arXiv:2311.11730v1 [math.ST] 20 Nov 2023

Mixing properties for multivariate Hawkes processes

Ousmane Boly^1, Felix Cheysson^{2,3}, and Thi Hien Nguyen^1

1Laboratoire AGM, UMR CNRS 8088, CY Cergy Paris Université, 95000 Cergy, France. Email:{ousmane.boly, thi-hien.nguyen5}@cyu.fr 2LPSM, CNRS UMR 8001, Sorbonne Université, Université Paris Cité, Paris, France.

3LAMA, CNRS UMR 8050, Université Gustave Eiffel, 77420 Champs-sur-Marne, France. Email: felix.cheysson@univ-eiffel.fr

November 21, 2023

Abstract Properties of strong mixing have been established for the stationary linear Hawkes process in the univariate case, and can serve as a basis for statistical applications. In this paper, we provide the technical arguments needed to extend the proof to the multivariate case. We illustrate these properties by establishing a functional central limit theorem for multivariate Hawkes processes.

Keywords: multivariate Hawkes process, strong mixing (α-mixing), functional central limit theorem.

1 Introduction

Linear Hawkes processes form a versatile family of models for point processes that exhibit selfexcitation properties: in addition to a constant rate of arrivals, each new arrival increases the rate at which future arrivals occur. This additive dependence structure can also be decomposed such that the process can be viewed as a branching process with immigration, thus admitting a Poisson cluster structure where each cluster is itself a branching process without immigration (Hawkes and Oakes, 1974). While they were initially introduced by Hawkes (1971) in order to model seismic aftershocks (Ogata, 1988), Hawkes processes have become increasingly popular due to their wide applicability to various other fields including but not limited to finance (Embrechts et al., 2011), ecology (Gupta et al., 2017), neurophysiology (Chornoboy et al., 1988), and social network analysis (Zannettou et al., 2018). The study of Hawkes processes in itself is also of interest, as theoretical advances in the past decades have paved the way to the development for statistical inference methods (Hansen et al., 2015; Bacry et al., 2020) and thus to the popularity of the model.

In particular, works interested in the ergodic and mixing properties of the Hawkes process play an important role, for they can provide strong moment inequalities and coupling methods useful to prove asymptotic properties. It is well known that the linear Hawkes process is ergodic due to its Poisson cluster structure (Westcott, 1971). When the reproduction function has compact support, Reynaud-Bouret and Roy (2006) used this structure to derive exponential inequalities which specify the rate of convergence in the ergodic theorem. Recently, Graham (2021) extended these results by proving regenerative properties for the linear Hawkes process, even when the reproduction function has unbounded support. Issues arise for the nonlinear

Hawkes process — in which the rate at which future arrivals occur is non-linearly dependent on the past arrivals — since the Poisson cluster structure of the process no longer exists. While the existence and stationarity of the process can be proven under general sets of assumptions (Bremaud and Massoulie, 1996), studies of the mixing properties of the process have only been established under specific conditions. In Costa et al. (2020), by assuming a bounded support for the reproduction function (which may take negative values), the authors obtained exponential concentration inequalities using renewal techniques, further extending the results from Reynaud-Bouret and Roy (2006). Without the bounded support assumption, but supposing the reproduction function is exponential, Dion et al. (2021) showed that the non-linear Hawkes process is exponentially β-mixing, relying on the general theory of Markov processes.

In this work, we focus on establishing rates of convergence for the α-mixing of the linear Hawkes process, using the Poisson cluster decomposition of the process. Initially used to prove asymptotic properties for time series and random fields (see e.g. Rosenblatt, 1956), the αmixing property can be straightforwardly extended to the field of point processes (Westcott, 1972; Poinas et al., 2019). In the univariate context, Cheysson and Lang (2022) already derived a polynomial rate of α-mixing under tail assumptions for the reproduction function of the Hawkes process. However, their proof cannot be directly extended to the multivariate case, as a critical argument of independence within each Poisson cluster, that is between the arrivals’ times and the number of arrivals in any given generation of the branching representation of the cluster, does not hold when multiple components can mutually excit each other. This is solved by establishing an exponential inequality in the multitype branching process, which allows us to bound the covariance measure of the branching process.

In turn, the α-mixing of the process can serve as a basis for statistical applications, for example by using central limit theorems (CLTs) that already exist in the literature (Doukhan et al., 1994). To provide useful tools for statistical applications related to the multivariate Hawkes process, we enunciate both a classical and a functional CLTs in this context, and show that the parameters appearing in these CLTs can be easily calculated in practice, using the spectral representation of the process. Indeed, while the covariance structure of the Hawkes process is often non-explicit, except for exponential reproduction functions (Da Fonseca and Zaatour, 2014, 2015), its Bartlett spectrum (i.e. the Fourier transform of the autocovariance of the process) has an explicit and simple form (Daley and Vere-Jones, 2003). Specifically, this yields a simple estimator of the long run variance of the process which appears naturally in the CLTs.

Section 2 introduces the notation we use throughout and the Hawkes model. In Section 3, we establish the main results of our contribution, namely an α-mixing property and a functional CLT for the multivariate Hawkes process. Proofs are postponed to subsequent sections, respectively in Section 4 and 5.

2 Main definitions

2.1 Notation

Throughout this paper, we consider a probability space (Ω, F, P) and the measurable space (N, N ) of locally finite counting measures on R with values in N^d , with d ≥ 1. We denote by B(A) the Borel σ-algebra generated over a subset A ⊂ R, and for a multivariate point process N = (N_1, . . . , N_d) i.e. a measurable map from (Ω, F, P) to (N, N ), by E(A) the cylindrical σ-algebra generated by N on A and defined by

E(A) := σ({N ∈ N : N(B) = m}, B ∈ B(A), m ∈ N^d ).

Finally, denote by N_{|A} the point process restricted to A, that is the process defined by N_{|A}(B) = N(A ∩ B) for all B ∈ B(R).

We also introduce some notation for function and vector norms. For a function f : R → R, denote its L^1-norm by ‖f‖_L1 , ‖f‖_L1 = ∫ R |f(x)|dx. For a vector u = (u_1, . . . , u_n) ∈ R^n , denote its ℓ^1-norm by ‖u‖_1,

‖u‖_1 = n∑ k=1 |u_k|, and its supremum norm by ‖u‖_∞, ‖u‖_∞ = sup_{1≤k≤n}|u_k|. 2.2 The multivariate linear Hawkes process

The multivariate Hawkes process N = (N_1, . . . , N_d) can be defined as a point process such that • For all 1 ≤ j ≤ d, the conditional intensity λ_j (t) of the component N_j — satisfying P ( N_j ( (t, t + h) ) = 1 | F_t− ) = λ_j (t)h + o(h), with F_t the natural filtration of the process N — is a left-continuous stochastic process given by

λ_j(t) = η_j + d∑ i=1 ∫_t −∞ h_{ij} (t − u)N_i(du)

= η_j + d∑ i=1 ∑ {n:T^n_i <t} h_{ij} (t − T^n_i ), where η_j > 0 is the baseline intensity of N_j, h_{ij} : R^+ → R^+ the reproduction function from component i to j, and {T^n_i }_n are the atoms of N_i.

• The point process is orderly: for all 1 ≤ i ≠ j ≤ d, N_i and N_j never jump simultaneously, P ( ‖N ( (t, t + h) ) ‖_1 ≥ 2 | F_t− ) = o(h). The multivariate Hawkes process N can also be seen as a Poisson cluster process (see Hawkes and Oakes, 1974), where clusters are mutually independent branching processes generated recursively as follows:

• Cluster centres, also called immigrants of the process, form the generation 0 of the branching processes. Immigrants of type j arrive according to a homogeneous Poisson process with rate η_j .

• Then, an individual T^n_{ki} of generation k and type i generates offsprings of generation k + 1 and type j according to an inhomogeneous Poisson process with intensity h_{ij} (· − T^n_{ki}).

For a single branching process, denoting by Z_{ki} the number of individuals of generation k and type i, we have that (Z_{ki})_{k∈N,1≤i≤d} is a multivariate Galton–Watson process. We will make the following assumption, which ensures the existence and stationarity of the multivariate Hawkes process (Bremaud and Massoulie, 1996).

Assumption 2.1. The spectral radius of the reproduction matrix, defined by M := (‖h_{ij} ‖_L1 )_{1≤i,j≤d}, is strictly less than 1.

3 Main results

3.1 Strong mixing of the multivariate Hawkes process

For a probability space (Ω, F, P) and A, B two sub σ- algebras of F, the strong mixing coefficient is defined as the measure of dependence between A and B (Rosenblatt, 1956): α(A, B) := sup{|P(A ∩ B) − P(A) P(B)| , A ∈ A, B ∈ B.} The definition of the strong mixing coefficient can be adapted to a multivariate point process N, by defining (see Poinas et al., 2019)

α_N(τ) = α(E^t_{−∞}, E^{+∞}_{t+τ} ) = sup_{t∈R} sup_{A∈E t} −∞ B∈E^∞_{t+τ} | |Cov(1_A(N), 1_B(N)) | |

where E^b_a stands for E((a, b]), i.e the σ-algebra generated by the cylinder sets on the interval (a, b], and 1_A(N) is the indicator function of the cylinder set A, i.e for any elementary cylinder set A_{B,n} = {N ∈ N : N(B) = n}, 1_A(N) = 1 if N(B) = n and 0 otherwise. As in the univariate case, the process is said to be strongly mixing if α_N(τ) → 0 as τ → ∞.

In the context of multivariate Hawkes processes, the main result of this contribution is the following theorem. Theorem 3.1 can serve as a basis for various statistical applications, as examplified by the next subsection.

Theorem 3.1. Let N be a multivariate Hawkes process with reproduction functions (h_{ij} )_{1≤i,j≤d} such that Assumption 2.1 holds true. Further assume that there exists β > 0 such that the reproduction kernels have finite moment of order 1 + β: sup 1≤i,j≤d ∫ R t^{1+β}h_{ij} (t)dt < ∞. Then, for any 0 < γ < β, as τ → ∞,

α_N(τ) = O ( τ^{−γ} ) . (1)

While the proof (postponed to Section 4) mostly extends that of Cheysson and Lang (2022) to the multivariate case, it also circumvents a lemma in the proof of the aforementioned article: in the univariate Galton-Watson process, the number of individuals in any given generation is independent from the arrival times of all individuals, and vice versa, whereas this is only valid conditionally on the genealogy of individuals in the multivariate case. This is the heart of the proof and the focus of Lemmas 4.3 and 4.4, which aim to prove that we can make do with exponential inequalities instead of independence when bounding the strong mixing coefficient, thanks to the asymptotic contraction property of the reproduction matrix M, ensured by Assumption 2.1.

3.2 An application to statistics

3.2.1 A functional central limit theorem

Suppose that we observe a point process N = (N_1, . . . , N_d) from a stationary multivariate Hawkes model with intensities m_i ≥ 0, and that we are interested in the asymptotic behaviour of statistics of the form_d ∑ i=1 N_i(f_i | [0,T ]) = d∑ i=1 ∫ [0,T ] f_i(x)N_i(dx), or rather their centered version,

S_T = d∑ i=1 ∫ [0,T ] f_i(u) ( N_i(du) − m_idu ) , (2)

where f_i : R → R denote bounded measurable functions (1 ≤ i ≤ d) and f_i | |_{[0,T ]} : x → f_i(x)1_{[0,T ]}(x) their restriction to [0, T ]. The variance of S_T can be related to the covariance measure of N, whose elements are denoted C_{ij}, through the use of Campbell’s formula:

σ^2_T = Var S_T = d∑ i=1 d∑ j=1 ∫∫ [0,T ]^2 f_i(u)f_j (v)C_{ij} (du × dv).

Finally, for 0 ≤ u ≤ 1, define

v_T (u) = inf{t ∈ (0, T ) : σ^2_t /σ^2_T ≥ u} and W_T (u) = σ^{−1}_T S_{vT (u)}.

The following proposition is a consequence of the functional central limit theorem for nonstationary strongly mixing processes in Merlevède and Peligrad (2020, Corollary 2.2), in conjunction with the mixing property derived in Theorem 3.1. Its proof is deferred until Section 5. Proposition 3.1. Let N be a multivariate Hawkes process satisfying the conditions of Theorem 3.1. Assume also that σ^2_T = T σ^2 + o(T ) as T → ∞, and that each f_i is locally (2 + δ)-integrable, with β, δ > 0, such that (β − 1)δ > 2. Then, {W_T (u), u ∈ (0, 1)} converges in distribution in the Skorokhod space D([0, 1]) (equipped with the uniform topology) to the standard Brownian motion.

Note also that this result implies that S_T satisfies the classical central limit theorem (see Merlevède and Peligrad, 2020, Section 2.1.3).

Corollary 3.1. Let N be a multivariate Hawkes process as in Proposition 3.1. Then σ^{−1}_T S_T converges in distribution to the standard normal distribution.

However, in practice, the covariance measure of the Hawkes process has no explicit form (except in the case of exponential kernels, see Da Fonseca and Zaatour, 2015), so we can turn to the spectral properties of the process. Recall that the Bartlett spectrum of a stationary multivariate point process N on R is defined as the unique, positive-definite, Hermitian measure Γ of auto- and cross-spectral measures (Γ_{ij} (·)) such that, for any rapidly decaying function f and g on R (Daley and Vere-Jones, 2003, chapter 8), Cov ( N_i(f), N_j (g) ) = ∫ R Ff(ξ)Fg^∗(ξ)Γ_{ij} (dξ), (3) where F· denotes the Fourier transform, Ff(ξ) = ∫ R e^{−2iπξu}f(u)du, (4) and g^∗(u) = g(−u), so that Fg^∗ is the complex conjugate of Fg.

It turns out that the Bartlett spectrum for the multivariate Hawkes process is known, and has density given by γ(ξ) = ( I − [ ~H(2πξ)]^⊺ )_{−1} diag(m_1, . . . , m_d) ( I − ~H(−2πξ) )_{−1} , with diag(m_1, . . . , m_d) = (I−[ ~H(0)]^⊺)^{−1}η; discrepancies with the expression in Daley and Vere-Jones (2003, example 8.3(c)) can be attributed to the definition of the reproduction matrix H and our choice of convention for the Fourier transform (4). Then the variance of S_T can be calculated by the relation

σ^2_T = Var S_T = d∑ i=1 d∑ j=1 ∫ R Ff_i | |_{[0,T ]}(ξ)Ff_j | |^∗_{[0,T ]}(ξ)γ_{ij} (ξ)dξ. (5)

3.2.2 Two examples

Though the integral appearing in (5) can be difficult to compute analytically, we highlight two cases where the computation is explicit, so that it may be used in applications.

Asymptotically constant functions. Assume each f_i is of the form f_i(·) = k_i + g_i(·) with k_i constants such that ‖k‖_1 > 0 and g_i bounded and integrable functions. Then, we find that

σ^2_T = T d∑ i=1 d∑ j=1 k_ik_j γ_{ij}(0) + o(T ) = T k^⊺γ(0)k + o(T ),

yielding that the process { (T k^⊺γ(0)k)^{−1/2}S_{T u}, u ∈ (0, 1) } converges in distribution to the standard Brownian motion, and (T k^⊺γ(0)k)^{−1/2}S_T to the standard normal distribution.

Proof. Since F1_{[0,T ]}(ξ) = T e^{−iπξT} sinc(πξT ), the leading term in the variance (5) is given by d∑ i=1 d∑ j=1 k_ik_j ∫ R F1_{[0,T ]}(ξ)F1^∗_{[0,T ]}(ξ)γ_{ij} (ξ)dξ = d∑ i=1 d∑ j=1 k_ik_j T^2 ∫ R sinc^2(πξT )γ_{ij} (ξ)dξ

= d∑ i=1 d∑ j=1 k_ik_j T ∫ R sinc^2(πω)γ_{ij} (ω/T )dω. The dominated convergence theorem then yields that ∫ R sinc^2(πω)γ_{ij} (ω/T )dω −−−−→_{T →∞} γ_{ij} (0) ∫ R sinc^2(πω)dω = γ_{ij} (0).

Asymptotically periodic functions. Assume each f_i is of the form f_i(·) = h_i(·)+g_i(·), with h_i τ-periodic functions such that ∑_d i=1 ∫_τ 0 h_i(t)dt ≠ 0 and g_i bounded and integrable functions.

Then

σ^2_T = T τ^2 d∑ i=1 d∑ j=1 ∑ k∈Z Fh_i | [0,τ ] ( k τ ) Fh_j |_∗ [0,τ ] ( k τ ) γ_{ij} ( k τ ) + o(T ), so that the process { σ^{−1/2}_T S_{T u}, u ∈ (0, 1) } has the desired convergence to the standard Brownian motion.

Proof. Choose T = nτ with n ∈ N_+ . Then, Fh_i | |_{[0,T ]}(ξ) = n∑ k=1 ∫_{kτ} (k−1)τ e^{−2iπξx}h_i(x)dx

= n∑ k=1 e^{−2iπξ(k−1)τ} Fh_i | |_{[0,τ ]}(ξ), so that the leading term in the variance (5) is given by d∑ i=1 d∑ j=1 ∫ R Fh_i | |_{[0,T ]}(ξ)Fh_j | |^∗_{[0,T ]}(ξ)γ_{ij} (ξ)dξ

= d∑ i=1 d∑ j=1 ∫ R n∑ k=1 n∑ l=1 e^{−2iπξ(k−l)τ} Fh_i | |_{[0,τ ]}(ξ)Fh_j | |^∗_{[0,τ ]}(ξ)γ_{ij} (ξ)dξ.

A bit of calculus gives that n∑ k=1 n∑ l=1 e^{−2iπξ(k−l)τ} = n + 2 Re ( e^{2iπξnτ} n−1∑ k=1 ke^{−2iπξkτ} )

= 1 − cos(2πξnτ) 1 − cos(2πξτ)

so that, for any ϕ absolutely integrable, 1 n ∫ R 1 − cos(2πξnτ) 1 − cos(2πξτ) ϕ(ξ)dξ = 1 n ∑ k∈Z ∫_{1/2τ} −1/2τ 1 − cos(2πξnτ) 1 − cos(2πξτ) ϕ ( ξ + k τ ) dξ = 1 2πn^2τ ∑ k∈Z ∫_{πn} −πn 1 − cos(ξ) 1 − cos(ξ/n) ϕ ( ξ 2πnτ + k τ ) dξ

= 1 2πτ ∑ k∈Z ∫_∞ −∞ 1_{[−πn,πn]}(ξ) n^2

1 − cos(ξ) 1 − cos(ξ/n) ϕ ( ξ 2πnτ + k τ ) dξ.

Since the integrand is bounded above by ξ → |ϕ(ξ/(2πnτ) + k/τ)| which is integrable, and lim_{n→∞} 1_{[−πn,πn]}(ξ) n^2

1 − cos(ξ) 1 − cos(ξ/n) ϕ ( ξ 2πnτ + k τ ) = 2 1 − cos(ξ) ξ^2 ϕ ( k τ ) , the dominated convergence theorem yields that lim_{n→∞} ∫_∞ −∞ 1_{[−πn,πn]}(ξ) n^2

1 − cos(ξ) 1 − cos(ξ/n) ϕ ( ξ 2πnτ + k τ ) dξ = 2 ϕ ( k τ ) ∫_∞ −∞ 1 − cos(ξ) ξ^2 dξ = 2πϕ ( k τ ) . Hence, ξ → 1 n 1 − cos(2πξnτ) 1 − cos(2πξτ) converges, in the sense of distributions, to ξ → 1 τ ∑ k∈Z δ_{k/τ} (ξ), yielding the desired variance.

Finally, when T ≠ nτ, write T = nτ + ε with ε < τ so that the leading term in the variance remains the same.

4 Proof of Theorem 3.1

Most of the proofs follow those of Cheysson and Lang (2022), extended here to the multivariate setup. We first present the layout of the proof, introducing auxiliary results when needed, then in subsequent subsections prove these results.

4.1 Layout of the proof

Recall that the strong mixing coefficient of a point process N is defined by

α_N(τ) = α(E^t_{−∞}, E^{+∞}_{t+τ} ) = sup_{t∈R} sup_{A∈E t} −∞ B∈E^∞_{t+τ} | Cov ( 1_A(N), 1_B(N) )| .

The first step of the proof is to bound the covariance of the indicator functions with that of the point process itself, using the positive association of Hawkes processes (Gao and Zhu, 2018, Section 2.1, key property (e)). Recall that a X -valued random variable X is positively associated if for each pair of bounded, Borel measurable, non-decreasing functions f, g : X → R, we have Cov(f(X), g(X)) ≥ 0. This property can be used to bound the covariance of an associated point process, using Theorem 2.5 from Poinas et al. (2019), which we extend to the multivariate setup.

Proposition 4.1. Let N = (N_1, · · · , N_d) be an associated multivariate point process and A, B ⊂ R two disjoint bounded subsets of R. Let f : N → R and g : N → R be two functions such that f(N_{|A}) and g(N_{|B} ) are bounded, then | |Cov ( f(N_{|A}), g(N_{|B} ) )| | ≤ ‖f‖_A ‖g‖_B | |Cov ( ‖N(A)‖_1, ‖N(B)‖_1 )| | , where ‖f‖_A := sup_{N∈N} sup_{1≤i≤d} x∈A |f(N_{|A} + δ_{ix}) − f(N_A)|, and δ_{ix} denotes the multivariate point process with a single atom at component i and position x.

For the Hawkes process, this leads to the following lemma, whose proof uses the Poisson cluster structure of the process.

Lemma 4.1. Let N be a multivariate Hawkes process satisfying Assumption 2.1. Let s, t, v ∈ R and τ > 0 such that s < t < t + τ < v, A ∈ E^t_s, B ∈ E^v_{t+τ} , and A = (s, t] and B = (t + τ, v]. Then | |Cov ( 1_A(N), 1_B(N) )| | ≤ d∑ i=1 d∑ j=1 d∑ k=1 ∫ | | |Cov ( N_i(A | y), N_j (B | y) )| | M^c_k (dy), (6)

where M^c_k denotes the first-order moment measure of the k-th component N^c_k of the cluster centre process.

Without loss of generality, we consider a cluster whose immigrant is located at time 0. Let Z_{ki} denote the number of points of generation k of the i-th component of the point process, and Z_{ki}(A) those that are located in the set A ⊂ R. By definition, we have

N_i(A | 0) = ∞∑ k=0 Z_{ki}(A). Then, the covariance between two components of a single branching process can be written Cov ( N_i(A | 0), N_j (B | 0) ) = ∞∑ k=0 ∞∑ l=0 Cov ( Z_{ki}(A), Z_{lj} (B) ) . (7)

As Z_{ki}(A), Z_{lj} (B) ≥ 0, the terms appearing in the sum on the right hand side can be bounded by |Cov(Z_{ki}(A), Z_{lj} (B))| = | E [ Z_{ki}(A)Z_{lj} (B) ] − E [ Z_{ki}(A) ] E [ Z_{lj}(B) ]| ≤ max ( E [ Z_{ki}(A)Z_{lj} (B) ] , E [ Z_{ki}(A) ] E [ Z_{lj}(B) ]) . Let T^m_{lj} denote the m-th time of arrival of generation l and type j, and consider the first term appearing in the maximum above. Noting that for a non-negative integer I, I = ∑_∞ n=1 1_{{I≥n}}, we have that E [Z_{ki}(A)Z_{lj} (B)] ≤ E [Z_{ki}(R)Z_{lj} (B)] = ∞∑ n=1 ∞∑ m=1 E [ 1_{{Zki≥n}}1_{{Zlj ≥m}}1_{{T} m_{lj ∈B}} ]

≤ ∞∑ n=1 ∞∑ m=1 E [ 1_{{Zki≥n}} ]_{1/p} E [ 1_{{Zlj ≥m}} ]_{1/q} E [ 1_{{T} m_{lj ∈B}} ]_{1/r}

= ∞∑ n=1 ∞∑ m=1 P(Z_{ki} ≥ n)^{1/p} P(Z_{lj} ≥ m)^{1/q} P(T^m_{lj} ∈ B)^{1/r}. (8) where the second line follows from Hölder’s inequality with any p, q, r ≥ 1,^1_p +^1_q +^1_r = 1. Remark. Note that the use of Hölder’s inequality and the need for an exponential bound on P(Z_{ki} ≥ n) and P(Z_{lj} ≥ m) differ from the univariate case (see Cheysson and Lang (2022)), for which the times of arrival in a generation k and the number of points in a generation l are independent, for all k and l. This is not the case in the multivariate setup, since the distribution of an arrival time may depend on its genealogy, through the types of its ancestors.

We can establish a simple upper bound on P(T^m_{lj} ∈ B) using Markov’s inequality.

Lemma 4.2. Let β > 0 and assume that ν_{1+β} = sup_{1≤i,j≤d} ∫ R t^{1+β}h^∗_{ij} (t)dt < ∞, with h^∗_{ij} = h_{ij} /‖h_{ij} ‖_L1 . Then, P(T^m_{lj} ∈ B) ≤ l^{1+β}ν_{1+β} (t + τ)^{1+β}

. (9)

The following two lemmas form the heart of the proof, and make it distinct to the univariate case: in order to bound the right-hand side of (8) with the fastest rate of convergence to zero, the term P(T^m_{lj} ∈ B)^{1/r} = O ( τ^{−(1+β)/r} ) must converge as fast as possible, so that r should be chosen as small as possible. Consequently, in Hölder’s inequality, p and q may be arbitrary large. To ensure that the terms P(Z_{ki} ≥ n)^{1/p} and P(Z_{lj} ≥ m)^{1/q} are summable with respect to n and m, we first prove an exponential inequality for the multitype Galton-Watson process (Z_{ki}), through its Laplace transform, yielding the following lemma.

Lemma 4.3. Let u = (u_1, . . . , u_d) ∈ R^d with strictly positive entries. Then, ∞∑ n=1 P(Z_{ki} ≥ n)^{1/p} ≤ C_1 ( L{Z_k}(u) − 1 )_{1/p} , (10)

where L{Z_k}(u) = E [exp(Z^⊺_ku)] denotes the Laplace transform of Z_k and C_1 denotes a constant that can be chosen uniformly with respect to 1 ≤ i ≤ d.

Remark. Throughout the rest of the proof, the C_k are absolute constants.

Plugging both (9) and (10) into (8) yields E [Z_{ki}(A)Z_{lj} (B)] ≤ ∞∑ n=1 ∞∑ m=1 P(Z_{ki} ≥ n)^{1/p} P(Z_{lj} ≥ m)^{1/q} P(T^m_{lj} ∈ B)^{1/r}

≤ C_2 ( L{Z_k}(u) − 1 )_{1/p}( L{Z_l}(u) − 1 )_{1/q} ( l^{1+β}ν_{1+β} (t + τ)^{1+β} )_{1/r} . The same reasoning can be applied to E [Z_{ki}(A)] E [Z_{lj} (B)], leading to an analogous Hölder inequality, so that we only detailed the proof for E [Z_{ki}(A)Z_{lj} (B)] which is the slightly more complicated case. Then, from (7), | |Cov ( N_i(A | 0), N_j (B | 0) )| | ≤ ∞∑ k=0 ∞∑ l=0 C_2 ( L{Z_k}(u) − 1 )_{1/p}( L{Z_l}(u) − 1 )_{1/q} ( l^{1+β}ν_{1+β} (t + τ)^{1+β} )_{1/r} . (11)

We now focus on proving the summability of the series ∑ k ( L{Z_k}(u) − 1 )_{1/p} . The difficulty of this proof is algebraic in nature, as even though the spectral radius of the reproduction matrix M := (‖h_{ij} ‖_L1 )_{1≤i,j≤d} is strictly less than 1 (by Assumption 2.1), it does not ensure that ‖Mu‖_1 ≤ ‖u‖_1 for all u. However, this holds asymptotically, such that for n large, ‖M^nu‖_1 ≤ ‖u‖_1. Then, a recurrence on the Laplace transform of Z_k with a good choice for u yields the summability of the series.

Lemma 4.4. There exists u = (u_1, . . . , u_d) with u_j > 0 for all 1 ≤ j ≤ d such that ∑ k ( L{Z_k}(u)− 1 )_{1/p} and ∑ l l^{(1+β)/r} ( L{Z_l}(u) − 1 )_{1/q} are summable.

The inequality in (11) can then be simplified to | |Cov (N_i(A | 0), N_j (B | 0)) | | ≤ C_3 ( ν_{1+β} (t + τ)^{1+β} )_{1/r} . (12)

Finally, choose r = (1 + β)/(1 + γ) and p = q = 2 (1 + β)/(β − γ), such that (1 + β)/r = 1 + γ > 1. Then, plugging (12) into (6) yields | |Cov (1_A(N), 1_B(N)) | | ≤^d∑ i=1 d∑ j=1 d∑ k=1 ∫ | |Cov (N_i(A | y), N_j (B | y)) | | η_kdy

≤ C_4d^3ν^{1/r}_{1+β} ∫_t −∞ 1 (t + τ − y)^{1+γ} sup 1≤k≤d {η_k} dy ≤ C_5τ^{−γ} . which is the desired bound.

4.2 Proof of Proposition 4.1

The layout of this proof is identical to that of Poinas et al. (2019), but for clarity we detail it within the multivariate setup. Consider a positively associated multivariate point process N. We consider the functions f_+, f_− : N → R, E(A)-measurable, and g_+, g_− : N → R, E(B)-measurable, defined by { f_±(N) = f(N_{|A}) ± ‖f‖_A ‖N(A)‖_1, g_±(N) = g(N_{|B} ) ± ‖g‖_B ‖N(B)‖_1.

For all 1 ≤ i ≤ d and x ∈ A,

f_+(N + δ_{ix}) − f_+(N) = f(N_{|A} + δ_{ix}) − f(N_{|A}) + ‖f‖_A

which is positive by the definition of ‖f‖_A. Therefore, f_+ is an increasing function respective to the partial order defined by N ≤ M if and only if for all 1 ≤ i ≤ d, ∀A ⊂ R, N_i(A) ≤ M_i(A). With the same reasoning, g_+ is also increasing, and f_−, g_− are decreasing. While f_+ is not bounded, it is non-negative and almost surely finite so that by a limiting argument, using the sequence of functions min(f_+, k) when k goes to infinity, the association inequality can be applied to f_+. The other functions can be treated the same way, which leads to the inequalities Cov ( f_+(N), g_+(N) ) ≥ 0 and Cov ( f_−(N), g_−(N) ) ≥ 0. We can then expand these expressions Cov ( f_+(N), g_+(N) ) = Cov ( f(N_{|A}), g(N_{|B} ) ) + ‖f‖_A ‖g‖_B Cov ( ‖N(A)‖_1, ‖N(B)‖_1 ) + ‖g‖_B Cov ( f(N_{|A}), ‖N(B)‖_1 ) + ‖f‖_A Cov ( ‖N(A)‖_1, g(N_{|B} ) ) and Cov ( f_−(N), g_−(N) ) = Cov ( f(N_{|A}), g(N_{|B} ) ) + ‖f‖_A ‖g‖_B Cov ( ‖N(A)‖_1), ‖N(B)‖_1 ) − ‖g‖_B Cov ( f(N_{|A}), ‖N(B)‖_1 ) − ‖f‖_A Cov ( ‖N(A)‖_1, g(N_{|B} ) ) . Adding these two expressions together yields the lower bound: Cov ( f(N_{|A}), g(N_{|B} ) ) ≥ − ‖f‖_A ‖g‖_B Cov ( ‖N(A)‖_1, ‖N(B)‖_1 ) . (13)

The upper bound is obtained similarly by replacing f by −f in the previous expression.

4.3 Proof of Lemma 4.1

Using Proposition 4.1 with f = 1_A and g = 1_B, we have | |Cov (1_A(N), 1_B(N)) | | ≤ | |Cov (‖N(A)‖_1, ‖N(B)‖_1) | |

≤ d∑ i=1 d∑ j=1 | |Cov (N_i(A), N_j (B)) | | .

Then, denoting by M^c_k the first-order moment measure of the k-th component N^c_k of the cluster centre process, and by C^c_{kl} the covariance measure between the k-th and l-th components of the cluster centre process (1 ≤ k, l ≤ d), we have, by conditioning on the cluster centre process (see for example Daley and Vere-Jones, 2003, Exercise 6.3.4), Cov ( N_i(A), N_j (B) ) = d∑ k=1 ∫ Cov ( N_i(A | y), N_j (B | y) ) M^c_k (dy)

+ d∑ k=1 d∑ l=1 ∫ ∫ E (N_i(A) | x) E (N_j (B) | y)C^c_{kl}(dx × dy). Since the centre process is Poisson, C^c_{kl} ≡ 0 and the second term vanishes.

4.4 Proof of Lemma 4.2: an upper bound for P(T^m_{lj} ∈ B)

Consider the inter-arrival times between a parent and its offsprings. Since an individual T^n_{ki} of generation k and type i generates offsprings of generation k + 1 and type j according to an inhomogeneous Poisson process with intensity h_{ij} (· − T^n_{ki}), these inter-arrival times are independent of each other, and their distributions only depend on the type i of the parent and the type j of the offspring. Consequently, any single arrival time T^m_{lj} can be written as the sum of l independent inter-arrival times,

T^m_{lj} = l∑ ι=1 Δ_ι(T^m_{lj} ),

where the density functions of the Δ_ι(T^m_{lj} ) are amongst the (h^∗_{ij} )_{i,j}.

Hölder’s inequality then gives,

T^m_{lj} = l∑ ι=1 Δ_ι(T^m_{lj} ) ≤ (_l ∑ ι=1 1 )_{β/(1+β)} × (_l ∑ ι=1 ( Δ_ι(T^m_{lj} ) )_{1+β} )_{1/(1+β)} , and by independence of the Δ_ι(T^m_{lj} ),

E [_l ∑ ι=1 ( Δ_ι(T^m_{lj} ) )_{1+β} ] ≤ l sup_{1≤ι≤l} E [( Δ_ι(T^m_{lj} ) )_{1+β}] ≤ l ν_{1+β} . Hence, E [( T^m_{lj} )_{1+β}] ≤ l^{1+β} ν_{1+β}.

Finally, we can apply Markov’s inequality to P(T^m_{lj} ∈ B), recalling that B = (t + τ, v]: P(T^m_{lj} ∈ B) ≤ P(T^m_{lj} > t + τ) ≤ l^{1+β}ν_{1+β} (t + τ)^{1+β} . 4.5 Proof of Lemma 4.3: exponential inequality for P(Z_{ki} ≥ n) and P(Z_{lj} ≥ m)

First recall that the Laplace transform of a Poisson variable X with intensity λ is given by L{X}(u) = E [e^{uX} ] = e^{λ(eu−1)}. (14) For a N-valued random variable Y and a constant α ≥ 0, define the reproduction operator ∘ by α ∘ Y = Y∑ n=1 ξ^{(α)}_n ,

where ξ^{(α)}_n^{i.i.d.}∼ P(α), independently of Y .

Denoting by Z_k = (Z_{k1}, . . . , Z_{kd})^⊺ the random vector for the number of points of generation k for each component of the branching process, we have that conditionally on Z_{k−1}, the variables Z_{kj} are Poisson with intensity (Z^⊺_{k−1}M)_j = ∑_d i=1 Z_{k−1,i}M_{ij} (k > 0, 1 ≤ j ≤ d). More specifically, we have that

Z_{kj} = d∑ i=1 M_{ij} ∘ Z_{k−1,i} = d∑ i=1

Z_{k−1,i}∑

n=1 ξ^{(Mij )} n

where ξ^{(Mij )}_n^{i.i.d.}∼ P(M_{ij} ) independently of all Z_{k−1,i}.

For all u = (u_1, · · · , u_d) ∈ R^d , consider now the Laplace transform of Z_k,

L{Z_k}(u) = E [ exp(Z^⊺_ku) ] = E exp d∑ j=1 u_j Z_{kj}

= E exp d∑ j=1 d∑ i=1 u_jM_{ij} ∘ Z_{k−1,i}

= E exp d∑ j=1 d∑ i=1

Z_{k−1,i}∑

n=1 u_j ξ^{(Mij )}_n

= E d∏ j=1 d∏ i=1

Z_{k−1,i}∏

n=1 E [ exp ( u_jξ^{(Mij )}_n ) | | Z_{k−1} ]

= E d∏ j=1 d∏ i=1

Z_{k−1,i}∏

n=1 exp (M_{ij} (e^{uj} − 1))

(15)

= E exp d∑ j=1 d∑ i=1 Z_{k−1,i}M_{ij} (e^{uj} − 1) = E [ exp ( Z^⊺_{k−1}M(e^u − 1) )] , where (15) was obtained using (14) and the fact that ξ^{(Mij )}_n and Z_{k−1} are independent, and e^u denotes the component-wise exponentiation of u.

Define the function g by g(u) = M(e^u − 1). By recurrence, we therefore have

L{Z_k}(u) = L{Z_{k−1}}(g(u)) = . . . = L{Z_0}(g^k(u)), (16)

where g^k stands for the k-fold composition of g with itself.

Finally, we can apply Markov’s inequality to Z_{ki} for any 1 ≤ i ≤ d, P(Z_{ki} ≥ n) = P(e^{uiZki} − 1 ≥ e^{uin} − 1) ≤ E e^{ui Zki} − 1 e^{uin} − 1 ≤ L{Z_k}(u) − 1 e^{uin} − 1 , where u = (u_1, . . . , u_d) was chosen with strictly positive entries. Then, as ∑ n(e^{uin} − 1)^{−1/p} is summable, ∑ n P(Z_{ki} ≥ n)^{1/p} is also summable and ∞∑ n=1 P(Z_{ki} ≥ n)^{1/p} ≤ C_1 (L{Z_k}(u) − 1)^{1/p} ,

where C_1 is an absolute constant, which can be chosen uniformly with respect to 1 ≤ i ≤ d.

4.6 Proof of Lemma 4.4: summability of ∑ k(L{Z_k}(u) − 1)^{1/p} Define δ such that 1 < δ < ρ^{−1}, where ρ = Sp(M) < 1 denotes the spectral radius of the reproduction matrix M. Then there is a u_0 > 0 such that, for all u ∈ [0, u_0], e^u − 1 ≤ δu. Applying this to the vector u = (u_1, . . . , u_d) with u_j ∈ [0, u_0] for all 1 ≤ j ≤ d, we find that

g(u) = M(e^u − 1) ≤ δMu, (17)

where the inequality holds term by term.

Lemma 4.5. There exists u = (u_1, . . . , u_d) with u_j > 0 for all 1 ≤ j ≤ d such that, for all k ∈ N, g^k(u) ≤ δ^kM^ku.

Furthermore, there exists a constant 0 < c < 1 and an integer k_0 > 0 such that, for all k ≥ k_0,

‖g^k(u)‖_1 ≤ c^k ‖u‖_1. (18)

Proof. First note that, since ρ < 1, then for any matrix norm ‖·‖, lim_{n→∞}‖M^n‖^{1/n} = ρ. Define ε = 1/2 (δ^{−1} − ρ) > 0 such that c_ε = δ(ρ + ε) < 1. Then there exists k_0 > 0 such that, for all k ≥ k_0, ‖M^k‖_1 ≤ (ρ + ε)^k.

Therefore, for all k ≥ k_0,

‖δ^kM^ku‖_1 ≤ δ^k(ρ + ε)^k‖u‖_1 = c^k_ε ‖u‖_1 −−−→_{k→∞} 0.

Since ‖δ^kM^ku‖_∞ ≤ ‖δ^kM^ku‖_1, the sequence (‖δ^k M^ku‖_∞)_{k∈N} is bounded for any u. Choose u with strictly positive entries such that ‖δ^kM^ku‖_∞ ≤ u_0 for all k ∈ N (such a u exists since the function u → sup_{k∈N} ‖δ^kM^ku‖_∞ is continuous and non-decreasing). Then, a straightforward recurrence from (17) yields the result.

Plugging (18) into the recurrence relation for the Laplace transform of Z_k, (16), for a u, c and k_0 defined as in Lemma 4.5 and k ≥ k_0, we find that

L{Z_k}(u) = E [exp(Z^⊺_0g^k(u))] ≤ exp ( ‖g^k(u)‖_1 ) ≤ exp ( c^k‖u‖_1 ) , (19)

noting for the first inequality that for the branching process, Z_0 is a vector with only one non-zero component, equal to one. Therefore, when k ≥ k_0, we have that |L{Z_k}(u) − 1| ≤ |exp ( c^k‖u‖_1 ) − 1| =_{k→∞} c^k‖u‖_1 + o(c^k).

Hence, ∑ k ( L{Z_k}(u) − 1 )_{1/p} is summable. Similarly, the series ∑ l l^{(1+β)/r} ( L{Z_l}(u) − 1 )_{1/q} is summable.

5 Proof of Proposition 3.1

Let us first write the functional central limit theorem proven in Merlevède and Peligrad (2020) in the context of Rosenblatt’s traditional α-mixing coefficient (Rosenblatt, 1956), for non-triangular sequences. Consider a sequence {X_k}_{k≥1} of centered (E [X_k ] = 0) variables, with partial sums S_n = ∑_n k=1 X_k. Let σ^2_n = Var S_n. For 0 ≤ t ≤ 1, define

v_n(t) = inf { m : 1 ≤ m ≤ n, σ^2_m/σ^2_n ≥ t } and W_n(t) = v_n(t)∑

k=1 X_k. Consider, for δ > 0, the conditions

sup_{n≥1} 1 σ^2_n n∑ k=1 E[X^2_k ] < ∞, and 1 σ^{2+δ}_n max 1≤k≤n E [|X_k |^{2+δ}] → 0, (20) and sup_{n≥1} 1 σ^2_n n∑ k=1 ‖X_k‖^2_{+δ} < ∞ and ∑ τ ≥1 τ^{2/δ}α(τ) < ∞. (21)

Theorem 5.1 (Merlevède and Peligrad, 2020). Assume that conditions (20) and (21) are satisfied for some δ > 0. Then, {σ^{−1}_n W_n(u), u ∈ (0, 1]} converges in distribution in D([0, 1]) (equipped with the uniform topology) to the standard Brownian motion.

We look to apply this result to functions of Hawkes processes. Define the sequence {X_k}_{k≥1} as X_k = d∑ i=1 ∫_k k−1 f_i(u) ( N_i(du) − m_idu ) , so that its partial sums S_n coincide with the statistic defined in (2) when T = n is integer.

First note that n∑ k=1 E [X^2_k ] = n∑ k=1 d∑ i=1 d∑ j=1 ∫∫ [k−1,k]^2 f_i(u)f_j (v)C_{ij} (du × dv)

≤ n∑ k=1 d∑ i=1 d∑ j=1 ‖f_i‖_∞‖f_j‖_∞ ∫∫ [0,1]^2

C_{ij} (du × dv) =: nκ_1,

where the inequality comes from the boundedness of f_i and the stationarity of N. Then,

sup_{n≥1} 1 σ^2_n n∑ k=1 E [X^2_k ] ≤ sup_{n≥1} nκ_1 nσ^2 + o(n) < ∞. and the left part of condition (20) is fulfilled. Next, we have that

E[|X_k |^{2+δ}] ≤ d^{1+δ} d∑ i=1 E | | | ∫_n n−1 f_i(u) ( N_i(du) − m_idu ) | | | 2+δ

≤ (2d)^{1+δ} d∑ i=1 ( E | | | ∫_n n−1 f_i(u)N_i(du) | | | 2+δ + E | | | ∫_n n−1 f_i(u)m_idu | | | 2+δ)

≤ (2d)^{1+δ} d∑ i=1 ‖f_i‖^{2+δ}_∞ ( E [| |N_i((0, 1])|^{2+δ} ] + m^{2+δ}_i ) =: κ_2,

where the first two inequalities follow from Jensen’s inequality and the third from the boundedness of f_i and the stationarity of N_i. Then, as N_i admits finite exponential moments as a Poisson cluster of subcritical multitype Poisson branching processes, we find that κ_2 < ∞, and since σ^2_n = nσ^2 + o(n) as n → ∞, the right part of condition (20) is verified.

For the left hand side condition in (21), we write

sup_{n≥1} 1 σ^2_n n∑ k=1 ‖X_k‖^2_{+δ} ≤ sup_{n≥1} nκ^{2/(2+δ)} 2 nσ^2 + o(n) < ∞, and the right hand side is satisfied when (β − 1)δ > 2 according to Theorem 3.1.

Finally, Proposition 3.1 follows by applying the Theorem 5.1 to {X_k}_{k≥1}, and whenever T ∉ N using Slutsky’s lemma for S_T = S_{⌊T ⌋} + R(T ) with R(T ) = o_P(σ_T ).

References

E. Bacry, M. Bompaire, S. Gaïffas, and J.-F. Muzy. Sparse and low-rank multivariate Hawkes processes. Journal of Machine Learning Research, 21(50):1–32, 2020.

P. Bremaud and L. Massoulie. Stability of nonlinear hawkes processes. The Annals of Probability, 24(3):1563–1588, 1996.

F. Cheysson and G. Lang. Spectral estimation of Hawkes processes from count data. The Annals of Statistics, 50(3):1722–1746, 2022.

E. S. Chornoboy, L. P. Schramm, and A. F. Karr. Maximum likelihood identification of neural point process systems. Biological Cybernetics, 59(4-5):265–275, 1988.

M. Costa, C. Graham, L. Marsalle, and V. C. Tran. Renewal in Hawkes processes with selfexcitation and inhibition. Advances in Applied Probability, 52(3):879–915, sep 2020.

J. Da Fonseca and R. Zaatour. Hawkes process: Fast calibration, application to trade clustering, and diffusive limit, volume 34. 2014.

J. Da Fonseca and R. Zaatour. Clustering and Mean Reversion in a Hawkes Microstructure Model. Journal of Futures Markets, 35(9):813–838, 2015.

D. J. Daley and D. Vere-Jones. An introduction to the theory of point processes. Vol. I. Probability and its Applications (New York). Springer-Verlag, New York, second edition, 2003. Elementary theory and methods.

C. Dion, S. Lemler, and E. Löcherbach. Exponential ergodicity for diffusions with jumps driven by a Hawkes process. Theory of Probability and Mathematical Statistics, 102:97–115, mar 2021.

P. Doukhan, P. Massart, and E. Rio. The functional central limit theorem for strongly mixing processes. Annales de l’I.H.P. Probabilités et statistiques, 30(1):63–82, 1994.

P. Embrechts, T. Liniger, and L. Lin. Multivariate hawkes processes: an application to financial data. Journal of Applied Probability, 48(A):367–378, 2011.

X. Gao and L. Zhu. Functional central limit theorems for stationary Hawkes processes and application to infinite-server queues. Queueing Syst., 90(1-2):161–206, 2018.

C. Graham. Regenerative properties of the linear Hawkes process with unbounded memory. The Annals of Applied Probability, 31(6), dec 2021.

A. Gupta, M. Farajtabar, B. Dilkina, and H. Zha. Hawkes processes for invasive species modeling and management, 2017.

N. R. Hansen, P. Reynaud-Bouret, and V. Rivoirard. Lasso and probabilistic inequalities for multivariate point processes. Bernoulli, 21(1):83–143, 2015.

A. G. Hawkes. Point spectra of some mutually exciting point processes. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society. Series B (Methodological), 33(3):438–443, 1971.

A. G. Hawkes and D. Oakes. A cluster process representation of a self-exciting process. J. Appl.

Probab., 11(03):493–503, sep 1974.

F. Merlevède and M. Peligrad. Functional CLT for nonstationary strongly mixing processes.

Statistics and Probability Letters, 156(Umr 8050):1–12, 2020.

Y. Ogata. Statistical models for earthquake occurrences and residual analysis for point processes.

Journal of the American Statistical Association, 83(401):9–27, 1988.

A. Poinas, B. Delyon, and F. Lavancier. Mixing properties and central limit theorem for associated point processes. Bernoulli, 25(3):1724 – 1754, 2019.

P. Reynaud-Bouret and E. Roy. Some non asymptotic tail estimates for Hawkes processes.

Bulletin of the Belgian Mathematical Society - Simon Stevin, 13(5):883–896, 2006.

M. Rosenblatt. A central limit theorem and a strong mixing condition. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 42(1):43–47, 1956.

M. Westcott. On Existence and Mixing Results for Cluster Point Processes. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society: Series B (Methodological), 33(2):290–300, 1971.

M. Westcott. The probability generating functional. Journal of the Australian Mathematical Society, 14(4):448–466, 1972.

S. Zannettou, T. Caulfield, J. Blackburn, E. D. Cristofaro, M. Sirivianos, G. Stringhini, and G. Suarez-Tangil. On the origins of memes by means of fringe web communities, 2018.