) achieves the maximum value at x = 0 and has the compact support.
The influence function ϕ(x) is increasing and twice continuously differentiable. Thanks to these
properties, wi(S;Bk) will be closer to 1 if

∫ ti
ti−1

λk(u)du is close to 1, while wi(S;Bk) will be

reduced to zero if
∫ ti
ti−1

λk(u)du is far away from 1. Moreover, by the time transformation theory,
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∫ ti
ti−1

λ∗
k(u)du ∼ Exp(1) if event sequence S is generated from the point process with intensity λ∗

k(t).
In other words, the class-specific weight wi(S;Bk) is around one when time interval (ti−1, ti] is not
contaminated and sequence S belongs to class k.

Remark 3 It can be checked that ϕ(x) is also a Catoni-style influence function, which enjoys many
statistical merits. See Catoni [2012], Fang et al. [2023], and the references therein.

With the constructions of wi(Sn;Bk)’s, we then choose the overall weight

Wi(S;B) := max
k∈[K]

wi(Sn;Bk) (10)

or

Wi(S;B) :=
∑
k∈[K]

rk · wi(S;Bk), (11)

where rk is the probability of event sequence S belonging to class k. Later, see (20) for a concrete
example of rk’s. (10) indicates that, for the i-th time interval of event sequence S, the weight is
determined by the maximum weight across all K classes. (11) implies that, the weight of i-th time
interval is determined by the combination of K class-specific weights. Both choices can ensure that
the time interval (ti−1, ti] can have larger weight if at least one of

∫ ti
ti−1

λk(u)du is close to 1.

For the influence function defined in (9), we can further prove that it possesses the following
“unbiasedness" properties.

Lemma 1 When X follows the standard exponential distribution Exp(1), it holds that
E [(X − 1) · ϕ′(X − 1)] = 0 .

Note that
∫ ti
ti−1

λk(u)du is left-skewed, i.e. has the longer right tail. By Lemma 1, our construction
of ϕ(x) guarantees that the proposed weight function can carefully balance the left and right tails of
the integral of the intensity function so that they will have the equal impacts on the log-likelihood
function. Lemma 1 also directly leads to the following corollary.

Corollary 1 When ρ1 = ρ2, it also holds that EX
[
(X − 1) · ϕ′

ρ1,ρ2(X − 1)
]
= 0.

3.3 Computation

Denote the full latent label vector Z = {Zn}Nn=1. The objective of the complete data is given as
follows,

WL(S,Z;B,π) =

N∑
n=1

K∑
k=1

1{Zn = k} · log πk · logWTPP(Sn|Bk). (12)

Based on the objective, we alternatively update the pseudo posterior 1 of Z and the parameters B and
π as follows.

Update of Z. At time step t, we compute the pseudo posterior q(Z|S;B(t−1)), where B(t−1) is the
parameter estimate in the previous step. It is not hard to find that

q(Z|S;B(t−1)) =

N∏
n=1

K∏
k=1

(r
(t)
nk)

1{Zn=k} (13)

with

r
(t)
nk =

ρ
(t)
nk∑

k′ ρ
(t)
nk′

, (14)

where ρ(t)nk := π
(t−1)
k ·WTPP(Sn|B(t−1)

k ). For simplicity, we may write q(Z|S;B(t−1)) as q(t)(Z)
in the following sections.

1
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Update of B and π. Given q(t)(Z), we update the class probabilities by

π
(t)
k =

1

N

N∑
n=1

r
(t)
nk . (15)

Additionally, B(t) is obtained by performing the gradient descent-type algorithm,

B
(t)
k := B

(t−1)
k − lr · ϱ(t)k , (16)

with

ϱ
(t)
k :=

N∑
n=1

r
(t)
nk · ∇Bk

{
Mn∑
i=1

wi(Sn;B
(t−1)
k )

(
log λk(tn,i−1)−

∫ tn,i

tn,i−1

λk(u)du

)}
, (17)

where lr is the learning rate. Then we denote B(t) := (B
(t)
k )Kk=1.

Tuning of ρ1 and ρ2. Note that ρ1 and ρ2 cannot be too small. Otherwise, it give vanishing weights
wi(Sn;B

(t−1)
k )’s. In other words, WTPP(Sn|B(t−1)

k )’s are close to zero and do not provide
sufficient information for the data sequence. As a result, q(t)(Z) will be inaccurate and B

(t)
k may not

converge to the optimal value.

In the update, we adjust ρ1 and ρ2 so that

1

nT0

N∑
n=1

Mn∑
i=1

wi(Sn;B
(t)
k )(tn,i − tn,i−1) ≥

1

2
. (18)

Heuristically speaking, (18) ensures that at least half of event information is reserved. This re-
quirement is not too stringent. By the assumption of the contamination mechanism, there are at
most 100 · η percentage of time windows containing outlier events. Therefore, 1/2 is a very loose
lower bound for 1 − η. On the other hand, if we do not put the constraint (18), it could lead to a
non-identifiability issue. That is, two types of event contamination could lead to the same observation
with high probability. A toy example of non-identifiability is given in Figure 4.

𝑡𝑡1𝑡𝑡2 𝑡𝑡3 𝑡𝑡4 𝑡𝑡5 𝑡𝑡6

𝑡𝑡1𝑡𝑡2 𝑡𝑡3𝑡𝑡4 𝑡𝑡5 𝑡𝑡6𝑡𝑡1𝑡𝑡2 𝑡𝑡3𝑡𝑡4 𝑡𝑡5 𝑡𝑡6

Omission? Commission?

Figure 4: A toy example of the non-identifiability case. The upper plot gives an observed event
sequence, which is equally likely to be generated from the event sequence with type-i contamination
(bottom left) or type-ii contamination (bottom right). In other words, we may have at least 50 %
chance to give the wrong classification result when the restriction (18) is removed.

The complete computation procedure is summarized in Algorithm 1.
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Algorithm 1 Clustering with Event Contamination
1: Input Sequences S = {Sn}Nn=1, tolerance parameter ϵ.
2: Initialization of B(0), π(0), and t = 0.
3: repeat
4: Increase time index t = t+ 1.
5: Update of Z:
6: Update q(t)(Z) by (13).
7: Update of B and π:
8: ∀k ∈ [K], update the parameter π(t)

k by (15).
9: ∀k ∈ [K], update the parameter B(t)

k by (16).
10: Adjustment of ρ1, ρ2:
11: Adjust ρ1 and ρ2 so that (18) holds.
12: until ∥B(t)

k −B
(t−1)
k ∥ ≤ ϵ, ∀k ∈ [K].

Output: Estimated parameters B̂, π̂, Cluster responsibilities {r̂nk}.

Remark 4 In practice, we suggest the following computations for Wi(Sn;B
(t)). In the first few

iterations, we compute

Wi(Sn;B
(t)) := max

k∈[K]
wi(Sn;B

(t)). (19)

This strategy prioritizes the most significant class-specific weight, providing a robust initial classifica-
tion by emphasizing the strongest class association and mitigating the impact of outliers.

In the rest of iterations, we compute

Wi(Sn;B
(t)) :=

∑
k∈[K]

r
(t)
nk · wi(Sn;B

(t)). (20)

This strategy integrates the probabilistic contributions from all classes, reflecting a more balanced and
comprehensive assessment of the class memberships. As the algorithm progresses, the incorporation
of class probabilities allows for a finer adjustment between classes, enhancing the overall robustness
and accuracy of the clustering algorithm in practice.

Remark 5 We also like to point out that we use the weight functions differently in updating q(t)(Z)

and B(t). In the former update, we use the overall weight function Wi(Sn;B
(t)). This is because

we need to aggregate all K class information to distinguish an event being outlier or not. Then the
posterior q(t)(Z) can concentrate its mass on the most preferred class labels given the weighted time
intervals. In contrast, we use the class-specific weight functions wi(Sn;B

(t)
k )’s in the later update.

This is because we want to screen out those events which are unlikely to be generated from Class k.
Especially in the beginning of the algorithm, r(t)nk’s are not accurate, using the overall weight could
overemphasize those contaminated time intervals.

4 Theoretical results

In this section, we provide theoretical explanations of our proposed framework to help readers to gain
more insights of how the algorithm works. To start with, we introduce several technical assumptions.

Assumption 1 There is a lower bound πlow > 0 for the proportion of each class, that is, πk ≥ πlow
for all k = 1, 2, . . . ,K.

Assumption 1 ensures that no class is drained. It is a common condition in the literature of mixture
models.

Assumption 2 The space of working model parameters Bk’s is bounded. That is, there exists
ΩB > 0 such that ∥Bk∥1 < ΩB for all k = 1, 2, . . . ,K.

10



Assumption 2 is a standard technical condition commonly referenced in statistical theory literature
(see [Lehmann and Casella, 2006, Casella and Berger, 2021]). Assuming the boundedness of the
parameter space makes the technical argument easier.

Assumption 3 There exist τ and Ω such that 0 < τ ≤ λ∗
k(t) ≤ Ω for all t ∈ [0, T ] and k =

1, 2, . . . ,K.

Assumption 3 is also a usual technical requirement, as noted in recent works [Cai et al., 2022, Fang
et al., 2024]. This assumption ensures that the intensity function remains bounded away from zero
and is also constrained from above. It also helps to make the analyses easier.

We next define the true working model parameter,

B∗
k = argmax

Bk

E
[ ∫ T0

0

(log λk(t)) · dNk(t)−
∫ T0

0

λk(t)dt

]
for k ∈ [K] (21)

with λk(t) being an intensity function parameterized by Bk and Nk(t) is a TPP following the true
underlying intensity λ∗

k(t) with no event contamination. In the following, we write λB∗
k
(t) as the

intensity λk(t) with B∗
k plugged in. Then λB∗

k
(t) is the intensity function closest to λ∗

k(t) within the
working model space.

Assumption 4 For any two different classes k and k′ in [K], there exists a constant Cgap > 0 such
that, if event stream S belongs to Class k, then it holds E[log TPP(S|B∗

k′)] < E[log TPP(S|B∗
k)]−

Cgap · L.

In Assumption 4, the expectation is taken with respect to an event sequence S which follows the
intensity λ∗

k(t). This assumption ensures the class identifiability. In other words, it guarantees that,
before the event contamination, event streams from different classes can be distinguished by our
working model.

Assumption 5 The event contamination follows the mechanism described in Section 3.1.

According to Assumption 5, we know that the proportion of time intervals which could be potentially
contaminated does not exceed η. This assumption is crucial for maintaining the identifiability of the
true model parameters and latent classes, as it effectively limits the influence of event outliers on the
analysis when η is not too large. Furthermore, it assumes that the intervals in which outliers may
appear are independently and randomly distributed for each event sequence. This randomness in the
occurrence of outliers helps to prevent systematic biases that could otherwise skew the results.

Theorem 1 When ρ1 = ρ2, it holds that∥∥∥∥∥∥E
[
1

L

M∑
i=1

wi(S;Bk)∇Bk

(
log λk(ti−1)−

∫ ti

ti−1

λk(u)du

)] ∣∣∣∣∣
Bk=B∗

k

∥∥∥∥∥∥ = O

(√
H

L

)
, (22)

where S follows the underlying intensity λ∗
k(t). As a result, when there are no outlier events,

E[ϱ(B∗
k)] → 0 as L → ∞, where

ϱ(Bk) :=
1

NL

∑
n:Zn=k

Mn∑
i=1

{
wi(Sn;Bk)∇Bk

(
log λk(tn,i−1)−

∫ tn,i

tn,i−1

λk(u)du

)}
. (23)

Theorem 1 shows that, even after incorporating the weight function, the expected gradient evaluated
at the true working model parameters remains asymptotically unbiased when there is no event
contamination and L → ∞. In other words, it implies that the true parameter B∗ continues to be
the (at least local) optimum given sufficiently many observed events. This result indicates that our
proposed methodology is adaptive and does not deteriorate the performance under the classical setting
(i.e., with the absence of event contamination).

Remark 6 For the special case that both true model and working model are homogeneous Poisson
process, then the left hand side of (22) is exactly zero.
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Remark 7 Curious readers may wonder whether we can replace
∑
i wi(S;Bk)∇Bk

(log λk(ti−1)−∫ ti
ti−1

λk(u)du) by
∑
i wi(S;Bk)∇Bk

(log λk(ti)−
∫ ti
ti−1

λk(u)du) in the computation of gradient.
Empirically, we find they have negligible difference. However, Theorem 1 may no longer hold.

Theorem 2 Under Assumptions 3 and 5, with ρ1 = ρ2 = ρ, for each k ∈ [K], it holds that

∥ϱ(B∗
k)∥ = Op

√
H ·

(
η︸︷︷︸

contamination

+
1√
NL︸ ︷︷ ︸

stochastic

+
1

L︸︷︷︸
using weight

) , (24)

where H is the dimension of the parameter Bk .

Theorem 2 demonstrates that after incorporating the weight function, the gradient evaluated at the
optimal value B∗ has an upper bound which consists of three parts, the contamination error, the
stochastic error, and the bias induced by weight function. Moreover, the bound is regardless of the
number of outlier events added or removed within the contaminated time intervals, suggesting the
robustness of the proposed approach. On the other hand, without the help of weight functions, the
impact of outliers on the gradient may not be controlled.

Instead of allowing the arbitrary Type-i and Type-ii contamination, we further assume the specific
generation mechanism of contamination adversary.

Assumption 6 In the step (c) of the contamination mechanism, we specifically assume

(Type-i) the original events are removed with intensity rate λmiss(t);

(Type-ii) the new events are added according to the intensity λadd(t).

Assumption 6 says that, when the omission occurs, the event from class k is observed at time t with
intensity λ∗

k(t) − λmiss(t). When the commission occurs, the intensity at time t is increased to
λ∗
k(t) + λadd(t).

Assumption 7 Only one of Type-i or Type-ii contamination is allowed to happen.

Theorem 3 Under Assumptions 3, 5, 6, and 7 and additionally assume that λmiss(t) and λadd(t) is
proportional to λ∗

k(t), it holds that

|E[ϱ(B∗
k)]| < |E[ϱ(B∗

k)]|,
for sufficiently large L, with

ϱ(Bk) :=
1

NL

∑
n:Zn=k

Mn∑
i=1

{
∇Bk

(
log λk(tn,i−1)−

∫ ti

tn,i−1

λk(u)du

)}
, (25)

where “<" represents the element-wise comparison.

Theorem 3 implies that, after incorporating the weight function, it is expected that the absolute
value of the gradient evaluated at the true value B∗ is strictly smaller than that without using the
weight functions. This reduction in the gradient value means that the weight functions can help the
gradient move towards the less biased direction when either omission or commission contamination
happens. Theorem 1 - Theorem 3 together characterize the roles of the weight functions in the
gradient computation.

Next, we provide the non-asymptotic convergence analysis of the proposed algorithm when the event
contamination is allowed. In addition, we define the class-specific gradient,

g(Bk | B∗) := ES∼λ∗
k
[rk(S;B

∗) · ∇ logWTPP(S | Bk)/L],

with the weight Wi(S;B) =
∑
k rk(S;B

∗)w(S;Bk). Here rk(S;B) =
πkWTPP(S | Bk,W )/

∑
k πkWTPP(S | Bk,W ).

Lemma 2 Let λk,max and λk,min be the largest and smallest eigenvalue of −∇Bk
g(Bk | B∗

k).
Under Assumptions 1-3, it holds that λk,min > 0 for all k ∈ [K].
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Theorem 4 Suppose Assumptions 1- 5 hold and the maximum possible contamination proportion is
ηmax ∈ (0, 1/2). We choose ρ1 = ρ2 = ρ > 0 such that

E[(1−X)ϕ′
ρ1,ρ2(X − 1)] > 0.5/(1− ηmax), X ∼ Exp(1). (26)

We further assume the underlying contamination proportion η satisfies that

(1− η)Cgapc1,ρ − η

∫ T

0

λ∗
k(u)du+ ηmin{0, c2,ρ

∫ T

0

log(λ∗
k(u)/λ

∗
j (u))du} > 0, (27)

∀j ̸= k, where c1,ρ and c2,ρ are two constants that may depend on ρ. There exists a constant a > 0

such that whenever ∥B(t)
k −B∗

k∥ < a for k ∈ [K], it holds∥∥∥B(t+1)
k −B∗

k

∥∥∥ ≤
(
λk,max − λk,min
λk,max + λk,min

+ γ

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

shrink rate

∥∥∥B(t)
k −B∗

k

∥∥∥+ ϵunif , (28)

where λmax and λmin are the same as in Lemma 2, γ is a constant satisfying γ → 0 when L → ∞,
and the error ϵunif = Op(

√
H · (1/

√
NL+ η + 1/L)).

Remark 8 In Theorem 4, (26) ensures that (18) holds with high probability whenever ρ(t) ≥ ρ; (27)
guarantees that distinct class can be uniquely identified even with 100 · η percent of contaminated
time windows. Smaller η makes (27) easier to hold. Theorem 4 holds under arbitrary contamination,
i.e., it does not rely on Assumptions 6 and 7.

For large enough L, the “shrink rate" is smaller than 1. Therefore, Theorem 4 implies that the gap
∥B(t)

k −B∗
k∥ decreases geometrically until it reaches the same order as ϵunif . In other words, this

result indicates a rapid convergence where the distance between B
(t)
k and B∗

k shrinks exponentially
towards ϵunif . Consequently, our robust clustering algorithm enjoys a local linear convergence speed.
As a side product, we also have the following local consistency of class label estimation.

Corollary 2 Under the same conditions of Theorem 4 and ∥B(0)
k −B∗

k∥ < a for all k, it holds that∥∥∥rk(Sn; B̂)− r∗k(Sn)
∥∥∥ = Op(exp(−G · L)) for n ∈ [N ], where r∗k(Sn) = I{Z∗

n=k} and G is some
universal constant.

Moreover, we show that our algorithm can detect the contaminated time intervals when the contami-
nation level is high. The details are presented in the supplementary file.

5 Simulation Study

To demonstrate the feasibility and the efficiency of our new method, we compare it with the baseline
method, i.e., the same procedure without weight functions, under two types of working models,
non-homogeneous Poisson process and self-exciting (Hawkes) process.

5.1 Non-homogeneous Poisson processes

The simulation settings are described as follows. The event sequences are generated from a mixture
of non-homogeneous Poisson processes with four classes, whose intensity functions are given by

λ∗
1(t) = 3 exp(−t2/20) + 2 exp(−(t− 8)2/20) + exp(−(t− 20)2/20) + 3 exp(−(t− 25)2/3),

λ∗
2(t) = 2 exp(−(t− 6)2/10) + 5 exp(−(t− 20)2/10) + exp(−t2),

λ∗
3(t) = 5 exp(−(t− 5)2/3) + 3 exp(−(t− 12)2/2) + 5 exp(−(t− 18)2/3),

λ∗
4(t) = 5 exp(−(t− 21)2/20) + 2 exp(−(t− 12)2/10) + 3 exp(−t2/2),

where t ∈ [0, T ] with T = 24 (corresponding to 24 hours).

Type-i contamination is formed by randomly selecting sub-time windows whose total length is no
more than η · T and deleting all the events within these time windows. Type-ii contamination is
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η Time Algorithm Type-i Type-ii
K=4 K=5 K=6 K=4 K=5 K=6

0.15

L=1
Standard 0.7655 0.8233 0.8513 0.3715 0.3960 0.4480
Robust 0.9478 0.9627 0.9620 0.8593 0.9175 0.9420

L=2
Standard 0.7208 0.8145 0.8517 0.3987 0.4193 0.4400
Robust 0.9440 0.9867 0.9878 0.8853 0.9555 0.9830

L=4
Standard 0.7365 0.8283 0.8787 0.4487 0.4913 0.4968
Robust 0.9243 0.9742 0.9883 0.8903 0.9590 0.9728

0.2

L=1
Standard 0.6960 0.7497 0.7838 0.3553 0.3922 0.4312
Robust 0.9307 0.9568 0.9550 0.8608 0.9110 0.9428

L=2
Standard 0.6998 0.7580 0.7862 0.3815 0.4210 0.4470
Robust 0.9565 0.9830 0.9827 0.9047 0.9495 0.9700

L=4
Standard 0.6847 0.7777 0.8157 0.4438 0.4902 0.5043
Robust 0.8983 0.9873 0.9872 0.9068 0.9672 0.9748

0.25

L=1
Standard 0.5828 0.6605 0.7413 0.3625 0.3882 0.4200
Robust 0.9353 0.9383 0.9422 0.8777 0.9122 0.9427

L=2
Standard 0.6537 0.7348 0.7918 0.3850 0.4117 0.4387
Robust 0.9358 0.9783 0.9870 0.9162 0.9622 0.9625

L=4
Standard 0.7108 0.7727 0.8077 0.4467 0.4928 0.5208
Robust 0.9337 0.9837 0.9890 0.9142 0.9570 0.9838

Table 3: Purity indices returned by two methods under the setting of η = 0.15, η = 0.2 and η = 0.25
for Non-homogeneous Poisson processes.

formed by randomly selecting sub-time windows whose total length is no more than η · T0 and
generating new events that follow the random intensity

∑
c U · exp{−(t − tc)

2/2σ2}/
√
2π with

σ = 0.05, U ∼ U [2.5, 5], where the random centers tc’s follow the homogeneous Poisson process
(λ = 5/12).

For each class, we generate 30 event sequences and there are N = 120 samples in total. The number
of periods L ∈ {1, 2, 4} and the contamination proportion η ∈ {0.15, 0.2, 0.25}. We apply our
proposed method and two baselines by setting the number of classes equal to 4, 5, or 6. All cases are
repeated for 50 times. In the experiments, we choose the number of basis H to be 6 and the stopping
criterion is ∥B(t) −B(t−1)∥ ≤ 0.1.

We use the clustering purity [Schütze et al., 2008] to evaluate the performances of two methods. To
be specific, the purity index is defined as

purity(Ŝ,S∗) =
1

N

K∑
k=1

max
k′∈[K∗]

∣∣∣Ŝk ∩ S∗
k′

∣∣∣ , (29)

where Ŝ = {Ŝ1, ..., ŜK̂} and S∗ = {S∗
1 , ...,S∗

K∗} are two partitions of the data set according to the
estimated labels and true underlying labels. It is easy to see that the range of purity value is between
0 and 1. The higher the purity value is, the better the clustering result is. Moreover, the purity is
non-decreasing as K̂ increases. In other words, for a fixed algorithm, the purity will get larger if we
wish to cluster the data into more classes. The results are summarized in Table 3.

5.2 Self-exciting processes

The event sequences are generated from a mixture of non-homogeneous Hawkes processes with four
classes,

λhak,k(t) = λ∗
k(t) +

∑
tj<t

g∗k(t− tj).
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η Time Algorithm Type-i Type-ii
K=4 K=5 K=6 K=4 K=5 K=6

0.15

L=1
Standard 0.8635 0.8788 0.8910 0.4580 0.5053 0.5520
Robust 0.9205 0.9602 0.9663 0.8138 0.8857 0.9185

L=2
Standard 0.8235 0.8523 0.8870 0.5003 0.5330 0.5928
Robust 0.9390 0.9735 0.9878 0.9108 0.9487 0.9713

L=4
Standard 0.8600 0.8932 0.9120 0.6077 0.6783 0.6718
Robust 0.9297 0.9893 0.9837 0.9012 0.9287 0.9573

0.2

L=1
Standard 0.8013 0.8333 0.8480 0.4297 0.4463 0.5017
Robust 0.9272 0.9480 0.9562 0.8123 0.8652 0.9103

L=2
Standard 0.7545 0.8343 0.8380 0.4523 0.4987 0.5260
Robust 0.9573 0.9772 0.9855 0.9162 0.9622 0.9625

L=4
Standard 0.8562 0.8730 0.8858 0.5872 0.6107 0.6325
Robust 0.9297 0.9740 0.9933 0.8797 0.8930 0.9620

0.25

L=1
Standard 0.7520 0.7828 0.8030 0.3977 0.4527 0.4855
Robust 0.9132 0.9383 0.9377 0.8142 0.8610 0.8888

L=2
Standard 0.7065 0.7788 0.8092 0.4535 0.4892 0.5260
Robust 0.9565 0.9838 0.9860 0.8538 0.9188 0.9237

L=4
Standard 0.8222 0.8457 0.8743 0.5755 0.6187 0.6412
Robust 0.9492 0.9793 0.9833 0.8287 0.9207 0.9107

Table 4: Purity indices returned by two algorithms under the setting of η = 0.15, η = 0.2 and
η = 0.25 for non-homogeneous Hawkes processes.

The detailed formulas are given as follows.

λ∗
1(t) = 3 exp(−t2/20) + 2 exp(−(t− 8)2/20) + exp(−(t− 20)2/20) + 3 exp(−(t− 25)2/3),

λ∗
2(t) = 2 exp(−(t− 6)2/10) + 5 exp(−(t− 20)2/10) + exp(−t2),

λ∗
3(t) = 5 exp(−(t− 5)2/3) + 3 exp(−(t− 12)2/2) + 5 exp(−(t− 18)2/3),

λ∗
4(t) = 5 exp(−(t− 21)2/20) + 2 exp(−(t− 12)2/10) + 3 exp(−t2/2),

with

g∗1(t) =
0.05√

π
exp(−t2/4), g∗2(t) =

0.1

3
√
π/2

exp(−t2/9),

g∗3(t) =
0.15√

π
exp(−t2/4), g∗4(t) =

0.15

3
√
π/2

exp(−t2/9).

In the working model, we choose {gh′(·)}h′∈[H′] to be the Gaussian kernel basis functions as , where
gh′(t) = exp(−(t− h′T/H ′)2/2σ2)/

√
2πσ, where σ = T/H ′ and H ′ = 6 are selected according

to Xu and Zha [2017]. The generation of outlier events and experimental details are the same as in
the previous section. Similarly, purity indices are reported in Table 4.

5.3 Results Summary

From Table 3 - 4, we can see that the proposed method works uniformly better than the classical
one. The purity index is significantly higher under both Type-i and Type-ii event contamination
settings. As the number of periods L gets larger, the purity index returned by our algorithm can be
very close to 1, while the baseline method cannot. The gaps between the purity indices of the two
methods remain large as the number of classes K increases from 4 to 6. When the contamination
proportion η is increased from 0.15 to 0.25, our method still returns relatively high purity values.
Additional simulation results of the detection of event outliers and the illustration of the impact of
weight functions are provided in the supplementary file.
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L1-error K=3 K=4 K=5 K=6 K=7 K=8

α = 0.8
Robust 1.4323 1.4288 1.4276 1.4288 1.4090 1.4011

Standard 1.6141 1.5994 1.6074 1.6026 1.5990 1.6056
Comparison 0.6934 0.8029 0.7263 0.7226 0.6131 0.6861

α = 0.9
Robust 1.6570 1.6525 1.6570 1.6557 1.6357 1.6375

Standard 1.8406 1.8312 1.8372 1.8353 1.8284 1.8336
Comparison 0.6934 0.7920 0.7190 0.7190 0.6131 0.6715

Table 5: L1-error indices given by all two methods for IPTV data, α = 0.8 and α = 0.9.

6 Real Data Application

The IPTV log-data set [Luo et al., 2014] used in our study is collected by China Telecom, a prominent
Internet Protocol television (IPTV) provider in Shanghai, China. To ensure privacy protection, the
study employs anonymized data. This log-data meticulously captures user viewing behaviors and
includes anonymous user logs along with timestamps, which are accurate to the second, indicating the
start times of viewing sessions. Notably, the log-data is organized on a family basis, with each family
being assigned a unique user ID. In cases where families possess multiple televisions, all viewing
activities are consolidated under a single user account. We selected 274 users from the dataset and
gathered their household structures and watching histories from January 1, 2012, to November 30,
2012, through phone surveys conducted with the assistance of China Telecom. On average, the data
reveals that each household logs between 10 and 15 viewing events per day. This extensive dataset
provides a robust foundation for analyzing IPTV viewing patterns and behaviors across different
household structures.

Similar to the simulation study, we apply the proposed method and the baseline method to the IPTV
log-data. The working model chosen is the non-homogeneous Poisson process. The number of
basis functions H is set to 14, i.e., the time gap between two consecutive knots is 7/14 = 0.5 days.
Since we do not know the true underlying class labels, we cannot use the purity index to evaluate the
performances of the two methods. Instead, we consider the following L1-index,

L1n(α; alg) =
∫ T

0

∣∣∣λ̂n(t)− λ̂∗
k(n)(t)

∣∣∣ I|λ̂n(t)−λ̂∗
k(n)

(t)|<qαdt, (30)

where k(n) is the estimated label of sample n, the λ̂n(t) is the estimated intensity function of
sample i via cubic spline approximation, and λ̂∗

k(n)(t) is the estimated intensity function of class
k(n). In (30), α is used for screening out those sub-time intervals that may contain event out-
liers. alg refers to either the proposed method or the baseline. Finally, we report the median
L1 error, i.e., median1≤n≤N (L1n(α; alg)) and the comparison rate, i.e.,

∑N
n=1 1{L1n(α; alg1) <

L1n(α; alg2)}/N . Therefore, a better algorithm should lead to a smaller median L1 error and a larger
comparison rate. The final results are summarized in Table 5. We can clearly see that the proposed
method has smaller L1 errors and higher comparison rates regardless of choices of η, K, or α. This
suggests that our method is consistently robust and effective. For difference choices of K, we also
report the number of households in each group in Table 6. It can be seen that the standard method can
only identify two main groups regardless of the choice of K. By incorporating the proposed weight
function, the sizes of different classes will become more even.

Moreover, we also examine the estimated weight functions, 1 − Wi(Sn; B̂)’s. Curves of weight
functions of two representative households are plotted in Figure 5. Additionally, histograms of weight
values are provided in Figure 6. The histograms depict the average weight values for each household
over the 11-month time period. We can clearly see that quite many users have larger values during
01/22/2012 - 01/28/2012 or 09/30/2012 - 10/07/2012. These two time periods exactly correspond to
the Chinese spring festival and Chinese national holiday. In other words, users during holidays may
have different TV-watching behaviors compared with their daily lives.
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Figure 5: The left household ID is 54254406, and the right household ID is 54350089. The former
has larger weight values during the spring festival and the latter has larger weight values during
national holiday.

Figure 6: The left panel presents a histogram depicting the weight distribution over the whole
11-month time period. The middle panel illustrates a histogram of weights specifically during the
Spring Festival period, while the right panel shows the weight distribution histogram for the National
Day period. The red color on the graph indicates the weeks where the detected outlier proportion is
greater than 0.75.

Algorithm K=3 K=4 K=5 K=6 K=7 K=8

Robust 124, 82,
68

106, 79,
45, 44

60, 58, 56,
53, 47

61, 51, 44,
41, 39, 38

64, 47, 43,
36, 33, 27,
24

46, 42, 35,
33, 32, 31,
28, 27

Standard 170, 103,
1

152, 92,
30, 0

170, 97, 6,
1, 0

169, 96, 7,
1, 1, 0

166, 88,
17, 2, 1, 0,
0

170, 92,
10, 2, 0, 0,
0, 0

Table 6: Comparison of the number of households in each group that are clustered by the two
algorithms.
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7 Conclusion

In this paper, we provide a simple-but-effective solution to study event stream data when there exist
commission or omission outliers. We adopt the temporal point process framework by introducing the
weight function to adaptively adjust the importance of each observed event. The proposed method
is shown to have several statistical merits. In particular, we show that it can return asymptotically
unbiased estimation results when no outlier events exist. On the other hand, when there exist event
outliers, our method is much more robust compared with the vanilla one. To the best of our knowledge,
our approach is the first one to simultaneously handle both commission and omission outliers with
provable theoretical guarantees.

The weight function proposed in this paper could have a broader impact in learning stream data.
There are a few possible ways to extend the current work. In this paper, we do not take into account
event type. In future work, the marked temporal point process could be considered for a more flexible
and comprehensive framework. In the main context, we only focus on a clustering problem. In fact,
our method could be extended to different supervised or unsupervised downstream tasks, including
but not limited to, the prediction of the next event arrival, change point detection of user behaviors,
etc.

References
Donald J Berndt and James Clifford. Using dynamic time warping to find patterns in time series. In

Proceedings of the 3rd international conference on knowledge discovery and data mining, pages
359–370, 1994.

David M Blei, Alp Kucukelbir, and Jon D McAuliffe. Variational inference: A review for statisticians.
Journal of the American statistical Association, 112(518):859–877, 2017.

Paul S Bradley and Usama M Fayyad. Refining initial points for k-means clustering. In ICML,
volume 98, pages 91–99. Citeseer, 1998.

Emery N Brown, Riccardo Barbieri, Valérie Ventura, Robert E Kass, and Loren M Frank. The
time-rescaling theorem and its application to neural spike train data analysis. Neural computation,
14(2):325–346, 2002.

David L Buckeridge. Outbreak detection through automated surveillance: a review of the determinants
of detection. Journal of biomedical informatics, 40(4):370–379, 2007.

Biao Cai, Jingfei Zhang, and Yongtao Guan. Latent network structure learning from high-dimensional
multivariate point processes. Journal of the American Statistical Association, pages 1–14, 2022.

Jiangxia Cao, Xixun Lin, Xin Cong, Shu Guo, Hengzhu Tang, Tingwen Liu, and Bin Wang. Deep
structural point process for learning temporal interaction networks. In Machine Learning and
Knowledge Discovery in Databases. Research Track: European Conference, ECML PKDD 2021,
Bilbao, Spain, September 13–17, 2021, Proceedings, Part I 21, pages 305–320. Springer, 2021.

Fabrizio Carcillo, Andrea Dal Pozzolo, Yann-Aël Le Borgne, Olivier Caelen, Yannis Mazzer, and
Gianluca Bontempi. Scarff: a scalable framework for streaming credit card fraud detection with
spark. Information fusion, 41:182–194, 2018.

Pedro Carneiro, James J Heckman, and Edward J Vytlacil. Estimating marginal returns to education.
American Economic Review, 101(6):2754–2781, 2011.

George Casella and Roger L Berger. Statistical inference. Cengage Learning, 2021.

Olivier Catoni. Challenging the empirical mean and empirical variance: A deviation study. Annales
de l’I.H.P. Probabilités et statistiques, 48(4):1148–1185, 2012. URL http://eudml.org/doc/
272006.

Zhijiang Chen, Hanlin Zhang, William G Hatcher, James Nguyen, and Wei Yu. A streaming-based
network monitoring and threat detection system. In 2016 IEEE 14th International Conference on
Software Engineering Research, Management and Applications (SERA), pages 31–37. IEEE, 2016.

18

http://eudml.org/doc/272006
http://eudml.org/doc/272006


Ottmar Cronie, Mehdi Moradi, and Christophe AN Biscio. A cross-validation-based statistical theory
for point processes. Biometrika, 111(2):625–641, 2024.

Daryl J Daley, David Vere-Jones, et al. An introduction to the theory of point processes: volume I:
elementary theory and methods. Springer, 2003.

Arthur P Dempster, Nan M Laird, and Donald B Rubin. Maximum likelihood from incomplete data
via the em algorithm. Journal of the royal statistical society: series B (methodological), 39(1):
1–22, 1977.

Joseph Enguehard, Dan Busbridge, Adam Bozson, Claire Woodcock, and Nils Hammerla. Neural
temporal point processes for modelling electronic health records. In Machine Learning for Health,
pages 85–113. PMLR, 2020.

Guanhua Fang, Ping Li, and Gennady Samorodnitsky. Empirical risk minimization for losses without
variance. arXiv preprint arXiv:2309.03818, 2023.

Guanhua Fang, Ganggang Xu, Haochen Xu, Xuening Zhu, and Yongtao Guan. Group network
hawkes process. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 119(547):2328–2344, 2024.

Milos Hauskrecht, Iyad Batal, Charmgil Hong, Quang Nguyen, Gregory F Cooper, Shyam
Visweswaran, and Gilles Clermont. Outlier-based detection of unusual patient-management
actions: an icu study. Journal of biomedical informatics, 64:211–221, 2016.

Seyed Abbas Hosseini, Keivan Alizadeh, Ali Khodadadi, Ali Arabzadeh, Mehrdad Farajtabar,
Hongyuan Zha, and Hamid R Rabiee. Recurrent poisson factorization for temporal recommenda-
tion. In Proceedings of the 23rd ACM SIGKDD International Conference on Knowledge Discovery
and Data Mining, pages 847–855, 2017.

Eric Steven Kirkendall, Yizhao Ni, Todd Lingren, Matthew Leonard, Eric S Hall, and Kristin Melton.
Data challenges with real-time safety event detection and clinical decision support. Journal of
Medical Internet Research, 21(5):e13047, 2019.

Erich L Lehmann and George Casella. Theory of point estimation. Springer Science & Business
Media, 2006.

Siqi Liu and Milos Hauskrecht. Event outlier detection in continuous time. In International
Conference on Machine Learning, pages 6793–6803. PMLR, 2021.

Dixin Luo, Hongteng Xu, Hongyuan Zha, Jun Du, Rong Xie, Xiaokang Yang, and Wenjun Zhang.
You are what you watch and when you watch: Inferring household structures from iptv viewing
data. IEEE Transactions on Broadcasting, 60(1):61–72, 2014. doi: 10.1109/TBC.2013.2295894.

Dixin Luo, Hongteng Xu, Yi Zhen, Xia Ning, Hongyuan Zha, Xiaokang Yang, and Wenjun Zhang.
Multi-task multi-dimensional hawkes processes for modeling event sequences. In Proceedings of
the 24th International Conference on Artificial Intelligence, IJCAI’15, page 3685–3691. AAAI
Press, 2015. ISBN 9781577357384.

Yurii Nesterov. Introductory lectures on convex optimization: A basic course, volume 87. Springer
Science & Business Media, 2003.

Tao Pei, Xi Gong, Shih-Lung Shaw, Ting Ma, and Chenghu Zhou. Clustering of temporal event
processes. International Journal of Geographical Information Science, 27(3):484–510, 2013.

Jie Peng and Hans-Georg Müller. Distance-based clustering of sparsely observed stochastic processes,
with applications to online auctions. The Annals of Applied Statistics, 2(3):1056 – 1077, 2008. doi:
10.1214/08-AOAS172. URL https://doi.org/10.1214/08-AOAS172.

U Rajeshwari and B Sathish Babu. Real-time credit card fraud detection using streaming analytics.
In 2016 2nd International Conference on Applied and Theoretical Computing and Communication
Technology (iCATccT), pages 439–444. IEEE, 2016.

Hinrich Schütze, Christopher D Manning, and Prabhakar Raghavan. Introduction to information
retrieval, volume 39. Cambridge University Press Cambridge, 2008.

19

https://doi.org/10.1214/08-AOAS172


Roman Vershynin. High-dimensional probability: An introduction with applications in data science,
volume 47. Cambridge university press, 2018.

Dongjing Wang, Xin Zhang, Yao Wan, Dongjin Yu, Guandong Xu, and Shuiguang Deng. Modeling
sequential listening behaviors with attentive temporal point process for next and next new music
recommendation. IEEE Transactions on Multimedia, 24:4170–4182, 2021.

Haochen Xu, Guanhua Fang, Yunxiao Chen, Jingchen Liu, and Zhiliang Ying. Latent class analysis
of recurrent events in problem-solving items. Applied Psychological Measurement, 42(6):478–498,
2018.

Hongteng Xu and Hongyuan Zha. A dirichlet mixture model of hawkes processes for event sequence
clustering. Advances in neural information processing systems, 30, 2017.

Lizhen Xu, Jason A Duan, and Andrew Whinston. Path to purchase: A mutually exciting point
process model for online advertising and conversion. Management Science, 60(6):1392–1412,
2014.

Kazuo Yamaguchi. Event history analysis. Sage Publications, 1991.

Lihao Yin, Ganggang Xu, Huiyan Sang, and Yongtao Guan. Row-clustering of a point process-valued
matrix. Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems, 34:20028–20039, 2021.

Ping Zhang, Rishabh Iyer, Ashish Tendulkar, Gaurav Aggarwal, and Abir De. Learning to select
exogenous events for marked temporal point process. Advances in Neural Information Processing
Systems, 34:347–361, 2021.

Shuai Zhang, Chuan Zhou, Peng Zhang, Yang Liu, Zhao Li, and Hongyang Chen. Multiple hypothesis
testing for anomaly detection in multi-type event sequences. In 2023 IEEE International Conference
on Data Mining (ICDM), pages 808–817. IEEE, 2023.

Yuecheng Zhang, Guanhua Fang, and Wen Yu. On robust clustering of temporal point process. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2405.17828, 2024.

Yunhao Zhang, Junchi Yan, Xiaolu Zhang, Jun Zhou, and Xiaokang Yang. Learning mixture of
neural temporal point processes for multi-dimensional event sequence clustering. In Proceedings
of the Thirty-First International Joint Conference on Artificial Intelligence, Vienna, Austria, pages
23–29, 2022.

20



Supplementary to “Learning under Commission or Omission Event
Outliers"

We provide extra information of ϕ(x) in Section A, discussion on evernt outlier detection in Section
B, and additional simulation results in Section C. In Section D - E, we give the proof of Theorems 1 -
4, and 5. The supporting Lemmas we used are proved in Section G.

A Choice of ϕ(x)

In the implementation, we take a = 1, b = 23/3 in (9). The shape of ϕ′(x) is visualized in Figure 7.

Figure 7: The visualization of ϕ′(x). Its domain is [−1,+∞) and the range is [0, 1].

B Detection of event outliers

For event sequence Sn, we define its corresponding true positive detection rate and true negative
detection rate as

TPR(n) =

∫ T0

0

min{ω̂n(t), ω∗
n(t)}dt/

∫ T0

0

ω∗
n(t)dt, (31)

and

TNR(n) =

∫ T0

0

min{1− ω̂n(t), 1− ω∗
n(t)}dt/

∫ T0

0

1− ω∗
n(t)dt, (32)

where

ω∗
n(t) :=I(t ∈ Tout),

ω̂n(t) :=I{wi(Sn;B̂k(n))<α̃}, when t ∈ [ti−1, ti],

k(n) is the estimated class label for event sequence Sn, Tout is the union set of contaminated time
intervals, and α̃ ∈ (0, 1) is a fixed threshold. We define the integrated weight index

IW(λ′;λ) := ES∼λ′

[
M∑
i=1

I{ϕ′
ρ1,ρ2

(∫ ti
ti−1

λ(u)du−1
)
>α̃} · (ti − ti−1)

]
, (33)

where λ and λ′ are two intensity function over [0, T0]. Then we have the following observation.

Proposition 1 When ρ1 = ρ2, it holds that

IW(λ∗;λ∗) > IW(λ′;λ∗)

for arbitrary intensity λ′ that satisfies λ′(t) < λ∗(t) for all t ∈ Tout or λ′(t) > λ∗(t) for all t ∈ Tout.

Moreover, IW(λ0 · λ∗;λ∗) is monotonically decreasing for λ0 > 1 and is monotonically increasing
for λ0 ∈ (0, 1).
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Proposition 1 says that time intervals contaminated by outliers, whether through addition or removal,
will have significantly lower weights compared to uncontaminated intervals. This result is crucial
because it implies that the weight function effectively distinguishes between contaminated and
uncontaminated intervals, assigning lower importance to the former. This differentiation helps us to
detect the contaminated time intervals.

Intuitively, the relationships between TPR(n) and TNR(n) with the integrated weight index are
through the following equations, E[TPR(n)] = 1−(IW(λn;λ

∗)−(1−ηn)IW(λ∗;λ∗))/ηnT0+op(1)
and E[TNR(n)] = IW(λ∗;λ∗)/T0. Here λn and ηn are the intensity with event outliers and
contamination proportion for the n-th sequence, respectively. Thanks to Proposition 1, we have the
following result.

Theorem 5 Define T̂P := N−1
∑N
n=1 TPR(n). Under Assumptions 1 - 7 and ρ1 = ρ2, it holds

that E[T̂P ] → 1 as λadd(t) ↑ ∞, and N,L → ∞.

Theorem 5 shows that the detection power of Algorithm 1 increases when there are more contaminated
events. Especially, when the intensity of Type-ii outliers goes to infinity, the true positive rate will in-
crease to 1. On the other hand, we cannot expect the true negative rate , T̂N := N−1

∑N
n=1 TNR(n),

to be arbitrarily close to 1. This is because that E[T̂N ] ≤ exp{−(ϕ′
ρ1,ρ2)

−1(α̃)} for any algorithm
that returns consistent model parameter estimates.

C Additional Simulation Results

C.1 Event outlier detection

Under the same simulation settings described in Section 5 of the main context, we also report the true
positive rate T̂P and true negative rate T̂N defined in Theorem 5 with α̃ = 0.6. The results of T̂P
and T̂N under non-homogeneous Poisson processes and self-exciting processes are summarized in
Table 7 and Table 8, respectively.

For both types of contamination, the true positive rates become close to 1 when L gets larger. On the
other hand, the true negative rates are well below 1, this phenomenon corroborates the theoretical
explanations in Section 4.

η Time Algorithm Type-i Type-ii
K=4 K=5 K=6 K=4 K=5 K=6

0.15

L=1
TPR 1 0.1 1 0.6595 0.6586 0.6631
TNR 0.7863 0.7990 0.7999 0.6769 0.7003 0.7073

L=2
TPR 1 1 1 0.7712 0.7575 0.7528
TNR 0.7814 0.7944 0.7952 0.6869 0.7021 0.7135

L=4
TPR 1 1 1 0.8778 0.8739 0.8695
TNR 0.7769 0.7888 0.7917 0.6898 0.7105 0.7045

0.2

L=1
TPR 1 1 1 0.6161 0.6062 0.5976
TNR 0.7805 0.7902 0.7987 0.6755 0.6990 0.7093

L=2
TPR 1 0.9998 1 0.7163 0.7113 0.7110
TNR 0.7793 0.7902 0.7900 0.6905 0.7083 0.7148

L=4
TPR 1 0.9999 0.9999 0.8566 0.8479 0.8495
TNR 0.7632 0.7843 0.7867 0.6848 0.7078 0.7156

0.25

L=1
TPR 1 1 1 0.5803 0.5615 0.5548
TNR 0.7792 0.7826 0.7882 0.6806 0.6998 0.7082

L=2
TPR 1 1 1 0.6991 0.6895 0.6757
TNR 0.7671 0.7800 0.7834 0.6861 0.7064 0.7123

L=4
TPR 1 1 1 0.8471 0.8400 0.8321
TNR 0.7642 0.7771 0.7791 0.6908 0.7065 0.7122

Table 7: T̂P and T̂N ’s for Non-homogeneous Poisson processes
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η Time Algorithm Type-i Type-ii
K=4 K=5 K=6 K=4 K=5 K=6

0.15

L=1
TPR 1 1 1 0.7085 0.6911 0.6948
TNR 0.7199 0.7495 0.7503 0.5866 0.6167 0.6285

L=2
TPR 1 1 1 0.7930 0.7870 0.7896
TNR 0.7281 0.7411 0.7505 0.6321 0.6361 0.6555

L=4
TPR 1 1 1 0.9025 0.8997 0.8978
TNR 0.7232 0.7456 0.7447 0.6329 0.6439 0.6487

0.2

L=1
TPR 1 1 1 0.6653 0.6485 0.6530
TNR 0.7145 0.7329 0.7469 0.5847 0.6010 0.6199

L=2
TPR 1 1 1 0.7792 0.7647 0.7606
TNR 0.7299 0.7395 0.7416 0.6056 0.6300 0.6409

L=4
TPR 1 1 1 0.8888 0.8893 0.8819
TNR 0.7186 0.7345 0.7402 0.6230 0.6310 0.6579

0.25

L=1
TPR 1 1 1 0.6365 0.6346 0.6133
TNR 0.7080 0.7250 0.7277 0.5774 0.5964 0.6143

L=2
TPR 1 1 1 0.7553 0.7459 0.7489
TNR 0.71779 0.7342 0.7372 0.6049 0.6223 0.6239

L=4
TPR 1 1 1 0.8794 0.8778 0.8745
TNR 0.7147 0.7279 0.7304 0.6041 0.6307 0.6347

Table 8: T̂P and T̂N ’s for non-homogeneous Hawkes processes

C.2 Gradient Bias

In Theorem 3, we show that the absolute value of gradient (evaluated at the true parameter) of the
proposed method is smaller than that of the vanilla one entry-wisely, when the outlier intensity
λmiss(t) and λadd(t) is proportional to λ∗

k(t). In this section, we provide an additional numerical
study to illustrate such phenomenon also holds when λmiss(t) or λadd(t) take various form.

In particular, we compute the ratio ∥ϱ(Bk)∥2/∥ϱ(Bk)∥2, where ϱ(Bk) and ϱ(Bk) are defined
in (23) and (25), respectively. Here ∥∥2 stands for the ℓ2 norm and Bk are randomly chosen
from B∗

k + [e1, · · · , eK ]⊤, where ek ∼ U(−0.1, 0.1), ∀k ∈ [K]. True intensity function λ∗
k =

2 exp(−(t− 6)2/10) + 5 exp(−(t− 20)2/10) + exp(−t2). Eight forms of outlier event intensities,
including four type-i and four type-ii contamination, are considered. Their detailed formula are given
in Table 9.

By Table 9, we could see that the ratio is well below 1 and it means that the gradient evaluated
around the true value is much smaller than that without weight functions. This suggests the weight
functions in the proposed method could lead to the smaller bias. As we increase the outlier intensity
(i.e. c changes from 1 to 4), the ratio decreases to zero. It indicates that the performance of the
vanilla method (with no weight function) could become very worse. As a result, the weight function
Wi(S;B)’s could make a positive impact on the gradient computation.

23



Method Robust/ Standard Robust/ Standard Robust/ Standard Robust/ Standard

Type-ii

c cλ∗
k(t) c 5c√

2π
exp(− (t−tb−ηT/2)2

2 ) 4c exp(tb − t)

1 0.5078 0.4992 0.5788 0.4509
2 0.5002 0.4544 0.4238 0.3780
4 0.4492 0.3949 0.3541 0.3288

Type-i

c (c+ 1)−1λ∗
k(t)− λ∗

k(t) −c/2 − 2.5c√
2π

exp(− (t−tb−ηT/2)2
2 ) −2c exp(tb − t)

1 0.4211 0.4822 0.5333 0.6279
2 0.3222 0.4001 0.3959 0.4941
4 0.2287 0.2506 0.2663 0.3960

Table 9: The ratio of ℓ2-norm of gradients of the two methods with η = 0.2 and N = 200. The
table lists the λmiss, λadd functions, where the event streams are sampled according to the intensity
λ(t) = max{λ∗

k(t) − λmiss(t), 0} or λ(t) = λ∗
k(t) + λadd(t). And outliers are in the interval

[tb, tb + ηT ] where tb is randomly generated for each event sequence. Each case are repeated for 50
times.

24



D Proof of Theorems 1 - 3

Proof of Theorem 1

For simplicity, we only prove the case when the working model is non-homogeneous Poisson process.
The proof remains unchanged for self-exciting process model, if we treat

∑
tj<t

gh(t− tj) as κh(t).

For S sampled from λ∗
k(t), its gradient is given by

G :=


∑M
i=1 ϕ

′
(∫ ti

ti−1
λk(u)du− 1

)
·
(
κ1(ti−1)
λk(ti−1)

−
∫ ti
ti−1

κ1(x)dx
)
− ϕ′

(∫ t1
0

λk(u)du− 1
) ∫ t1

0
κ1(x)dx

...∑M
i=1 ϕ

′
(∫ ti

ti−1
λk(u)du− 1

)
·
(
κH(ti−1)
λk(ti−1)

−
∫ ti
ti−1

κH(x)dx
)
− ϕ′

(∫ t1
0

λk(u)du− 1
) ∫ t1

0
κH(x)dx


⊤

/L.

(34)

Consider the first entry in G, when Bk = B∗
k, it can be written as

M∑
i=1

ϕ′

(∫ ti

ti−1

λ∗
k(u)du− 1

)
·

(
κ1(ti−1)

λ∗
k(ti−1)

−
∫ ti

ti−1

κ1(x)dx

)
−ϕ′

(∫ t1

0

λ∗
k(u)du− 1

)∫ t1

0

κ1(x)dx.

We define Λ∗
k(t) :=

∫ t
0
λ∗
k(t)dt. When Sn is a counting process with intensity function λ∗

k, we know

that {Λ∗
k(t1), · · · } is a standard Poisson process on

[
0,
∫ L·T
0

λ∗
k(t)dt

]
.

Then we will use Λ∗
k(t) to replace t to discuss. We define λ̃∗

k(Λ
∗
k(t)) = λ∗

k(t) and κ̃h(Λ
∗
k(t)) = κ∗

h(t).
We have

E

[
M∑
i=1

ϕ′

(∫ ti

ti−1

λ∗
k(t)dt− 1

)
·

(
κ1(ti−1)

λ∗
k(ti−1)

−
∫ ti

ti−1

κ1(t)dt

)
− ϕ′

(∫ t1

0

λ∗
k(u)du− 1

)∫ t1

0

κ1(x)dx

]

=E

[
M∑
i=1

ϕ′ (Λ∗
k(ti)− Λ∗

k(ti−1)− 1) ·

(
κ̃1(Λ

∗
k(ti−1))

λ̃∗
k(Λ

∗
k(ti−1))

−
∫ Λ∗

k(ti)

Λ∗
k(ti−1)

κ̃1(Λ
∗
k(t))

λ̃∗
k(Λ

∗
k(t))

dΛ∗
k(t)

)]

− E

[
ϕ′ (Λ∗

k(t1)− 1) ·
∫ Λ∗

k(t1)

0

κ̃1(Λ
∗
k(t))

λ̃∗
k(Λ

∗
k(t))

dΛ∗
k(t)

]
.

For simplicity, we write κ̃1(Λ
∗
k(t))/λ̃

∗
k(Λ

∗
k(t)) as χ(Λ∗

k(t)), ∀t ∈ [0, L · T ], and
{
t̃1, · · ·

}
:=

{Λ∗
k(t1), · · · }. We define Ñ(t̃) = N(Λ∗

k
−1(t̃)), then we know that P(Ñ(t̃ + dt̃) − Ñ(t̃) = 1) =

P(N(Λ∗
k
−1(t̃+ dt̃))−N(Λ∗

k
−1(t̃)) = 1) = dΛ∗

k(Λ
∗
k
−1(t̃)) = dt̃. Then we get that

E

[
M∑
i=1

ϕ′ (Λ∗
k(ti)− Λ∗

k(ti−1)− 1) ·

(
χ(Λ∗

k(ti−1))−
∫ Λ∗

k(ti)

Λ∗
k(ti−1)

χ(Λ∗
k(t))dΛ

∗
k(t)

)]

=E

[
M∑
i=1

ϕ′ (t̃i − t̃i−1 − 1
)
·

(
χ(t̃i−1)−

∫ t̃i

t̃i−1

χ(s̃)ds̃

)]
(variable substitution)

=E

[
M∑
i=1

E

[
ϕ′ (t̃i − t̃i−1 − 1

)
·

(
χ(t̃i−1)−

∫ t̃i

t̃i−1

χ(s̃)ds̃

)
| Ht̃i−1

]]
(take the conditional expectation respectively)

=E

[
M∑
i=1

f(t̃i−1)

]
= E

[∫
f(t̃)dÑ(t̃)

]
=

∫ LΛ∗
k(T )

0

f(t̃)dt̃,
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where f(t̃i−1) := E
[
ϕ′ (t̃i − t̃i−1 − 1

)
·
(
χ(t̃i−1)−

∫ t̃i
t̃i−1

χ(s̃)ds̃
)
| Ht̃i−1

]
is a function of t̃i−1.

Because t̃i − t̃i−1 follows the standard exponential distribution, we can write f(t̃) as

EX∼EXP(1)

[
ϕ′ (X − 1) ·

(
χ(t̃)−

∫ t̃+X
t̃

χ(s̃)ds̃
)]

. We swap the order of integration of t̃ and s̃ and
get

(∫ LΛ∗
k(T )

0

EX∼EXP(1)

[
ϕ′ (X − 1) ·

(
χ(t̃)−

∫ t̃+X

t̃

χ(s̃)ds̃

)]
dt̃− E

[
ϕ′ (t̃1 − 1

)
·
∫ t̃1

0

χ(s̃)ds̃

])
/L

= EX∼EXP(1)

[
ϕ′ (X − 1)

(∫ LΛ∗
k(T )

0

χ(t̃)dt̃−
∫ X

0

∫ LΛ∗
k(T )

0

χ(t̃+ s̃)dt̃ds̃

)]
/L

− EX∼EXP(1)

[
ϕ′ (X − 1)

∫ X

0

χ(s̃)ds̃

]
/L (swap the order of integration of t̃ and s̃)

=

∫ L·Λ∗
k(T )

0

χ(t̃)dt̃ · EX∼EXP(1)

[
ϕ′ (X − 1) ·

(
1−

∫ X

0

ds̃

)]
/L (extract the part that is irrelevant to the expectation)

+

(
EX∼EXP(1)

[
ϕ′ (X − 1)

∫ X

0

(∫ s̃

0

χ(u)du

)
ds̃

]
− EX∼EXP(1)

[
ϕ′ (X − 1)

∫ X

0

χ(s̃)ds̃

])
/L

= 0 + Cg/L,

where Cg := EX∼EXP(1)

[
ϕ′ (X − 1)

∫X
0

(∫ s̃
0
χ(u)du

)
ds̃
]
− EX∼EXP(1)

[
ϕ′ (X − 1)

∫X
0

χ(s̃)ds̃
]
.

Here we use the property that
∫ LΛ∗

k(T )

0
χ(t̃)dt̃ =

∫ LΛ∗
k(T )−s̃

0
χ(t̃+ s̃)dt̃+

∫ s̃
0
χ(t̃)dt̃ and t̃1 follow

the standard exponential distribution.

Combining the results, we get that E
[∑

i ϕ
′
(∫ ti

ti−1
λ∗
k(u)du− 1

)
·
(
κ1(ti−1)
λ∗
k(ti−1)

−
∫ ti
ti−1

κ1(x)dx
)]

/L

goes to 0 as L → ∞ when ρ1 = ρ2.

Proof of Theorem 2

When Bk = B∗
k, the first item of the gradient ϱ(B∗

k) can be written as
N−1

∑
n:Zn=k

∑
i ϕ

′
(∫ tn,i

tn,i−1
λ∗
k(u)du− 1

)
·
(
κ1(tn,i−1)
λ∗
k(tn,i−1)

−
∫ tn,i

tn,i−1
κ1(x)dx

)
/L referring to

equation (34). Next we consider the gradient of one sample S := {t1, t2 · · · tM} from cluster k. We
write [0, L · T ] = Tin ∪ Tout, while the outliers only appear in Tout. Assume that when there are no
outliers, the events are {t′1, t′2 · · · , t′M}, then with a high probability we have

M∑
i=1

ϕ′

(∫ ti

ti−1

λ∗
k(u)du− 1

)
·

(
κ1(ti−1)

λ∗
k(ti−1)

−
∫ ti

ti−1

κ1(x)dx

)
/L

= (
∑
t′i∈Tin

+
∑

t′i∈Tout

)ϕ′

(∫ t′i

t′i−1

λ∗
k(u)du− 1

)
·

(
κ1(t

′
i−1)

λ∗
k(t

′
i−1)

−
∫ t′i

t′i−1

κ1(x)dx

)
/L

︸ ︷︷ ︸
δ0

+
∑

ti∈Tout

ϕ′

(∫ ti

ti−1

λ∗
k(u)du− 1

)
·

(
κ1(ti−1)

λ∗
k(ti−1)

−
∫ ti

ti−1

κ1(x)dx

)
/L︸ ︷︷ ︸

δ1

−
∑

t′i∈Tout

ϕ′

(∫ t′i

t′i−1

λ∗
k(u)du− 1

)
·

(
κ1(t

′
i−1)

λ∗
k(t

′
i−1)

−
∫ t′i

t′i−1

κ1(x)dx

)
/L

︸ ︷︷ ︸
δ2

.
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We consider δ0 firstly. When there is no outlier, we note that

δ0 =

M∑
i=1

ϕ′

(∫ t′i

t′i−1

λ∗
k(u)du− 1

)
·

(
κ1(t

′
i−1)

λ∗
k(t

′
i−1)

−
∫ t′i

t′i−1

κ1(x)dx

)
/L

=

L∑
l=1

∑
(l−1)T≤t′i<lT

ϕ′

(∫ t′i

t′i−1

λ∗
k(u)du− 1

)
·

(
κ1(t

′
i−1)

λ∗
k(t

′
i−1)

−
∫ t′i

t′i−1

κ1(x)dx

)
/L =

L∑
l=1

Xl/L,

where Xl are independent. According to Lemma 10, there exists c1 > 0 such that

P (|δ0 − E(δ0)| ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp

(
− tL

c1

)
.

Then we know that δ0 ≤ O(c1/
√
L+ Cg/L) with a high probability according to Theorem 1.

Next we consider the bound of δ1 and δ2. When there are outliers, according to the definition
in (8), we know that there exists an upper bound cup and a lower bound clow such that clow ≤
(1/x− 1) · ϕ′(x− 1) ≤ cup.

Because of
∑
ti∈Tout

|ti − ti−1| ≤ ηT , then we have

δ1 =
1

L

∑
ti∈Tout

(ti − ti−1) · ϕ′

(∫ ti

ti−1

λ∗
k(u)du− 1

)(
κ1(ti−1)

λ∗
k(ti−1)

−
∫ ti

ti−1

κ1(x)dx

)
/ (ti − ti−1)

≤ 1

L

∑
ti∈Tout

(ti − ti−1) ·max
i

{ϕ′

(∫ ti

ti−1

λ∗
k(u)du− 1

)(
κ1(ti−1)

λ∗
k(ti−1)

−
∫ ti

ti−1

κ1(x)dx

)
/ (ti − ti−1)}

≤ cup · ηTκmax/τ.

Similarly, we also know that δ1 ≥ clow · ηTκmax/τ . In summary, we know that |δ1| ≤
η · max{|clow|, |cup|}Tκmax/τ , and we also have that |δ2| ≤ η · max{|clow|, |cup|}Tκmax/τ .
We write Cρ := (|clow| + |cup|) · Tκmax/τ , and then we know that for each sam-
ple n, ∥

∑M
i=1{wi(Sn;Bk)∇Bk

(log λk(tn,i−1) −
∫ tn,i

tn,i−1
λk(u)du)}∥/L = Op(

√
H · (Cρη +

c1/
√
NL + Cg/L)). Then we get that ∥

∑
n:Zn=k

∑
i{wi(Sn;Bk)∇Bk

(log λk(tn,i−1) −∫ tn,i

tn,i−1
λk(u)du)}∥/(NL) = Op(

√
H · (Cρη + c1/

√
NL+ Cg/L)).

Proof of Theorem 3

First we claim that |E[(1−X)ϕ′(X − 1)]| < |E[(1−X)]| when X ∼ Exp(λ).

To see this, we define f(λ) :=
∫∞
0

(1 − x)λ exp(−λx)ϕ′(x − 1)dx ≡ E[(1 −X)ϕ′(X − 1)]. We
know that

∫∞
0

λ(1− x)xλ−1 exp(−λx)ϕ′(x− 1)dx =
∫∞
0

ϕ′(x− 1)d(xλ exp(−λx)) = 0.

When λ > 1,

f(λ) =

∫ ∞

0

(1− x)λ exp(−λx)ϕ′(x− 1)dx−
∫ ∞

0

λ(1− x)xλ−1 exp(−λx)ϕ′(x− 1)dx

=

∫ ∞

0

(1− x)(1− xλ−1)λ exp(−λx)ϕ′(x− 1)dx

<

∫ ∞

0

(1− x)(1− xλ−1)λ exp(−λx)dx

= 1− 1/λ ≡ E[(1−X)],

and it is easy to know that f(λ) =
∫∞
0

(1− x)(1− xλ−1)λ exp(−λx)ϕ′(x− 1)dx > 0.
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Similarly, when λ < 1,

f(λ) =

∫ ∞

0

(1− x)λ exp(−λx)ϕ′(x− 1)dx−
∫ ∞

0

λ(1− x)xλ−1 exp(−λx)ϕ′(x− 1)dx

= −
∫ ∞

0

(1− x)(xλ−1 − 1)λ exp(−λx)ϕ′(x− 1)dx

> −
∫ ∞

0

(1− x)(xλ−1 − 1)λ exp(−λx)dx

= 1− 1/λ ≡ E[(1−X)],

and f(λ) = −
∫∞
0

(1− x)(xλ−1 − 1)λ exp(−λx)ϕ′(x− 1)dx < 0. This concludes the claim.

Assume that the actual intensity function with outliers of sample n is λ̃n(t), where λ̃n(t) =

hλ∗
k(t),∀t ∈ Tout and λ̃n(t) = λ∗

k(t),∀t ∈ Tin, and assume that all times t have the same probability
of appearing in Tout, which is η. Similar to the proof of Theorem 1, when adding any outliers, we
have that

E

[
M∑
i=1

ϕ′

(∫ ti

ti−1

λ∗
k(u)du− 1

)
·

(
κ1(ti−1)

λ∗
k(ti−1)

−
∫ ti

ti−1

κ1(x)dx

)
/L

]

=E

[ ∑
ti∈Tin

ϕ′

(∫ ti

ti−1

λ∗
k(u)du− 1

)
·

(
κ1(ti−1)

λ∗
k(ti−1)

−
∫ ti

ti−1

κ1(x)dx

)
/L

]

+ E

[ ∑
ti∈Tout

ϕ′

(∫ ti

ti−1

λ∗
k(u)du− 1

)
·

(
κ1(ti−1)

λ∗
k(ti−1)

−
∫ ti

ti−1

κ1(x)dx

)
/L

]
≤(1− η)Cg/L (refer to Theorem 2)

+η

∫ L·Λ∗
k(T )

0

κ1(Λ
∗
k(t))

λ∗
k(Λ

∗
k(t))

dΛ∗
k(t) · hEX∼EXP(h) [ϕ

′ (X − 1) · (1−X)] /L

(
∫ ti

ti−1

λ∗
k(u)du =

∫ ti

ti−1

λ̃n(t)du/h ∼ EXP(h) because of λ̃n(t) = hλ∗
k(t))

<

∫ L·Λ∗
k(T )

0

η(h− 1) · κ1(Λ
∗
k(t))

λ∗
k(Λ

∗
k(t))

dΛ∗
k(t)/L+ (1− η)Cg/L

(the properties of the function f(λ))

=E

[
M∑
i=1

(
κ1(ti−1)

λ∗
k(ti−1)

−
∫ ti

ti−1

κ1(x)dx

)
/L

]
+ (1− η)Cg/L.

That is, the absolute value of the expected robust gradient is always less than that of the original
gradient at the true value λ∗

k as L → ∞. The conclusion still holds for the omission case.

Similar conclusions can be drawn for other samples Sn and other components h ∈ [H], and then we
can get that |E[ϱ(B∗

k)]| < |E[ϱ(B∗
k)]| as L → ∞.

E Proof of Theorem 4

An overview of the proof is summarized here. We derived an upper bound for ∥∇ri(S,B
(t))∥ when

∥B(t)
k −B∗

k∥ < a/(T · κmax) using Lemma 3 and 4. Subsequently, in Lemma 5, we established an
upper bound for the gradient of the objective function over M-steps. Lemma 6 further provided an
estimate for the error range of the empirical gradient estimation. By combining these lemma together
with the theory of convex optimization, we demonstrated local convergence as stated in Theorem 4.

Define the weight as rk(S;B) = πkWTPP(S | Bk,W )/
∑K
k=1 πkWTPP(S | Bk,W ).
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Lemma 3 If ∥B(t)
k −B∗

k∥ < a/(T · κmax), ∀k ∈ [K], then for p = 0, 1, 2 there exists a constant
G > 0 such that

ES

[
rk(S;B

(t))
(
1− rk(S;B

(t))
)∥∥∥∥∥∂ logWTPP(S | B(t)

k ,W (S;B
(t)
k ))

∂Bk

∥∥∥∥∥
p]

= O(L(S)p exp(−G · L)).

Proof of Lemma 3 Without loss of generality, we prove the claim for k = 1. Taking the expectation
of S, we get

ES

[
r1(S;B

(t))
(
1− r1(S;B

(t))
)∥∥∥∥∥∂ logWTPP(S | B(t)

1 , w(S;B
(t)
1 ))

∂B1

∥∥∥∥∥
p]

=
∑
k∈[K]

πkEs∼POI(B∗
k)

[
r1(S;B

(t))
(
1− r1(S;B

(t))
)∥∥∥∥∥∂ logWTPP(S | B(t)

1 , w(S;B
(t)
1 ))

∂B1

∥∥∥∥∥
p]

≤π1Es∼POI(B∗
1)

[
r1(S;B

(t))
(
1− r1(S;B

(t))
)∥∥∥∥∥∂ logWTPP(S | B(t)

1 , w(S;B
(t)
1 ))

∂B1

∥∥∥∥∥
p]

+
∑
k ̸=1

πkEs∼POI(B∗
k)

[
r1(S;B

(t))
(
1− r1(S;B

(t))
)∥∥∥∥∥∂ logWTPP(S | B(t)

1 , w(S;B
(t)
1 ))

∂B1

∥∥∥∥∥
p]

.

Let us look at the first term. Define event E(1)
r ={

S : S ∼ POI (B∗
1) ;
∥∥∥∂ logWTPP(S|B∗

1 ,w(S;B∗
1))

∂B1

∥∥∥ ≤ r · L
}

for some r > 0. According to
the definition in (8), there exists an upper bound ϕ′′

max < ∞ of the derivative of ϕ′(·). So there exists
a constant ωmax < ∞ such that

∣∣∣wt(S;B∗
1)− wt(S;B

(t)
1 )
∣∣∣ < ωmax · a/T . Note that

M∑
i=1

ϕ′(

∫ ti

ti−1

λ
B

(t)
1
(t)dt− 1) ≤ c′up · (

∫ T

0

λB∗
1
(t)dt+ aT ) ≤ c′up · (ΩT ) := mup, (35)

where ϕ′(x− 1)/x ≤ c′up. Similarly,

M∑
i=1

∣∣∣∣∣ϕ′′(

∫ ti

ti−1

λ
B

(t)
1
(t)dt− 1)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ c′′up · (
∫ T

0

λB∗
1
(t)dt+ aT ) ≤ c′′up · (ΩT ) := m′

up, (36)

where |ϕ′′(x− 1)/x| ≤ c′′up. Then for S ∈ E(1)
r , using triangle inequality, we have that

∣∣∣∣∣
M∑
i=1

wi(S;B
(t)
1 ) ·

(
κh(ti−1)

λ
B

(t)
1
(ti−1)

−
∫ ti

ti−1

κh(x)dx

)∣∣∣∣∣
≤

∣∣∣∣∣
M∑
i=1

wi(S;B
∗
1) ·

(
κh(ti−1)

λB∗
1
(ti−1)

−
∫ ti

ti−1

κh(x)dx

)∣∣∣∣∣+
∣∣∣∣∣
M∑
i=1

wi(S;B
∗
1) · κh(ti−1)

(
1

λ
B

(t)
1
(ti−1)

− 1

λB∗
1
(ti−1)

)∣∣∣∣∣
+

∣∣∣∣∣
M∑
i=1

(
wi(S;B

∗
1)− wi(S;B

(t)
1 )
)
· κh(ti−1)

λ
B

(t)
1
(ti−1)

∣∣∣∣∣+max
i

∣∣∣(wi(S;B∗
1)− wi(S;B

(t)
1 )
)∣∣∣ · L ∣∣∣∣∣

∫ T

0

κh(x)dx

∣∣∣∣∣
≤L · r + mup

Tτ2
· a+

m′
upκmax

Tτ
· a+

Lωmaxκint
T

· a := L · r + Cga,∀h ∈ {1, · · · , H},

where κint =
∫ T
0
κh(x)dx.
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Referring to lemma 11 and corollary 12, there exists ar > 0 such that
∣∣∣rk(S;B(t))− r∗k(S)

∣∣∣ < ar.
When S is sampled from cluster 1, for S within a single period, we have∥∥∥W (S;B(t))− w(S;B∗

1)
∥∥∥
1
≤
∑
k∈[K]

∥∥∥rk(S;B(t))w(S;B
(t)
k )− r∗k(S)w(S;B

∗
k)
∥∥∥
1

≤
∑
k∈[K]

rk(S;B
(t))
∥∥∥w(S;B(t)

k )− w(S;B∗
k)
∥∥∥
1
+
∣∣∣rk(S;B(t))− r∗k(S)

∣∣∣ ∥w(S;B∗
k)∥1

≤
∑
k∈[K]

rk(S;B
(t))

∥∥∥∥∥∂w(S;B(t)
k )

∂Bk

∥∥∥∥∥
1

·
∥∥∥B(t)

k −B∗
k

∥∥∥
∞

+ ar ∥w(S;B∗
k)∥1

≤ max
k∈[K]

∥∥∥∥∥∂w(S;B(t)
k )

∂Bk

∥∥∥∥∥ · a/(T · κmax) + arK ∥w(S;B∗
k)∥1

≤ m′
upa/(T · κmax) + arKmup := CW (a, ar),

where m′
up,mup are constants that depend only on ρ. Then we have

logWTPP(S | B(t)
1 ,W (S;B(t))) =

M∑
i=1

Wi(S;B
(t)) ·

(
log λ

B
(t)
1
(si)−

∫ si

si−1

λ
B

(t)
1
(s)ds

)

= logWTPP(S | B∗
1, w(S;B

∗
1)) +

M∑
i=1

Wi(S;B
(t)) ·

(
log(λ

B
(t)
1
(si)/λB∗

1
(si))−

∫ si

si−1

(λ
B

(t)
1
(s)− λB∗

1
(s))ds

)

+

M∑
i=1

(Wi(S;B
(t))− wi(S;B

∗
1)) ·

(
log λB∗

1
(si)−

∫ si

si−1

λB∗
1
(s)ds

)

≥ logWTPP(S | B∗
1, w(S;B

∗
1))− (mup log

(
τ + a/T

τ

)
+ a) · L− CW (a, ar) · (ΩT − log τ)L.

For k ̸= 1 we have logWTPP(S | B
(t)
k ,W (S;B(t))) − logWTPP(S | B∗

k, w(S;B
∗
1)) ≤

(mup log ((τ + a/T )/τ) + a) · L+ CW (a, ar) · (log Ω− τT )L.

By assumption 4 and lemma 11, we know that logWTPP(S | B(t)
k ,W (S;B(t))) ≤ logWTPP(S |

B∗
1, w(S;B

∗
1))− Cη · L+ (mup log

(
τ+a/T
τ

)
+ a) · L+ CW (a, ar) · (log Ω− τT )L. So we get

that

ES

[
(1− r1(S;B

(t)))

∥∥∥∥∥∂ logWTPP(S | B(t)
1 ,W )

∂B1

∥∥∥∥∥
p

|E(1)
r

]

≤ 1− π1

π1

WTPP(S | B(t)
k ,W )

WTPP(S | B(t)
1 ,W )

∥∥∥∥∥∂ logWTPP(S | B(t)
1 ,W )

∂B1

∥∥∥∥∥
p

≤ 1− π1

π1
exp

(
−Cη · L+ 2(mup log

(
τ + a/T

τ

)
+ a) · L+ CW (a, ar) · (log Ω/τ + (Ω− τ)T )L

)
· (rL+ Cga) .

For Ecr parts, we refer to Theorem 2. In the case of η proportional outliers, we have

P

(∥∥∥∥∥∂ logWTPP(S | B(t)
1 ,W )

∂B1
/L

∥∥∥∥∥ ≥ t+ η · Cρ

)
≤ 2 exp

(
− tL

c1

)
.

Taking r > 2η · Cρ and c0 = 2c1, for t ≥ r,

P

(∥∥∥∥∥∂ logWTPP(S | B(t)
1 ,W )

∂B1
/L

∥∥∥∥∥ ≥ t

)
≤ 2 exp

(
− tL

c0

)
.
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Obviously, r1(S;B(t))
(
1− r1(S;B

(t))
)
≤ 1/4. Then

ES

[
r1(S;B

(t))
(
1− r1(S;B

(t))
)∥∥∥∥∥∂ logWTPP(S | B(t)

1 ,W )

∂B1

∥∥∥∥∥
p

| Ecr

]

≤ 1

4

∫ ∞

r

tpdP

(∥∥∥∥∥∂ logWTPP(S | B(t)
1 ,W )

∂B1

∥∥∥∥∥ ≥ t · L

)

=
1

4

(
rp · LP

(∥∥∥∥∥∂ logWTPP(S | B(t)
1 ,W )

∂B1

∥∥∥∥∥ ≥ r · L

)
+

∫ ∞

r

ptp−1P

(∥∥∥∥∥∂ logWTPP(S | B(t)
1 ,W )

∂B1

∥∥∥∥∥ ≥ t · L

)
dt

)

≤ 1

2

(
rpL exp

(
−rL

c0

)
+

∫ ∞

r

ptp−1 exp

(
− tL

c0

)
dt

)
.

For fixed r > 0, when L → ∞, it’s easy to know that rpL exp (−rL/c0) +∫∞
r

ptp−1 exp (−tL/c0)dt → 0.

Next we consider the remainder of the gradient. For k ̸= 1,

πkEs∼POI(B∗
k)

[
r1(S;B

(t))

∥∥∥∥∥∂ logWTPP(S | B(t)
1 ,W )

∂B1

∥∥∥∥∥
p]

=

∫∥∥∥∥ ∂ log WTPP(S|B∗
k
,w(S;B∗

k
))

∂Bk

∥∥∥∥<r·L
π1 WTPP(S | B(t)

1 ,W )πkWTPP(S | B∗
k,W )∑

j πjWTPP(S | B(t)
j ,W )

∥∥∥∥∥∂ logWTPP(S | B(t)
1 ,W )

∂B1

∥∥∥∥∥
p

dS

︸ ︷︷ ︸
I1

+

∫∥∥∥∥ ∂ log WTPP(S|B∗
k
,w(S;B∗

k
))

∂Bk

∥∥∥∥>r·L
π1 WTPP(S | B(t)

1 ,W )πiWTPP(S | B∗
k,W )∑

j πj WTPP(S | B(t)
j ,W )

∥∥∥∥∥∂ logWTPP(S | B(t)
1 ,W )

∂B1

∥∥∥∥∥
p

dS

︸ ︷︷ ︸
I2

.

When ∥∂ logWTPP(S | B∗
k, w(S;B

∗
k))/∂Bk∥ < r · L, we

get that WTPP(S | B
(t)
k ,W )/WTPP(S | B∗

k,W ) ≤
exp ((mup log ((τ + a/T )/τ) + a) · L+ CW (a, ar) · (log Ω− τT )L)

and WTPP(S | B∗
k,W )/WTPP(S | B

(t)
k ,W ) ≤

exp ((mup log ((τ + a/T )/τ) + a) · L+ CW (a, ar) · (− log τ +ΩT )L). Then

I1 ≤ πkWTPP(S | B∗
k,W )

πiWTPP(S | B(t)
k ,W )

·
∫∥∥∥∥ ∂ log WTPP(S|B∗

k
,w)

∂Bk

∥∥∥∥<r·L π1 WTPP(S | B(t)
1 ,W )

∥∥∥∥∥∂ logWTPP(S | B(t)
1 ,W )

∂B1

∥∥∥∥∥
p

dS

≤ π1 exp

(
(mup log

(
τ + a/T

τ

)
+ a) · L+ CW (a, ar) · (− log τ +ΩT )L

)
·
∫∥∥∥∥ ∂ log WTPP(S|B∗

k
,w)

∂Bk

∥∥∥∥<r·LWTPP(S | B∗
k,W )(C0L)

pdS

· exp
(
−CηL+ (mup log

(
τ + a/T

τ

)
+ a) · L+ CW (a, ar) · (log Ω− τT )L

)
≤ π1 exp

(
−Cη · L+ 2(mup log

(
τ + a/T

τ

)
+ a) · L+ CW (a, ar) · (log Ω/τ + (Ω− τ)T )L

)
· (C0L)

p,

where C0 is the upper bound of
∥∥∥∂ logWTPP(S | B(t)

k ,W )/∂Bk

∥∥∥ with a high probability 1− δ,
∀k = 1, · · · ,K.
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When ∥∂ logWTPP(S | B∗
k, w(S;B

∗
k))/∂Bk∥ > r · L,

I2 =
π1 WTPP(S | B(t)

1 ,W )∑K
j=1 πjWTPP(S | B(t)

j ,W )

·
∫∥∥∥∥ ∂ log WTPP(S|B∗

k
,W )

∂Bk

∥∥∥∥>r·L πkWTPP(S | B∗
k,W )

∥∥∥∥∥∂ logWTPP(S | B(t)
1 ,W )

∂B1

∥∥∥∥∥
p

dS

≤
∫∥∥∥∥ ∂ log WTPP(S|B∗

k
,w(S;B∗

k
))

∂Bk

∥∥∥∥>r·L πkWTPP(S | B∗
k,W )

∥∥∥∥∥∂ logWTPP(S | B(t)
1 ,W )

∂B1

∥∥∥∥∥
p

dS

≤ πk(C0L)
p

∫∥∥∥∥ ∂ log WTPP(S|B∗
k
,w(S;B∗

k
))

∂Bk

∥∥∥∥>r·LWTPP(S | B∗
k,W )dS

≤ 2πk(C0L)
p exp

(
− tL

c0

)
dS,

where we use the conclusion obtained above that P (∥∂ logWTPP(S | B∗
k, w(S;B

∗
k))/∂Bk∥ /L ≥ t) ≤

2 exp (−tL/c0). Takeing

G = min{Cη · L− 2(mup log

(
τ + a/T

τ

)
+ a)− CW (a, ar) · (log Ω/τ + (Ω− τ)T ), t/c0},

(37)

and then we can get the result.

Lemma 4 If ∥B(t)
k − B∗

k∥ < a/(T · κmax), that is |λk(t)− λ∗
k(t)| < a/T for k = 1, 2, . . . ,K,

then for p = 1, 2 and ∀k ∈ [K], there exist a constant G > 0 such that∥∥∥∇rk(S,B
(t))
∥∥∥ = O(

√
HL exp(−G · L)).

Proof of Lemma 4 Without loss of generality, we prove the claim for k = 1. Recall the definition of
r1(S;B

(t)) , for any given S, consider the function B → r1(S;B), it’s easy to know that

∇r1(S;B
(t)) =


−r1(S;B

(t))
(
1− r1(S;B

(t))
)
∂ logWTPP(S|B(t)

1 ,W )
∂B1,W

r1(S;B
(t))r2(S;B

(t))
∂ logWTPP(S|B(t)

2 ,W )
∂B2

...

r1(S;B
(t))rK(S;B(t))

∂ logWTPP(S|B(t)
K ,W )

∂BK

 ,

where

∂ logWTPP(S | B(t)
k ,W )

∂Bk
=


∑M
j=1 Wj · ( κ1(sj−1)

λ
B

(t)
k

(sj−1)
−
∫ sj
sj−1

κ1(x)dx)

...∑M
j=1 Wj · ( κH(sj−1)

λ
B

(t)
k

(sj−1)
−
∫ sj
sj−1

κH(x)dx)


⊤

.

To calculate the upper bound of ∥∇rk(S,B
(t))∥, let us start by considering the first line. Referring

to the lemma 3, it is easy to know that the first line achieve the requirement. Then let us consider
others line. Noticed that

ES

[
r1(S;B

(t))rk(S;B
(t))

∥∥∥∥∥∂ logWTPP(S | B(t)
k ,W )

∂Bk

∥∥∥∥∥
]

≤ ES

[
rk(S;B

(t))
(
1− rk(S;B

(t))
)∥∥∥∥∥∂ logWTPP(S | B(t)

k ,W )

∂Bk

∥∥∥∥∥
]
,
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∀k ̸= 1. Thus, the upper bound of line k is the same as line 1. The proof is complete.

We define g(B
(t)
k | B

(t)
k ) := ES(rk(S;B(t)) ·

∑K
k=1 rk(S;B

(t))∇ logWTPP(S |
B

(t)
k , w(S;B

(t)
k ))/L), and g(B

(t)
k | B∗

k) := ES(rk(S;B∗) ·
∑K
k=1 rk(S;B

∗)∇ logWTPP(S |
B

(t)
k , w(S;B

(t)
k ))/L).

Lemma 5 For k = {1, 2, · · · ,K}, ∥B(t)
k − B∗

k∥ < a/(T · κmax), and then we can get that
∥g(B(t)

k | B(t)
k )− g(B

(t)
k | B∗

k)∥ ≤ γ∥B(t)
k −B∗

k∥, where γ = O(
√
HL · exp(−G · L)).

Proof of lemma 5 Without loss of generality, we only consider k = 1. When S is sampled from
cluster 1,∥∥∥g(B(t)

1 | B(t)
1 )− g(B

(t)
1 | B∗

1)
∥∥∥

=
∥∥∥ES[(r1 (S;B(t)

)∑
j

rj(S;B
(t))w(S;B

(t)
j )− r1 (S;B

∗)
∑
j

rj(S;B
(t))w(S;B

(t)
j ))

· ( κh(sj−1)

λ
B

(t)
1
(sj−1)

−
∫ sj

sj−1

κh(x)dx)
]∥∥∥

≤

∥∥∥∥∥ES
[
(r1

(
S;B(t)

)
r1

(
S;B(t)

)
− r1 (S;B

∗) r1 (S;B
∗)) · wj(S;B(t)

k )(
κh(sj−1)

λ
B

(t)
1
(sj−1)

−
∫ sj

sj−1

κh(x)dx)

]∥∥∥∥∥︸ ︷︷ ︸
I1

+

∥∥∥∥∥∥ES
(r1 (S;B(t)

)∑
j ̸=1

rj

(
S;B(t)

)
− r1 (S;B

∗)
∑
j ̸=1

rj (S;B
∗)) · wj(S;B(t)

k )(
κh(sj−1)

λ
B

(t)
1
(sj−1)

−
∫ sj

sj−1

κh(x)dx)

∥∥∥∥∥∥︸ ︷︷ ︸
I2

.

Referring to Lemma 4, we are easy to know that I1, I2 ∼ O(
√
HL · exp(−G · L)), and I1, I2 → 0

as L → ∞.

Lemma 6 For cluster k, we write

g(B
(t)
k | B(t)

k )S,h :=
1

N

N∑
n=1

rk(Sn;B
(t))

∑
j

Wj(Sn;B
(t)) · ( κh(Sn,j−1)

λ
B

(t)
k

(Sn,j−1)
−

∫ Sn,j

Sn,j−1

κh(x)dx)/L(Sn),

g(B
(t)
k | B(t)

k ) = ES(rk(S;B
(t)) · ∇ logWTPP(S | B(t)

k ,W (S;B
(t)
k )))/L(S)),

where g(B
(t)
k | B

(t)
k )S,h is the h − th element of g(B

(t)
k | B

(t)
k )S . Then we have∥∥∥g(B(t)

k | B(t)
k )S − g(B

(t)
k | B(t)

k )
∥∥∥ = O(

√
H · (1/

√
NL+ η)) := ϵunif .

Proof of Lemma 6 For each sample Sn, we assume that the sample unaffected by outliers is S̃n, and
we write S̃ := {S̃1, · · · }. By triangle inequality, we have∥∥∥g(B(t)

k | B(t)
k )S − g(B

(t)
k | B(t)

k )
∥∥∥

≤
∥∥∥g(B(t)

k | B(t)
k )S − g(B

(t)
k | B(t)

k )S̃

∥∥∥+ ∥∥∥g(B(t)
k | B(t)

k )S̃ − g(B
(t)
k | B(t)

k )
∥∥∥

= O(
√
HCρη) +O(

√
H/

√
NL),

where g(B
(t)
k | B(t)

k )S̃ is the gradient of samples S̃. Similar to Theorem 2, we get that the order of
the first term is O(

√
HCρη). We use the fact that each period of each sample in the same cluster is

independently and identically distributed, and then we can know that the order of the second term is
O(

√
H/

√
NL).

Proof of Theorem 4
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We only need to prove the situation when k = 1. Recall the update rule and definition of g(B(t)
1 |

B
(t)
1 ). We know that

B
(t+1)
1 = B

(t)
1 − lr · ϱ(t)1 = B

(t)
1 − lr · g(B(t)

1 | B(t)
1 )S ,

where H(S,B
(t)
1 ) is the Hessian matrix. Let B1 := argmin∥g(B1|B1)∥=0 ∥B1 −B∗

1∥. Then we get

that
∥∥B1 −B∗

1

∥∥ = O(
√
H/L) according to lemma 7. By triangle inequality and Lemma 5, we have∥∥∥B(t+1)

1 −B∗
1

∥∥∥ =
∥∥∥B(t)

1 −B∗
1 − lr · g(B(t)

1 | B(t)
1 )S

∥∥∥
≤
∥∥∥B(t)

1 −B1 − lr · g(B(t)
1 | B∗

1)
∥∥∥+ ∥∥B1 −B∗

1

∥∥
+
∥∥∥lr · (g(B(t)

1 | B(t)
1 )− g(B

(t)
1 | B∗

1))
∥∥∥+ ∥∥∥lr · (g(B(t)

1 | B(t)
1 )− g(B

(t)
1 | B(t)

1 )S)
∥∥∥

≤ λmax − λmin
λmax + λmin

∥∥∥B(t)
1 −B1

∥∥∥+ ∥∥B1 −B∗
1

∥∥+ γ
∥∥∥B(t)

1 −B∗
1

∥∥∥+ ϵunif

≤ λmax − λmin
λmax + λmin

∥∥∥B(t)
1 −B∗

1

∥∥∥+ (λmax − λmin
λmax + λmin

+ 1

)
·
∥∥B1 −B∗

1

∥∥+ γ
∥∥∥B(t)

1 −B∗
1

∥∥∥+ ϵunif ,

where lr = 2/(λmax + λmin). To see why the second inequality hold, notice that ∇g(B
(t)
1 | B∗

1)
and its neighborhood has the largest eigenvalue −λmin and the smallest eigenvalue −λmax. Apply the
classical result for gradient descent, with step size lr = 2/(λmax + λmin) guarantees (see Nesterov
[2003]) ∥∥∥B(t)

1 −B1 − lr · g(B(t)
1 | B∗

1)
∥∥∥ ≤ λmax − λmin

λmax + λmin

∥∥∥B(t)
1 −B1

∥∥∥ .
F Proof of Theorem 5

Proof of Proposition 1

For any α̃ ∈ (0, 1), there exist 0 < x1
α̃ < 1 < x2

α̃ ≤ ∞ such that ϕ′(x1
α̃) = ϕ′(x2

α̃) = α̃, and
x1
α̃ exp(−x1

α̃) = x2
α̃ exp(−x2

α̃). For λ ∈ (0,+∞), we define

f(λ) := E(XI{ϕ′(X/λ−1)>α̃}) =

∫ λx2
α̃

λx1
α̃

x exp(−x)dx = exp(−λx1
α̃)− exp(−λx2

α̃),

where X ∼ Exp(1).

Referring to Lemma 8, there are outliers when λ ̸= 1. f ′(λ) = −x1
α̃ exp(−λx1

α̃) + x2
α̃ exp(−λx2

α̃).
Because of x1

α̃ exp(−x1
α̃) = x2

α̃ exp(−x2
α̃), we know that

f ′(λ) = (x2
α̃)

1−λ · (x2
α̃)
λ exp(−λx2

α̃)− (x1
α̃)

1−λ · (x1
α̃)
λ exp(−λx1

α̃)

= ((x2
α̃)

1−λ − (x1
α̃)

1−λ) · (x2
α̃)
λ exp(−λx2

α̃).

We are easy to know that f ′(λ) > 0 when λ ∈ (0, 1) and f ′(λ) < 0 when λ > 1. That is,
f(λ) < f(1) for all λ ̸= 1. In particular, f(λ) → 0 as λ → 0 or λ → ∞.

For arbitrary intensity λ′ that satisfies λ′(t) < λ∗(t) for all t ∈ [0, T0] or λ′(t) > λ∗(t) for all
t ∈ [0, T0], assume that Tout := {t ∈ [0, T0], λ

′(t) ̸= λ∗(t)}, then we have

IW(λ′;λ∗) = ES∼λ′

[
M∑
i=1

I{ϕ′
(∫ ti

ti−1
λ∗(u)du−1

)
>α̃} · (ti − ti−1)

]

= ES∼λ′

[ ∑
i:ti∈Tout

I{ϕ′
(∫ ti

ti−1
λ∗(u)du−1

)
>α̃} · (ti − ti−1)

]
+ ES∼λ′

 ∑
i:ti /∈Tout

I{ϕ′
(∫ ti

ti−1
λ∗(u)du−1

)
>α̃} · (ti − ti−1)


< ES∼λ∗

[ ∑
i:ti∈Tout

I{ϕ′
(∫ ti

ti−1
λ∗(u)du−1

)
>α̃} · (ti − ti−1)

]
+ ES∼λ∗

 ∑
i:ti /∈Tout

I{ϕ′
(∫ ti

ti−1
λ∗(u)du−1

)
>α̃} · (ti − ti−1)


= IW(λ∗;λ∗).
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Proof of Theorem 5

Recalling the definition (31), when B̂ ≡ B∗, it can be computed that

E[TPR(n)] = E

[ ∑
i:ti∈Tout

I{ϕ′
(∫ ti

ti−1
λ∗(u)du−1

)
>α̃} · (ti − ti−1)

]
/Tout (38)

= E
[ ∑
i:ti∈T

I{ϕ′
(∫ ti

ti−1
λ∗(u)du−1

)
>α̃}(ti − ti−1) (39)

−
∑

i:ti /∈Tout

I{ϕ′
(∫ ti

ti−1
λ∗(u)du−1

)
>α̃}(ti − ti−1)

]
/Tout (40)

( λ′(t) = λ∗(t) when t /∈ Tout, and the length of Tout is ηn · T0) (41)

= 1− (IW(λ′;λ∗)− (1− ηn)IW(λ∗;λ∗))/ηnT0 (42)
and

E[TNR(n)] = IW(λ∗;λ∗)/T0,

where ηn represents the proportion of time that sample Sn is contaminated by outliers.

Referring to Proposition 1, when λ′
n(t) = λmiss(t) ↓ 0 or λ′

n(t) = λadd(t) ↑ ∞ for t ∈ Tout,
we know that IW(λ′;λ∗) → (1 − ηn)IW(λ∗;λ∗). Then E[TPR(n)] → 1 according to (38), and
T̂P = N−1

∑
n TPR(n) → 1 .

G Proof of Supporting Lemmas

Proof of Lemma 1 Notice that
EX [(X − 1) · ϕ′(X − 1)] = EX [(X − 1) · ϕ′(X − 1) | X > 1]− EX [(1−X) · ϕ′(X − 1) | X < 1] .

We only need to prove that
∫∞
1

(x− 1) exp(−x) · ϕ′(x− 1)dx =
∫ 1

0
(1− x) exp(−x) · ϕ′(x− 1)dx.

According to the definition of ϕ(·), it’s easy to know that
∫∞
1

(t−1) exp(−t)·ϕ′(t−1)dt =
∫∞
1

ϕ′(t−
1)d(−t exp(−t)) =

∫ exp(−1)

0
ϕ′(t1(y)− 1)dy, where t1(y) := {t | t ≥ 1, t exp(−t) = y}.

Similarly, we also have
∫ 1

0
(t − 1) exp(−t) · ϕ′(t − 1)dt =

∫ 1

0
ϕ′(t − 1)d(−t exp(−t)) =∫ exp(−1)

0
ϕ′(t2(y) − 1)dy, where t2(y) := {t | 0 ≤ t ≤ 1, t exp(−t) = y}. Referring to the

definition in (8), it’s easy to know that ϕ′(t1(y) − 1) = ϕ′(t2(y) − 1), ∀0 ≤ y ≤ exp(−1). Then∫ exp(−1)

0
ϕ′(t1(y)− 1)dy =

∫ exp(−1)

0
ϕ′(t2(y)− 1)dy, and we can get the result.

Proof of Lemma 2

We consider the case of k=1, the second derivative is

−
M∑
i=1


κ1(Sj,i)

λB1
(Sj,i)·L
...

κH(Sj,i)
λB1

(Sj,i)·L

 ·


ϕ′
(∫ ti

ti−1
λ∗
k(u)du− 1

)
κ1(Sj,i)

λB1
(Sj,i)·L

...
ϕ′
(∫ ti

ti−1
λ∗
k(u)du− 1

)
κH(Sj,i)

λB1
(Sj,i)·L


⊤

−
M∑
i=1


κ1(Sj,i)

λB1
(Sj,i)·L −

∫ ti
ti−1

κ1(x)dx

...
κH(Sj,i)

λB1
(Sj,i)·L −

∫ ti
ti−1

κH(x)dx

 ·


ϕ′′ · ( κ1(Sj,i)

λB1
(Sj,i)·L −

∫ ti
ti−1

κ1(x)dx)

...
ϕ′′ · ( κH(Sj,i)

λB1
(Sj,i)·L −

∫ ti
ti−1

κH(x)dx)


⊤

:= −H0(S,B1)−H1(S,B1)

When outliers are not considered, we only need to prove that E
[
ϕ′′(X − 1) · (1−X)2

]
+

E [ϕ′(X − 1)] > 0 referring to the proof of Theorem 1. We note that E
[
ϕ′′(X − 1) · (1−X)2

]
=∫∞

0
(x− 1)2e−xϕ′′(x− 1)dx =

∣∣∣∣∞
0

((x− 1)2e−x ·ϕ′(x− 1))+
∫∞
0

(x2− 4x+3)e−x ·ϕ′(x− 1)dx.

Then E
[
ϕ′′(X − 1) · (1−X)2

]
+ E [ϕ′(X − 1)] =

∫∞
0

(x2 − 4x+ 4)e−x · ϕ′(x− 1)dx > 0.

35



Referring to Lemma 8, we know that the second derivative must be negative definite matrix when
ρ1, ρ2 < ∞. We write E[H0(S,B1)] = (γ1 − 1)E[H1(S,B1)], where γ1 :=

∫∞
0

(x − 2)2e−x ·
ϕ′(x− 1)dx/

∫∞
0

e−x · ϕ′(x− 1)dx.

When we consider outliers, define χ(λ) := E
[
ϕ′′(X − 1) · (1−X)2

]
+ E [ϕ′(X − 1)] =∫∞

0
λ(λx2 − 2(λ + 1)x + (λ + 3))e−λxϕ′(x − 1)dx. Referring to Lemma 8, there are outliers

when λ ̸= 1. It’s easy to know that χ(λ) =
∫∞
0

((λx− λ− 1)2 + λ− 1)e−λxϕ′(x− 1)dx > 0 when
λ ≥ 1. Obviously the function also has a lower bound χlow when λ < 1. Thus, for a small enough η
such that χ(1) · (1− η) + χlowη > 0, we can still maintain the convex property under Assumption 5.

Lemma 7 There exist ∥Bk −B∗
k∥ = O(

√
H/L) such that ∥g(Bk | Bk)∥ = 0.

Proof of Lemma 7

Referring to Theorem 1, we know that ∥g(B∗
k | B∗

k)∥ = O(
√
H/L), and the smallest eigenvalue of

−∇Bk
g(Bk | B∗

k) has a low bound λk,min > 0 according to lemma 2.

Due to the continuity of the function ϕ′′(·), we know that ∥∇Bk
g(Bk | Bk)−∇Bk

g(B∗
k | B∗

k)∥ =

O(
√
H/L) when ∥Bk − B∗

k∥ = O(
√
H/L). Then we have ∥g(Bk | Bk)∥ = ∥

∫
∇Bk

g(Bk |
Bk)dBk + g(B∗

k | B∗
k)∥ = ∥∇Bk

g(B∗
k | B∗

k) · (Bk −B∗
k) + g(B∗

k | B∗
k)∥+O(

√
H/L2). Thus,

∥g(Bk | Bk)∥ = O(
√
H/L2) when Bk −B∗

k = −(∇Bk
g(B∗

k | B∗
k))

−1 · g(B∗
k | B∗

k), and we
get that ∥Bk −B∗

k∥ = O(
√
H/L).

Repeating the above steps, we can get Bk such that ∥g(Bk | Bk)∥ = 0, where

∥Bk −B∗
k∥ ≤ O(

√
H/L) +O(

√
H/L2) + · · · = O(

√
H/L) as L → ∞.

Lemma 8 (Random time change theorem (Brown et al. [2002])). A sequence X = (t1, . . . , tN ) is
distributed according to a TPP with compensator Λ∗ on the interval [0, T ] if and only if the sequence
Z = (Λ∗ (t1) , . . . ,Λ

∗ (tN )) is distributed according to the standard Poisson process on [0,Λ∗(T )].

Lemma 9 (Bernstein’s inequality [Vershynin, 2018]) Let X1, . . . , XN be independent, mean zero,
sub-exponential random variables, and a = (a1, . . . , aN ) ∈ RN . Then, for every t ≥ 0, we have

P

(∣∣∣∣∣
N∑
i=1

aiXi

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ t

)
≤ 2 exp

[
−cmin

(
t2

K2∥a∥22
,

t

K∥a∥∞

)]
,

where K = maxi ∥Xi∥ψ1
and ∥X∥ψ1

:= inf{t > 0 : E exp(|X|/t) ≤ 2}.

Lemma 10 When event sequence S is sampled from the NHP process with parameter λ∗, with
any weight W ̸= 0, its log-likelihood function logWTPP(S | Bi,W ) follows a sub-exponential
distribution.

Proof of Lemma 10

Due to the weight function Wi < 1, referring to Lemma 7 from Zhang et al. [2024] and using Lemma
9, we know that

P (|logWTPP(S | Bi,W )/L− µavg| ≥ t) ≤ 2 exp

[
−cmin

(
L2t2

C2 max log(λ∗)2
,

Lt

Cmax log(λ∗)

)]
,

where C is a finite constant depend on Bi and W , and µavg := ES∼λ∗ [logWTPP(S | Bi,W )/L].

Similar to the derivative function of logWTPP(S | Bi,W ), there is

P
(∣∣∣∣∂ logWTPP(S | Bi,W )

∂Bi
/L− µ1

avg

∣∣∣∣ ≥ t

)
≤ 2 exp

[
−cmin

(
L2t2

C2(max κmax

λ∗(t)
)2
,

Lt

Cmax κmax

λ∗(t)

)]
,

where µ1
avg := ES∼λ∗

[
∂ logWTPP(S|Bi,W )

∂Bi
/L
]
.
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Lemma 11 Under assumption 4, when S is sampled from cluster k, for j ̸= k, if outlier events occur
only for a length of time η · LT , then there exist Cη > 0 such that

logWTPP(S | Bj , w(S;Bk)) ≤ logWTPP(S | Bk, w(S;Bk))− CηL

with a high probability 1−4 exp(−CgapL/Cwtpp) at Bk = B∗
k,∀k ∈ [K]. Here Cwtpp is a constant

only depending on ρ.

Proof of Lemma 11

We first consider the situation when η = 0. Referring to lemma 8, we note that log λBk
(ti)

and
∫ ti
ti−1

λBk
(s)ds are independent of each other, so it is easy to obtain that log λBk

(ti) and

w(S;Bk) := ϕ′(
∫ ti
ti−1

λBk
(s)ds− 1) are also independent. Referring to lemma 1, we have

E [logWTPP(S | Bk, w(S;Bk))] = E

[
M∑
i=1

wi(S;Bk) ·

(
log λBk

(ti)−
∫ ti

ti−1

λBk
(s)ds

)]

= E

[
M∑
i=1

wi(S;Bk) · log λBk
(ti)

]
+ E

[
M∑
i=1

wi(S;Bk) ·
∫ ti

ti−1

λBk
(s)ds

]

= E [ϕ′(X − 1)] · E

[
M∑
i=1

log λBk
(ti)

]
+ E [ϕ′(X − 1) ·X] · E

[∫ LT

0

λBk
(s)ds

]

= u0(ϕ
′) · E

[
M∑
i=1

log λBk
(ti)

]
+ u1(ϕ

′) · E

[∫ LT

0

λBk
(s)ds

]
,

where X ∼ Exp(1) and u0 := E [ϕ′(X − 1)] , u1 := E [ϕ′(X − 1) ·X]. When ρ1 = ρ2, we have
u0 = u1, and then E[logWTPP(S | Bk, w(S;Bk))] = u0 · E[logWTPP(S | Bk)]. Similarly,
E[logWTPP(S | Bj , w(S;Bk))] = u0 · E[logWTPP(S | Bj)]. Then we have E[logWTPP(S |
Bj , w(S;Bk))] < E[logWTPP(S | Bk, w(S;Bk))]− CgapL · u0.

Referring to Lemma 10, we know that logWTPP(S | Bj , w(S;Bk))/L follows a sub-exponential
distribution for all j, k ∈ [K]. For given ρ, there exists Cwtpp > 0 such that ∀j, k ∈ [K],

P [|logWTPP(S | Bj , w(S;Bk))/L− µj,k| > t] < 2 exp(−tL/(u0Cwtpp)),

where µj,k = E[logWTPP(S | Bj , w(S;Bk))/L]. Taking t = Cgap · u0, we get that

logWTPP(S | Bj , w(S;Bk))/L < logWTPP(S | Bk, w(S;Bk))/L− Cgap · u0/2

with probability at least 1− 4 exp(−CgapL/Cwtpp), and 1− 4 exp(−CgapL/Cwtpp) → 1 as L → 0.

Next we consider the situation when η > 0. If S is sampled from cluster k, for any j ̸= k we have

logWTPP(S | Bk,W )− logWTPP(S | Bj ,W )

=(
∑
ti∈Tin

+
∑

ti∈Tout

)Wi

(
log λ∗

k(ti)−
∫ ti

ti−1

λ∗
k(u)du− log λ∗

j (ti) +

∫ ti

ti−1

λ∗
j (u)du

)

≥(1− η)CgapLu0/2 +
∑

ti∈Tout

Wi

(
log λ∗

k(ti)−
∫ ti

ti−1

λ∗
k(u)du− log λ∗

j (ti) +

∫ ti

ti−1

λ∗
j (u)du

)

≥(1− η)CgapLu0/2− η

∫ LT

0

λ∗
k(u)du+

∑
ti∈Tout

Wi

(
log λ∗

k(ti)− log λ∗
j (ti)

)
≥(1− η)CgapLu0/2− η

∫ LT

0

λ∗
k(u)du+ ηmin{0, c′up

∫ T

0

log(λ∗
k(u)/λ

∗
j (u))du},

where ϕ′(x − 1)/x ≤ c′up. Thus we can define Cη := (1 − η)Cgapu0/2 − η
∫ T
0
λ∗
k(u)du +

ηmin{0, c′up
∫ T
0
log(λ∗

k(u)/λ
∗
j (u))du}.
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Lemma 12 When ∥B(t)
k − B∗

k∥ < a/(T · κmax),∀k = 1, · · · ,K, we get
logWTPP(S | B

(t)
j , w(S;B

(t)
k )) ≤ logWTPP(S | B

(t)
k , w(S;B

(t)
k )) − CηL + a/Tκmax ·

max∥B−B∗∥<a/(T ·κmax) ∥
∂ logWTPP(S|Bj ,w(S;Bk))

∂Bj
∥, so there exists ar > 0 such that

|rk(S;B(t)) − r∗k(S)| < ar with a high probability as L → ∞, where r∗k(S) = 1 when S
is sampled from cluster k.

Similarly to the proof of 11, when S is sampled from cluster k, we have E[logWTPP(S |
B∗
k, w(S;B

∗
j ))] < E[logWTPP(S | B∗

j , w(S;B
∗
j ))],∀j ̸= k.
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