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STATISTICAL INFERENCE VERSUS MEAN FIELD LIMIT FOR HAWKES
PROCESSES
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ABSTRACT. We consider a population of N individuals, of which we observe the number of
actions until time t. For each couple of individuals (4,7), j may or not influence i, which we
model by i.i.d. Bernoulli(p)-random variables, for some unknown parameter p € (0,1]. Each
individual acts autonomously at some unknown rate p > 0 and acts by mimetism at some rate
proportional to the sum of some function ¢ of the ages of the actions of the individuals which
influence him. The function ¢ is unknown but assumed, roughly, to be decreasing and with fast
decay. The goal of this paper is to estimate p, which is the main characteristic of the graph of
interactions, in the asymptotic N — 0o, t — oo. The main issue is that the mean field limit
(as N — o0) of this model is unidentifiable, in that it only depends on the parameters p and
pp. Fortunately, this mean field limit is not valid for large times. We distinguish the subcritical
case, where, roughly, the mean number m; of actions per individual increases linearly and the
supercritical case, where m; increases exponentially. Although the nuisance parameter ¢ is non-
parametric, we are able, in both cases, to estimate p without estimating ¢ in a nonparametric
way, with a precision of order N—=1/2 4 N1/2m;1, up to some arbitrarily small loss. We explain,
using a Gaussian toy model, the reason why this rate of convergence might be (almost) optimal.

1. INTRODUCTION AND MAIN RESULTS

1.1. Setting. We consider some unknown parameters p € (0,1], 4 > 0 and ¢ : [0, 00) — [0, 00).
For N > 1, we consider an i.i.d. family (n%(dt,dz));=1,.. n of Poisson measures on [0, oo) X
[0, 00) with intensity measure dtdz, independent of an iid. family (6;;)i j=1,...,n of Bernoulli(p)-
distributed random variables. We also consider the system of equations, for i =1,..., N,

) t poo ) ) 1 N t— )
(1 zhN= /0 /0 l{zg)\i,w}ﬂ'z(ds, dz) where XN =+ N ZGM /0 o(t — s)dZIN.
j=1

Here and in the whole paper, fot means f[o,t] and fg_ means f[o,t)' The solution ((ZZ’N)tzo)i:L...,N
is a family of N counting processes (that is, a.s. integer-valued, cadlag and non-decreasing). The
following well-posedness result is more or less well-known, see e.g. Brémaud-Massoulié [9] and [13]
(we will apply directly the latter reference).

Proposition 1. Assume that ¢ is locally integrable and fir N > 1. The system . ) has a unique
cadlag (Fi)¢>o0-adapted solution ((ZI™N)i>0)iz1,...n such that Z VE[ZPN] < oo for all t > 0,
where F; = o(n'(A) : A € B([0,t] x [0,00)),i = 1,...,N) Vo :i,j=1,...,N).
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Let us provide a brief heuristic description of this process. We have N individuals and Zti N
stands for the number of actions of the i-th individual until t. We say that j influences i if and
only if 6,; = 1 (with possibly ¢ = j). Each individual i acts, at time ¢, with rate )\i’N. In other
words, each individual has an autonomous rate of action pu as well as a subordinate rate of action
Nt Z;\Izl 0, fot o(t — 5)dZ3"N | which depends on the number of actions of the individuals that
influence him, with a weight N~! and taking into account the age of these actions through ¢. If
for example ¢ = aljg k), then the subordinate rate of action of i is simply a/N times the total
number of actions, during [t — K, t], of all the individuals that influence him.

As is well-known, a phase-transition occurs for such a model, see Hawkes-Oakes [I8] (or [I3] for
such considerations on large networks): setting A = fooo p(t)dt,

e in the subcritical case where Ap < 1, we will see that Zt1 N increases linearly with time, at
least on the event where the family (6;;); =1, ~ behaves reasonably;

e in the supercritical case where Ap > 1, we will see that Zt1 N increases exponentially fast with
time, at least on the event where the family (6;;); j=1,..., v behaves reasonably.

The limit theorems, and thus the statistical inference, completely differ in both cases, so that
the present paper contains essentially two independent parts.

We will not study the critical case where Ap = 1 because it is a very particular case. However,
it would be very interesting to understand what happens near the critical case. Our results say
nothing about this problem.

1.2. Assumptions. Recalling that A = fooo p(s)ds, we will work under one of the two following
conditions: either for some g > 1,

(H(q)) peO0) Ape01) and [ stp(s)ds <o
0
or
¢
(A) ue (0,00), Ape (1,00) and / |dp(s)| increases at most polynomially.
0

In many applications, ¢ is smooth and has a fast decay, so that, except in the critical case, either
H(q) is satisfied for all ¢ > 1 or A is satisfied.

1.3. References and fields of application. Hawkes processes have been introduced by Hawkes
[I7] and Oakes-Hawkes [18] have found a noticeable representation of such processes in terms of
Galton-Watson trees. Since then, there has been a huge literature on Hawkes processes, see e.g.
Daley and Vere-Jones [12] for an introduction, Massoulié [24], Brémaud-Massoulié [9] and [I3] for
stability results, Brémaud-Nappo-Torrisi [10], Zhu [35, 6] and [3] for limit theorems, etc. Hawkes
processes are used in various fields of applications:

e carthquake replicas in seismology, see Helmstetter-Sornette [19], Kagan [23], Ogata [26], Bacry-
Muzy [5],

e spike trains for brain activity in neuroscience, see Griin et al. [I5], Okatan et al. [27], Pillow
et al. [28], Reynaud et al. [31] [32],

e genome analysis, see Reynaud-Schbath [30],

e various fields of mathematical finance, see Ait-Sahalia et al. [I], Bauwens-Hautsch [6], Hewlett
[20], Bacry et al. [2], Bacry-Muzy [4, 5],

e social networks interactions, see Blundell et al. [§] and Zhou et al. [34].
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Concerning the statistical inference for Hawkes processes, only the case of fixed finite dimension
N has been studied, to our knowledge, in the asymptotic ¢ — oo (for possibly more general shapes
of interaction). Some parametric and nonparametric estimation procedures for p and ¢ have been
proposed, with or without rigorous proofs. Let us mention Ogata [25], Bacry-Muzzy [B], [2], the
various recent results of Hansen et al. [16] and Reynaud et al. [30, BT [32], as well as the Bayesian
study of Rasmussen [29].

1.4. Goals and motivation. In many applications, the number of individuals is very large (think
of neurons, financial agents or of social networks). Then we need some estimators in the asymptotic
where N and ¢ tend simultaneously to infinity. This problem seems to be completely open.

We assume that we observe (Zg’N)z‘:L...,N,se[o,t] (or, for convenience, (Zé’N)i:L_..,N,se[o,zt]), that
is all the actions of the individuals on some (large) time interval.

In our point of view, we only observe the activity of the individuals, we do not know the graph of
interactions. A very similar problem was studied in [32], although in fixed finite dimension N. Our
goal is to estimate p, which can be seen as the main characteristic of the graph of interactions, since
it represents the proportion of open edges. We consider p and ¢ as nuisance parameters, although
this is debatable. In the supercritical case, we will be able to estimate p without estimating p nor
. In the subcritical case, we will be able to recover p estimating only p and the integral A of ¢.
In any case, we will not need to provide a nonparametric estimation of ¢, and we believe it is a
very good point: it would require regularity assumptions and would complicate a lot the study.

The main goal of this paper is to provide the basic tools for the statistical estimation of Hawkes
processes when both the graph size and the observation time increase. Of course, this is only a
toy model and we have no precise idea of real world applications, although we can think e.g. of
neurons spiking: they are clearly numerous (so N is large), we can only observe their activities
(each time they spike), and we would like to have an idea of the graph of interactions. See again
[32] for a more convincing biological background. Think also of financial agents: they are also
numerous, we can observe their actions (each time they buy or sell a product), and we would like
to recover the interaction graph.

1.5. Mean field limit. We quickly describe the expected chaotic behavior of ((ZZ’N)t>O)i:1,...,N
as N — co. We refer to Sznitman [33] for an introduction to propagation of chaos. Extending
the method of [I3, Theorem 8], it is not hard to check, assuming that [, ¢©?(s)ds < oo, that for
each given k > 1 and T > 0, the sample ((ZZ’N)tE[O,T])i:L___7k goes in law, as N — oo, to a family
((Y{)ieo,))i=1,....k of i.i.d. inhomogeneous Poisson processes with intensity (A¢);>0, unique locally

bounded nonnegative solution to A\; = u + fgpgo(t — 8)Asds.

On the one hand, approximate independence is of course a good point for statistical inference.
On the other hand, the mean-field limit (i.e. the (V;');>0’s) depends on p and ¢ only through
(At)e>0 and thus through pp, which is a negative point: the mean-field limit is unidentifiable. The
situation is however not hopeless because roughly, the mean-field limit does not hold true for the
whole sample (Zi*N )i=1,...,~ and is less and less true as time becomes larger and larger.

1.6. Main result in the subcritical case. For N > 1 and for ((Z?N)tzo)i:l,.‘.,N the solution to
(D), we introduce Z¥ = N—! Ef\il Z"N . We mention in the following remark, that we will prove
later, that the number of actions per individual increases linearly in the subcritical case.
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Remark 2. Assume H(1). Then for all e > 0,

ZN
lim Pr(‘—t— p 25) —0.
(N,t)—(00,00) t 1—Ap
We next introduce
> > N i N N
A /M - R 3 (Lt . % —gN)2 - gé‘tN,
i=1
N 2t/A )
WA, =220, — 2N, where ZN,=— > (ZN-Z{_a-2&Y)"
k=t/A+1

In the last expression, A € (0,t) is required to be such that ¢t/(2A) € N*.

Theorem 3. Assume H(q) for some q¢ > 3. Fort > 1, put A, = t/(2|t*=* @V |): it holds that
t/(2A;) € N* and that A; ~ 4@+ /2 ast — oo. There is a constant C' depending only on p, p,
¢ and q such that for alle € (0,1), all N > 1, allt > 1,

(- ]2 < S e h)
Pr(vam’>€)fg(ﬁN+\/lﬁ)’

csr1 N 1
r{Va. (1—Ap)3 =) =2\N e e
We will easily deduce the following corollary.

Corollary 4. Assume H(q) for some ¢ > 3. Fort > 1, put Ay = t/(2|t'=* D). There is a
constant C' depending only on p, u, ¢ and q such that for alle € (0,1), all N > 1, all t > 1,

VN

2C 1 1 VN
Si(i"kT)’
e \JN t1—4/(a+1)

where ¥ = 1p® with D = {(u,v,w) ER® : w>u>0andv >0} and ®: D — R? defined by

- v+ [u— B (u, v, w)]? 1—u 1@ (u,v,w)
@ — et @ — @ = .
1(u, v, w) u\/;, 2(u, v, w) i — D1 (w0, w)] 3(u, v, w) Dy (u, v, w)

er ([ (e w3) ~ ] 29) <S5+ 5+ )

We did not optimize the dependence in ¢: in many applications, H(g) holds for all ¢ > 1.

1.7. Main result in the supercritical case. For N > 1 and for ((ZZ’N)tzo)i:L...,N the solution

to (1), we set ZN = N1 va:l ZZ’N. We will check later the following remark, which states that
the mean number of actions per individual increases exponentially in the supercritical case.

Remark 5. Assume A and consider cg > 0 uniquely defined by pfooo e~ %lp(t)dt = 1. Then

or a >,1m1mr e 0TI eltto =1.
foralln>0, lim i P(ZN € [eleo—m)t, <a+n>t]) 1

—00 N—o0
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We next introduce

N i N >N
ZWN _ZN\2 N 1
N t t N
U :[2(7@ ) —@]1{2%0} and Pt = gy teezop
=1

Theorem 6. Assume A and consider ag > 0 defined in Remark [3. For all n > 0, there is a
constant C,, > 0 (depending only on p, i, ¢, n) such that for all N > 1, allt > 1, all € € (0,1),

Cpemt (\/N N 1 >

e \ext  /N/
1.8. Detecting subcriticality and supercriticality. In practise, we may of course not know if
we are in the subcritical or supercritical case.

Pr (|7>tN —p| > s) <

Proposition 7. (i) Under H(1), there are some constants 0 < ¢ < C depending only on p, u, p
such that for all N > 1, all t > 1, Pr(log(Z}) > (logt)?) < C(e=N +t1/2€_(10gt)2).

(i1) Under A, for all n > 0, there is a constant C,, depending only on p, i, ¢, n such that for all
N>1,alt>1, Prlog(Z)) < (logt)?) < C,e™ (N2 4 e=aot),

It is then not hard to check that, with the notation of Corollary 4| and Theorem @ under H(q)
(for some ¢ > 3) or A, the estimator

pr = 1{1og(ZgV)<(1ogt)Z}‘I’S(St]}/mVtzysziv,ﬂ,t/z) + L{iog(2)>(log )2} P1»

which is based on the observation of (Z;’N)SE[OJ],Z»:L,“,N, converges in probability to p, with the
same speed of convergence as in Corollary [i] (under H(q) for some g > 3) or as in Theorem [f]
(under A).

1.9. About optimality. In Subection [2:3] we will see on a toy model that there is no real hope to
find an estimator of p with a better precision than N~1/2 + Nl/szl, where m; is something like
the mean number of jumps per individual during [0, ¢]. Consequently, we believe that the precision
we found in Corollary [f] is almost optimal, since then m; ~ ¢ by Remark [2] and since we reach the
precision N~1/2 4 N1/2t*=1 for any o > 0 (if ¢ has a fast decay), so that the loss is arbitrarily
small. Similarly, the precision found in Theorem |§| is rather satisfying, since then m; ~ et by
Remark [5{ and since we reach the precision e (N~1/2 4 N1/2¢=0t) for any 1 > 0, so that the loss
is, here also, arbitrarily small.

The main default of the present paper is that the constants in Corollary [4] and in Theorem
[6] strongly depend on the parameters p, A, p. They also depend on ¢ in the subcritical case. In
particular, it would be quite delicate to understand how they behave when approaching, from
below or from above, the critical case.

1.10. About the modeling. There are two main limitations in our setting.

Assuming that the 0;;’s are i.i.d. is of course a strong assumption. What we really need is that
the family (6;;); j=1,... ,~ satisfies similar properties as those shown in Subsection (in the sub-
critical case) and in Subsection (in the supercritical case). This clearly requires that the family
(0i7)ij=1,...~ is not too far from being i.i.d., and it does not suffice that limy oo N 2 Ef\fj:l i =
p. However, we believe that all the conclusions of the present paper are still true if one assumes
that (0;;)1<i<j<n is i.i.d. and that §;; = 6;; for all 1 < i < j < N, which might be the case
in some applications where the interactions are symmetric. A rigorous proof would require some
work but should not be too hard. We will study this problem numerically at the end of the paper.
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Assuming that we observe all the population is also rather stringent. It would be interesting to
study what happens if one observes only (ZV),;_ 1,....K,se[0,4], for some K large but smaller than
N. It is not difficult to guess how to adapt the estimators to such a situation (see Section |7] I for
precise formulae). The theoretical analysis would require a careful and tedious study. Again, we
will discuss this numerically.

1.11. Notation. We denote by Pry the conditional probability knowing (6;;)i j=1,....~. We intro-
duce Egy, Vary and Covy accordingly.

For two functions f,g : [0,00) — R, we introduce (if it exists) (f * g)( fo flt = s)g(s)ds.
The functions ¢*™ will play an important role in the paper. Observe that, since fo p(s)ds = A,
I @*(s)ds = A™. We adopt the conventions ¢*°(s)ds = do(ds) and ©*°(t — s)ds = &;(ds). We
also adopt the convention that ¢*™(s) = 0 for s < 0.

All the finite constants used in the upperbounds are denoted by C, the positive constants used
in the lowerbounds are denoted by ¢ and their values change from line to line. They are allowed to
depend only on u, p and ¢ (and on ¢ under H(q)), but never on N nor on ¢. Any other dependence
will be indicated in subscript. For example, C,, is a finite constant depending only on pu, p, ¢ and
7 (and on ¢ under H(q)).

1.12. Plan of the paper. In the next section, we try to give the main reasons why our estimators
should be convergent, which should help the reader to understand the strategies of the proofs. We
also briefly and formally introduce a Gaussian toy model in Section to show that the rates
of convergence we obtain are not far from being the best we can hope for. In Section [3] we
prove Proposition I strong existence and uniqueness of the process) and check a few more or less
explicit formulae concerning (Z; N)Fl . N,t>0 of constant use. Section [4]is devoted to the proof
of Theorem [3] and Corollary [4] (main results in the subcritical case). Theorem [f] (main result in
the supercritical case) is proved in Section We check Proposition m in Section @ Finally, we
illustrate numerically the results of the paper and some possible extensions in the last section.

2. HEURISTICS

This section is completely informal and the symbol ~ means nothing precise. For example,
“ZiN ~ By [ZEN] for t large” should be understood as “we hope that Z;"™ /E¢[Z™N] tends to 1 as
t — oo in probability or in another sense.”

2.1. The subcritical case. We assume that Ap € [0,1) and try to explain the asymptotics of
(ZZ’N)izl 77777 ~,t>0 and where the three estimators EN, VN and W]A\Ct come from. We introduce the
matrices Ay (i,7) = N710;; and Qn = (I — AAn) ™", which exists with high probability because
Ap < 1. We also set £y (i) = Zjvzl Qn(i,7) and ey (i) = Zjvzl Qn(j,1).

Fixing N and knowing (6;;); j=1,...,n, We expect that ZZ’N ~ EQ[ZZ’N] for t large by a law of large
numbers. Next, it is not hard to check that Eg[Z/] = pt + N1 Z;\le Qijfotap(t — 8)Eg[ZIN]ds.
Assume now that vy (i) = limy_.0 t'Eg[Z/"] exists for each i = 1,...,N. Then, using that
f(fga(t — 8)sds ~ At for t large, we find that the vector vy must solve vy = ply + AAn7yn,
where 15 is the N-dimensional vector with all coordinates equal to 1. This implies that vy =

(I — AAN) " 1y = puly. We thus expect that ZiY ~ Eg[ZN] ~ ply (i)t

Based on this and setting £y = N ! Zivzl In (i), we expect that ZN ~ plxt for large values of
t, whence SN =t71ZN ~ pln.
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Knowing (6;;) j=1,...,~, Zt1 N should resemble, roughly, a Poisson process, so that it should ap-
proximately hold true that Varg (Z;) ~ Eg[Z;"]. Thus N=* Zﬁl(Zé’N —Z]N)? should resemble
Var (Z1'Y) = Var (Bg[Z;]) + E[Varg (Z'N)] ~ Var (E[Z}"]) + E[Z}*"], which itself resembles
NN (Bo[Z0N] = Bo[ZN))? + ZN ~ N~ 225N (En (i) — In)% + Z)N. Consequently, we
expect that VN := t=2[S°N (21N — ZN)2 = NZN] ~ 12 N (Un (i) — I )? for ¢ large.

Finally, the temporal empirical variance At =1 ZZ/: Al [(ZN, — Z(J\,ifl) A —At71Z]N]? should resemble
Varg [ZN]if1 < A < t. Thus WY, :== Nt~ ZZ/:Al[Z,iVA—Z(szl)A—At*ZfVP ~ NA~'Varg [Z]].

Introducing the martingales M} = Z/N — €PN (where €V is the compensator of Z*N), the
centered processes Uf’N = ZZ"N —Eg [ZZ’N]7 and the N-dimensional vectors UY and MY with
coordinates U™ and M;™, we will see in Section [3{ that UN = MY + ANfOtgo(t — 5)UNds, so
that for large times, UN ~ MY + AAyUYN and thus UY ~ QyMY. Consequently, we hope that
UN ~ QyMY, where UN = NP SOV UMY and QuMYN = N1 SN (QuMY),. A little study
shows that the martingales M7 are orthogonal and that [M7N, MIN], = ZIN ~ ey (j)t, so
that Varg (QuMY) = mtN=2 70 (.1, Qu (i, 1))2n (5) = ptN =237, (en(4))*Ew (). Finally,
Varg [Z]N] = Varg [UN] ~ utN—2 Zévzl(cN(j))ZéN(j) and we hope that WX , ~ NA™'Var, [ZX] ~
pNTEYY (en(5)2n () i 1T < A < .

We thus need to find the limits of fy, Zﬁil(&v(i) —/n)? and N7! Zi\; In(i)(en(i))? as
N — oo. It is not easy to make rigorous, but it holds true that ¢y (i) ~ 1+ A(1 — Ap) 1 Ly (i),
where Ly (i) = Z;\le An(i,7). This comes from Z;VZI A% (i, )) = Z;y:1 An(i,7) ZkN:l An(j, k) ~
ij.vzl An(i,7) = pLn(i), Zjvzl A3:(i,j) ~ p*Ly(i) for similar reasons, etc. It is very rough,
but it will imply that (y (i) = 32,50 A" S0 A% (6,5) ~ 1+ 3,5 A" 1Ln(i) = 1+ A(l —
Ap)~'Ly(i). Once this is seen (as well as a similar fact for the columns), we get convinced, NLy
being a vector of N i.i.d. Binomial(N, p)-distributed random variables, that ¢ ~ 1/(1 — Ap), that
S (U (i) — On)% = A%p(1 — p) /(1 — Ap)? and that N~1 S O (i) (en(4))? =~ 1/(1 — Ap)®.

At the end, it should be more or less true that, for {, A and N large enough and in a suitable
regime, £ ~ pu/(1 — Ap), VN ~ > Ap(1 - p)/(1 — Ap)?, and WY, ~ /(1 — Ap)3. Of course, all
this is completely informal and many points have to be clarified.

L 1,N . . .
Observe that concerning VN, we use that Z,'" resembles a Poisson process, while concerning
WX ,, we use that Z¥ does not resemble a Poisson process.

The three estimators 5{V,V{V,W§7t we study in the paper resemble much égv,ﬂgV,WfAV_’t and
should converge to the same limits. Let us explain why we have modified the expressions. We
started this subsection by the observation that Eg[Z""] ~ 1fx(i)t, on which the construction of
the estimators relies. A detailed study shows that, under H(q), Eo[Z{™"] = puln (i)t + N + 179,
for some finite random variable yV. As a consequence, t~'Eq[Z5" — ZPN] converges to puln (i)
considerably faster (with an error in t~9) than ¢~ *E¢[Z}*"] (for which the error is of order t~1).

This explains our modifications and why these modifications are crucial.

Let us conclude this subsection with a technical issue. If A > 1 (which is not forbidden even
in the subcritical case), there is a positive probability that an anomalously high proportion of the
0;;’s equal 1, so that I — AAy is not invertible and our multivariate Hawkes process is supercritical
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(on this event with small probability). We will thus work on an event Q% on which such problems
do not occur and show that this event has a high probability.

2.2. The supercritical case. We now assume that Ap > 1 and explain the asymptotics of

vy

Fixing N and knowing (6;;); j=1,... N, We expect that ZN ~ HyEg[Z™N], for some random
Hpy > 0 not depending on ¢ (and with Hy almost constant for N large). This is typically a
supercritical phenomenon, that can already be observed on Galton-Watson processes. Fortunately,
we will not really need to check it nor to study Hy, essentially because we will use the ratios
7N JZN | which makes disappear Hy.

Next, we believe that Eg [Zé’N] ~ yn(i)e*N?t for t large, for some vector vy with positive entries
and some exponent oy > 0. Inserting this into Eg[Z}""] = pt+ N1 Zjvzl 0i; [y p(t—s)EqZ5N]ds,
we find that vy = Anvyny fooo e~ N3 (s)ds. The vector vy being positive, it is necessarily a Perron-
Frobenius eigenvector of Ay, so that py = ([~ e *N*p(s)ds) ™" is its Perron-Frobenius eigenvalue
(i.e. its spectral radius). We now consider the normalized Perron-Frobenius eigenvector Vi such
that 2:?;1(‘/]\;(1'))2 = N and conclude that Z"N ~ KyVy(i)e®~t for all i = 1,..., N, where
Ky = [IN71 L (o (@) 2 Hy

Exactly as in the subcritical case, the empirical variance N~ Zf\; (Z! N —ZN)? should resemble
NN (Bo[Z0N] = Bo[ZN))2 4+ ZN ~ N71KZe2nt SN (Vv (i) — V)2 + ZN. Since we also
guess that Z)N ~ KnVye*N!, where Vy = N1 Zivzl Vn (i), we expect that for t large, U =
(Z) P02 = 2N = NZN) = (V)7 S (Vi) = V)™

We now search for the limit of (V)2 Zf;l(VN(i) — Vn)? as N — oo. Roughly, A% (i,]) ~
p?/N, whence, starting from A% Vy = p%,Vy, we see that p% Vy ~ p*Vy1y, where 1y is the N-
dimensional vector with all coordinates equal to 1. Consequently, Vi = (ANVN)/pN ~ kNAN1N,
where ky = (p?/p3)Vn. In other words, Vi is almost colinear to Ly := Ax1ly, and NLy is
a vector of N i.i.d. Binomial(N, p)-distributed random variables. It is thus reasonable to expect

that (Vi)™ S5 (Vv () = Viv)* = (L) > £y (L (i) = Lv)* = p~*p(1 —p) = 1/p — 1.
All in all, we hope that for N and ¢ large and in a suitable regime, U~ ~ 1/p — 1.

Finally, let us mention that ay ~ ag (see Remark |5)) because fooo e~ “N3p(s)ds = 1/pn, be-
cause fooo e~ *35p(s)ds = 1/p and because py =~ p. This last assertion follows from the fact that
A% (i,j) ~ p?/N, so that the largest eigenvalue of A3, should resemble p?, whence that of Ay
should resemble p.

Of course, all this is not clear and has to be made rigorous. Let us mention that we will use a
quantified version of the Perron-Frobenius of G. Birkhoff [7]. As we will see, the projection onto
the eigenvector Viy will be very fast (almost immediate for N very large).

As in the subcritical case, we will have to work on an event 0%, of high probability, on which
the 0;;’s behave reasonably. For example, to apply the Perron-Frobenius theorem, we have to be
sure that the matrix Ay is irreducible, which is not a.s. true.

2.3. About optimality: a related toy model. Consider oy > 0 and two unknown parameters
I' >0and p € (0,1]. For N > 1, consider an i.i.d. family (6;;); j=1,.. ~ of Bernoulli(p)-distributed

random variables, put )\i’N = N1t Zjvzl 0;; and, conditionally on (6;;); j=1..n~, consider
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a family (Z; ’N)tzo, o (zy ’N)tzo of independent inhomogeneous Poisson processes with intensi-

.....

asymptotic (N,t) — (0o, 00).
This problem can be seen as a strongly simplified version of the one studied in the present paper,

with ap = 0 in the subcritical case and o > 0 in the supercritical case. Roughly, the mean number
of jumps per individual resembles m; = fot e*%ds, which is of order ¢t when ap = 0 and e*? else.

There is classically no loss of information, since «q is known, if we only observe (ZZ’N)i:LM N:
after a (deterministic and known) change of time, the processes (Z;’N)izl,_“7N become homogeneous
Poisson processes with unkown parameters (conditionally on (6;;); j=1,.. n), and the conditional

law of a Poisson process on [0, t] knowing its value at time ¢ does not depend on its parameter.
We next proceed to a Gaussian approximation: we have AbY ~ Det[p + /N=Tp(1 — p)|G;

and ZZ’N ~ fot)\i’Nds—I— \/fg)é’NalsHi7 for two independent i.i.d. families (G;)i=1.. N, (Hi)i=1,.. N
of N(0,1)-distributed random variables. Using finally that (m¢)"'N~'/2 < (m;)~! in our as-
ymptotic, we conclude that (mt)_lZZ’N ~ Tp+T/N-1p(1-p)G;+ /(m:) ' TpH;, which is
N(Tp, N71T%p(1 — p) + (my) ~1T'p)-distributed.

Our toy problem is thus the following: estimate p when observing a N-sample (XZ’N)i:L___7N
of the N'(I'p, N~'I'?p(1 — p) + (my)~'I'p)-distribution. We assume that I'p is known, which can
only make easier the estimation of p. As is well-known the statistic SN = N=1 SN (X} — I'p)?
is then sufficient and is the best estimator (in all the usual senses), for N > 1 and ¢ > 1 fixed,
of N='T?p(1 — p) + (m¢)~'Tp, so that TN = N(Tp)~2(SY — m; 'Tp) is more or less the best
estimator of (1/p — 1). But VarSY = 2N-}(N~'I'?p(1 — p) + (my) " 'Tp)?, whence Var TN =
2(Tp)~4(N~Y2I%p(1 — p) + N'/2(m;)~'T'p)2. It is thus not possible to estimate (1/p — 1) with a
better precision than N=1/2 4+ N1/2(m;)~1. This of course implies that we cannot estimate p with
a better precision than N=1/2 4 NV/2(m,)~1.

3. WELL-POSEDNESS AND EXPLICIT FORMULAE
We first give the

Proof of Proposition [l Conditionally on (6;;); j=1,....n, we can apply directly [I3, Theorem 6], of
which the assumption is satisfied here, see [13, Remark 5-(i)]: conditionally on (6;;); j=1,...~, there
is a unique solution (ZE’N)QM:L__%N to (1) such that ZZ]\LI ]Eg[ZZ’N] < oo for all t > 0. Since
now (0;)ij=1,...~ can only take a finite number of values, we immediately deduce that indeed
SV E[ZPN] < oo for all ¢ > 0. O

We carry on with a classical lemma. Recall that ¢*°(t — s)ds = §;(ds) by convention.

Lemma 8. Consider d > 1, A € Mgxa(R), m,g : [0,00) — RY locally bounded and assume
that ¢ : [0,00) + [0,00) is locally integrable. If my = g¢ + fgw(t — s)Amsgds for all t > 0, then
my = ano gga*”(t — 5)A"gsds.

Proof. The equation m; = g; + fg o(t — s) Amgds with unkown m has at most one locally bounded
solution. Indeed, consider two such solutions m,m, observe that u = |m — m/| satisfies u; <

|A\f0tg0(t — s)usds, and conclude that w = 0 by the generalized Gronwall lemma, see e.g. [I3]
Lemma 23-(i)]. We thus just have to prove that m; := >~ 0t<p*” (t—s)A™gsds is locally bounded
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and solves m = g + Ap+xm. We introduce k}' = |A|" ft *(s)ds, which is locally bounded because

¢ is locally integrable and which satisfies k'™ < \A|f0 t —s)ds. We use [13, Lemma 23-(ii)] to
conclude that >, -, k¢ is locally bounded. Consequently, |mt\ < supjg g 19| X 22,50 ki is locally
bounded. Finally, we write m = g + Zn>1 Ao xg =g+ Ap* Zn>0 A” Mxg=g9g+ Ap*m as
desired. 0

We next introduce a few processes.

Notation 9. Assume only that ¢ is locally integrable, fix N > 1 and consider the solution
(Zz’N)tZ()’i:l,_“’N to . For each i = 1,...,N, we introduce the martingale (recall that N

was defined in (1))
. t e8] )
MY :/0 /O 1, yiony 7 (ds, dz),

where ﬁi(ds,_dz) = 7i(ds,dz) — dsdz is the compensated Poisson measure associated to w*. We also
introduce M} = Sup[g ¢ |IMEN|, as well as the (conditionally) centered process
Ui = 2 Bl

For each t > 0, we denote by ZY (resp. MY, M,{V’*, UY) the N-dimensional vector with
coordinates ZZN (resp. MY, MZ’N’*,_ UPN). We also set ZN = N-'SN Z0N MY =
NN MY and UN = NP SN UPN.

We refer to Jacod-Shiryaev [22] Chapter 1, Section 4e] for definitions and properties of pure
jump martingales and of their quadratic variations.
Remark 10. Since the Poisson measures n° are independent, the martingales Mi’vN are orthogonal.
More precisely, we have [M*N M»N], = 0 if i # j, while [M*N, MM, ; Zz’N (because Z; LN
counts the jumps of M*N | which are all of size 1). Consequently, Eo[M=N M?N] = 1g— J}Eg[ZsM]

We now give some more or less explicit formulas. We denote by 1x the N-dimensional vector
with all entries equal to 1 and we set An(i,7) = N6, for i,j =1,...,N.

Lemma 11. Assume only that ¢ is locally integrable. We have (recall that ¢*°(t — s)ds = §,(ds) ):

t
(2) ZN =MV + pint + / ot — s)ANZN ds,

0
(3) Z {/ t—s)ds}ANlN,

n>0
(4) V=3 / "t — s) AR MY ds.
n>0
Proof. The first expression is not difficult: starting from (| @,
ZlN—MZNqL/)\ZNds—MlNJrutJrZANz]// —u)dZiNds.
j=1

Using [13, Lemma 22], we see that fot Jy (s —w)dziNds = fotgo(t — 5)Z3"Nds, whence indeed,

. . t N .
ZZ’N :MZ’N—F,ut—i—/ ot —s) E AN(i,j)Zg’Nds,
0

Jj=1
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which is nothing but . Taking conditional expectations in , we find that Eg[Z)N] = plnt +
fggo(t — 8)ANEy[ZN]ds and thus also UYN = MY + fotgp(t — 8)AnUNds. Since now ¢ is (a.s.)
locally integrable, since 1yt and MY are (a.s.) locally bounded, as well as Eg[ZY] and UY,
and directly follow from Lemma O

4. THE SUBCRITICAL CASE

Here we consider the subcritical case. We first study the large N-asymptotic of the matrix
Qn = (I — AAyn)~1, which plays a central role in the rest of the section. In Subsection we
finely study the behavior of ¢*"*. In Subsection we handle a few computations to be used
several times later. Subsections [£.4] and are devoted to the studies of the three estimators
EN, VY and WY ,. We conclude the proofs of Theorem [3{and Corollary {4|in Subsection

4.1. Study of a random matrix. We use the following standard notation: for z = (z1,...,zy) €
RY and r € [1,00), we set ||z||, = (Zf\il lz:|")Y/" and ||z||e = max;—1_ n |zs]. For r € [1, 0],
we denote by ||| - ||| the operator norm on My n(R) associated to || - ||,. We recall that

N N
M= sup ST IMyl Ml = sup S [0y

j=1,....N i—1 7,71,...,Nj:1
and that for all r € (1, 00),
1/r —1/r
() 1ML < ([Tl

Notation 12. We assume that Ap < 1. For each N > 1, we introduce the N x N random matriz
Ay defined by An(i,7) = N710;;, as well as the event

1+ Ap

€ (Ap, 1).

On QL, the N x N matriz Qn = Yoo ATAY = (1 - AAN)™! is well-defined and we in-
troduce, for each i = 1,...,N, ln(i) = Z;vzl Qn(i,7), en(i) = Zj\;l Qn(j, i), as well as
{y=N"1 Zf\]:l In(i) and ey = N1 Zf;l en(i). We of course have {y = ¢y

Let us remark once for all that, with C = 1/(1 — a) < oo,

(7) Qy C {|||QNH|T <C forallre [1,00]} C { sup max{{y(i),cn (i)} < C’},
i=1,..,N

(6) Q}V:{A|||ANH\T§a for allre[l,oo]}, where a =

(8) QL ¢ {1{2»:]-} <Qn(i,j) < 1—yy + ACN~! forallij=1,... ,N}.

Indeed, @ is straightforward since Qn = ano A" A%, To check , we first observe that
Qn(i,j) = A°A% (i, 5) = 1=j;. Next, we use that Ay(i,7) < N~ while, for n > 2, AR (i, j) =
Yoasy An (i, ) AR (k,5) < NTUSSL AR (R, G) < NTHIART I < NTY[J AN Thus

A% (i,5) < N7Y||An]||}™" for all n > 1. Hence on QY, it holds that Qn(i,5) < Ly—jy +
Nt Y o>t A"||AN|ITE < 1423 + N7'A/(1 — a) as desired.

Lemma 13. Assume that Ap < 1. It holds that Pr(Q2};) > 1 — Cexp(—cN).

Proof. By (f), it suffices to prove that Pr(Al||[An]|l1 > a) < Cexp(—cN) and Pr(Al[|An|||o >
a) < Cexp(—cN). Since |||An]||loc = |||Al]||]1 and since A4 (the transpose of Ay) has the same
law as Ay, it actually suffices to verify the first inequality. First, N|||Ax|||1 = max{X¥, ..., XV},

where XV = Zévzl 6;; is Binomial(N, p)-distributed for each i. Consequently, Pr(A|||An|][1 > a) <
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NPr(XYN > Na/A) < NPr(|JX{¥ — Np| > N(a/A — p)). Since a/A > p, we can use the Hoeffding
inequality [2I] to obtain Pr(A|||An|||1 > a) < 2N exp(—2N(a/A — p)?) < Cexp(—N(a/A — p)?)
as desired. O

The next result is much harder but crucial.

Proposition 14. Assume that Ap < 1. It holds that

]E[l% by = 171Ap‘2} < 3o
iy |y ZZN P~ el ) <
E[1a, i(ew) —Iy)* - mu < fN

i=1
Proof. Recall that 1y is the N-dimensional vector of which all the coordinates equal 1. Let {y
(resp. cn) be the vector with coordinates {n(1),...,¢n(N) (resp. cn(1),...,en(N)). We also
introduce, for all i = 1,...,N, Ly(i) = Y0, Av(i,j) and Cn (i) = Y00; An(j.4), as well as
the corresponding vectors L ~ and Cp. Let us observe that, with obvious notation, fy = ¢y and
Ly = Cy. Finally, we introduce the vectors

ey =y —Inly, yn=cn —enly, Xy =Ly—Lyly, Yy=Cy—Cnly.

We recall that a = (1 4+ Ap)/2 € (0,1) and we introduce b = (2 + Ap)/3 € (a,1).

Step 1. We introduce the event
Ay = {IILx = pinlls + IOy = pinlle < NV} {IIXnll2 + [Vl < NV},

The inclusion comes from the fact that a.s., || Xn||l2 = ||[Ly — Ln1ln]|l2 < ||[Ly — 21y]|2 for
any x € R. Since NLy = (ZV,...,ZY) with Z} iid. and Binomial(N, p)-distributed, it is
very classical that for any a > 0, E[||Ly — pln]||§] < C4 (uniformly in N), we have similarly
E[||Cn — p1n||3] < Cq, so that

Pr(Ay) > 1 — CoN™/4,

Step 2. We now check the following points: (i) E[|Ly — p|?] < CN~2, (ii) E[||Xn][3] < C, (iii)
E[(J[Xn 5 = p(1 = p))?] < CN7! and (iv) E[||AyXn|l3] < CN7L

Point (i) is clear, because Ly = N~ 22” 1
independent Bernoulli(p)-random variables. Points (ii) and (iii) are very classical, since N||Xy|[3
is the empirical variance of N independent Binomial(N, p)-random variables. We now prove (iv):

Ef|AnXnl13] = iﬂa[(i % (Lw) — L)) ] = }VE[(ieu(LNm ~1w)]

by symmetry. We now write E[||AxXn|[3] < 4N~"'(Iy + Jy + Ky ), where

In=E [LN ) (ZHU)} JNZ]E[@M(LN(U—P))Q], KNZEKiQU(LN(j)—p))Q]

0;; is nothing but the empirical mean of N2
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First, Iy < N?E[(Ly — p)?] < C by (i). Next, it is obvious that Jy < 1 (because 61; € {0,1}
and Ly(1) € [0,1]). Finally, the random variables 61;(Ln(j) — p) being i.i.d. and centered (for
j=2,...,N), we may write
2
Ky = (N = 1E[(012(Ln(2) ) | < (V= DE[(Ly(2) - p)?| < €,

since N Ly (2) follows a Binomial(N, p)-distribution. This completes the step.

Step 3. We next prove that (i) xy = AAyany — Aryly + Ay Xy on QF, where ry =
N=23Y (055 — p)rn(j) and that (ii) [ry| < N=3/4|zy]]s on Qf N Ay.

We start from ¢y = Q]y].N = (I — AAN)fl]_N, whence /ny = 1y + AAn/CN. Since ZN =
N=Yln,1n), we see that {y =1+ AN (Anly,1y) (here (-,) is the usual scalar product on
RY) and thus

N :AANEN — AN_I(ANgN, 1N)]-N
=AAyzN — ANﬁl(ANxN, 1N)1N + ZNAAN]-N — ZNANil(ANlN, 1N)1N~

It only remains to check that N~ (ANxNJN) = ry, which follows from N*I(ANxNJN) =
N72Z£Yj:1 HijCCN( ) and the fact thatz 1£UN( )—0 and that Ay1y — N~ (AN]-Na]-N)]-N:
X, which is clear since Ay1y = Ly.

To verify (ii), we observe that ry = N~! Zj-vzl(CN(]) — p)xn(j), whence, by the Cauchy-
Schwarz inequality, |rx| < N7|zn||2||Cx — pln|lz < N=34|zy]|2 on Qk N Ay.
Step 4. Let Np be the smallest integer such that a+AN, 1/4 < b. We check that for all N > Ny,
Loynayllznlle < Cl[Xn|]2.

Using Step 3 and that ||[1x|[2 = NY2, we write ||zy|l2 < Al||An|||2]lzn]]2 + AN"Y4|zx ]2 +
AllN]|| X n]||2- But on Q% Al||[An]||2 < a and |fy| < C, see (6) and (7). Hence, for N > Np, on
Q% N A, we have ||zn|]2 < (a + ANV ||zn]||2 + Cl| X n||2 < bl|zn]|2 + C|| X x||2. Since b < 1,
the conclusion follows.

Step 5. We now prove that for N > Ny,
- 1 2 C
B Loy [ - 1= ol )<

Using Step 3, we know that on Q% N Ay, fn = 1y + AAnLy, whence

EN—l—i-*ZANZj)gN —1—|— ZCN EN —1+ApEN+SN,
1,7=1

where Sy = AN~! Zjvzl(CN(j) — p)n(j). Consequently, /y = (1 — Ap)~'(1 + Sy), and we
only have to prove that E[1q1 AanS%] < CN72. To this end, we write Sy = AN (an + by),
where ay = Z;-V:l(CN( ) — p)rn(j) and by = {y ZJ (Cn(j) — p). First, since [{x| < C on
QY by (7), we can write E[IQ}VbQ 1< CE_[(Zj:l(CN( j) —p))?] = CN2E[(Cy — p)?] < C, the last
inequality coming from Step 2-(i) since Cy = Ly. Next, we use the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality:
a% < ||Cn — ply|l2llzn]le < Cl|Cn — pIn|2]|XN|]2 on QL N Ay by Step 4. Consequently,
E[loynayax] < CE[||XnI3]'Y?E[|Cn — p1n|3]'/?. But E[||Xy[[3] < C by Step 2-(ii) and we
have seen at the end of Step 1 that E[||Cx — ply|[3] < C
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Step 6. Here we verify that, still for NV > Ny,

E[lgw,vjfviezv<i><czv<i>>2 - ol ) <3

We write, using that éy = ly,
1 & 1 & _ 2 &
N > en(i)(en(i))? == > in(i)(en (i) — en)? + (In)® + v > Un(i)(en (i) — en).
i=1 i=1 i=1

First, since_|£7N| < C on Qf, we have |({x)® — (1 — Ap)~3| < C|fy — (1 — Ap)~!|, whence
Eloinay |(fn)3—(1—Ap)~3?] < CN~2 by Step 5. It thus suffices to verify that ]E[IQ}VQAN((a'N)2+
(b)) < €, where aly = 333, (i) (en(d) — en)? and by = 3,0, En (i) (en (i) — en).

First, it holds that b}y, = vazl In(Dyn(3) = Zfil zn (1)yn (i) because vazl yn (i) = 0. Hence
by < [|zn]l2]lyn]l2- But on Q5 N Ay, we know from Step 4 that ||zx|l2 < C||Xy]|2, and it
obviously also holds true that [[yn[l2 < C|[Yn|[2. We thus conclude that E[1q1 4, (by)?] <
CE[|| X n|[3]Y2E[||Yn]|[3]/? = E[||Xn|[3] by symmetry. Using finally Step 2-(ii), we deduce that
indeed, E[IQ}VOAN(b’NV] < C. Next, since |[(n(i)] < C on Q) by (7), we can write |ajy| <
Clleny —en1n|l3 = Cllyn|[3. We conclude as previously that E[1gy n4, (aly)?] < C.

Step 7. The goal of this step is to establish that, for all N > Ny,

E[lQ}VnAN‘HxNH% _ WH - C

ik
Starting from Step 3, we write
ry — MyXy = Ayzy — Aryly = AMpy(zy — My Xy) + A20nAnXy — Aryly.
Thus
llen = Aln Xnllz < All|Anlllellzy — AnXnv|l2 + A% x| || Av X |2 + ANTV2On = pLy| 2|z n]l2,

where we used that |[1y|l2 = N'/2 and that |ry| < N7Y|Cy — ply|z]|zn]l2 on Qf N Ay, as
checked at the end of Step 3. Using now that Al||An||l2 < a < 1 and [{y] < C on O} and that
llzn]l2 < Cl|Xn||2 on Q5 N Ay by Step 4, we conclude that, still on Q% N Ay,
llzy — Ay Xn13 < C(|ANXN |3 + CNTH|Cn — pLy |3 XN ]3).
Since now E[||[AxXn|[3] < CN~! by Step 2-(iv), since E[||Xy||3] < C by Step 2-(ii) and since
E[||Cny — ply||3] < C (see the end of Step 1), we deduce that
- C
E[]-Q}\,ﬂANH‘TN — AgNXNHg} S N
Next, we observe that |||lzn3 — (An)?[|X N3] < [lon — Ay Xnl2(lonl2 + Alen|[[ Xn]l2) <
Cllen — ANy Xnl|2|| X n||2 on Q4 N Ay by Step 4 and since £ is bounded on 2},. Hence
< < o
VN vN

by Step 2-(ii). To complete the step, it only remains to verify that

E[ Loy, [llow 11§ — (A2 IXwB|]| < —=ElIXn[13]/2 <

A = B[ Loy s | @ PI1Xn 3 = p(1 = p)(1 = 4p)72| <

EE
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We naturally write dy < a/§; + b, where
@ =E[Lay oay | @)? = (1 = Ap) 721X 1]
Vi =(1 = Ap) *E[Lay o, [I1IXn1E — (1= p)||.

Step 2-(iii) directly implies that b%, < CN~'/2. Using that {x is bounded on Y}, we deduce that
(E)? — (1— Ap) 2| < Cli — (1 — Ap)Y]. Thus

, B . 271/2 471/2
% < CE[Laynay |in = (1= )7 | ] T ELIX 1

Step 2-(ii) and Step 5 imply that a’, < CN~! < CN~/2 as desired.

Step 8. It remains to conclude. It clearly suffices to treat the case where N > Nj, because
(x(i) and ¢y (i) are uniformly bounded on Q}, by (7), so that the inequalities of the statement are

trivial when N < Nj (if the constant C' is large enough). Since £y is (uniformly) bounded on Q%;,
we have

b= ] <Bltmnn i - g romtann

The first term is bounded by CN~2 (by Step 5), as well as the second one (use the last inequality
of Step 1 with a = 8).

Similarly, using Step 6 and that ¢y (i) and cy (i) are (uniformly) bounded on Q% we see that

1 2 c C

|:191

Finally, observe that Zizl(éN (i) — n)? = ||z n]||2 is bounded by CN on Q};, so that by Step 7,

N
] A%p(1 —p) C o
E{lqg: ) — Pl A S o NP K<l
[ al ;(EN(z) n) 1= Ap)? H N + CNPr((Ax)°) < vt
We used the last inequality of Step 1 with a = 6. -

4.2. Preliminary analytic estimates. In view of and , it will be necessary for our purpose
to study very precisely the behavior of ¢*™, which we now do. The following statements may seem
rather tedious, but they are exactly the ones we need. Recall that ¢*°(t — s)ds = 6,(ds) and that
©*™(s) = 0 for s < 0 by convention.

Lemma 15. Recall that ¢ : [0,00) — [0, oo) and that A = [° ¢p(s)ds. Assume that there is ¢ > 1
such that [ s7¢(s)ds < oo and set k= A~" [ sp(s)ds.

i) Forn >0 and t > 0, we have sgo*” t —s)ds = A"t — nA"k + g, (t), where
0
0 <en(t) <CnIA™ ™9 and e,(t) < nA"k.
(i) For n >0, for 0 <t <z and s € [0, 2], we set By(t,z,8) = (2 —s) — *"(t — s). Then
foz |Bn(t, z,8)|ds < 2A™ and for all0 < A <t and all z € [t,t + A],

z t—A
’/ Bn(t, z,8)ds| < CniA"t™7 and / 1Bn(t, 2, 8) (t,z,8)ds| < CniIA"A™I.
0 0
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(i1i) For m,n >0, for 0 <t < z, we put Ym (¢, 2) fo fo s Au)Bm(t, 2, 8)Bn(t, z,u)duds. It
holds that 0 < Yy pn(t, t + A) < Am+”A for allt >0, all A > 0. Furthermore, there is a family
Fm.n Satisfying 0 < Ky, < (m 4+ n)k such that, for all0 < A <t,

Yot t 4+ A) = AN — g AT g, 0 (E T+ A),
with |emn(t, t + A)| < C(m+ n)IA™ AT

Proof. We introduce some i.i.d. random variables X;, X5,... with density A~'¢ and set Sy = 0
as well as S, = X3 4+ -+ X, for all n > 1. We observe that, by the Minkowski inequality,
E[52] < nfE[X{] < Cn4, since E[X{] = A~! [[* s9p(s)ds < oo by assumption.

To check (i), we use that .S, has for density A~"¢*", so that we can write

¢ ¢
/ s (1 — 5)ds = / (t — $)0™ (s)ds = AE[(t — Sn) 4] = A™t — A"E[Sy] + 20 (8),
0 0
where e, (t) = AE[(S,, — t)11s,>¢]. We clearly have that E[S,] = nk, that &,(t) > 0 and that
en(t) < A"E[S,] = nA"k. Finally, e,(t) < A"E[Sp1(g,>4] < A"t TIE[SI] < CniA"¢' 1.
To check (ii), we observe that [; [Bn(t, 2, s)|ds < 2A™ is obvious because [;° ¢*"(s)ds = A™ and
that, since E[S2] < Cn?,
o0
/ "™ (u)du = A" Pr(S, > 1) < CniA"r~1.
T

We write [ Ba(t,z,8)ds = [5 ¢*™(z — s)ds — fg (R = [ e du which implies
that | [, Ba(t,z,5)ds| < f o (u)du < Cn9A™t=9. Next7 we see that fo 1Bn(t, z,8)|ds <

fot Aga*”(z — w)du + fo et —w)du < 2 [T (u)du < quA”qu Finally, using the

two previous bounds, | [7 \ Bn(t, 2, s)ds| < | [y Bu(t, z,5)ds| + | f A Bult, 2, 5)ds| < CnIA™—7 +
CnIA"A~7 < CniA™ A1 because A € [0, ] by assumption.

We finally prove (iii) and thus consider 0 < A <t and m,n > 0. We start from
A ptHA
Tmaltst+ )= [ [ AW [T B = ) B = ) (- ) (- )
0 0
-+ A=)t —u) — ([t —8)p" ([t + A — u)} duds.

Using another (independent) i.i.d. family Y7, Ys,... of random variables with density A=l and
setting T, = Y1 + -+ Yy, (or T, = 0 if m = 0), we may write

Yt 4 A) :AmmE[(t FA—T) e A+ A —Sn)g + (t—T)s At —Sn)s
—(+A-Tn)4+ At =Sn)y =t —Tn)+ AN+ A= Sy)+

This precisely rewrites Yo, n(t,t +A) = A™T"E[((t + A —Tp, V Sp)+ — (¢ — T A Sn)+ )+, which
implies that 0 < 4y, (¢, + A) < A" A. We next introduce
Smm(t,t+A) = A" T"E[(t+ A =T V Sn) — (t — T A Sy,

which is nothing but 8, (t,t + A) = A" (A — Ky, ), where Ky, ,, = E[|T}, — S,|] obviously
satisfies 0 < Ky < k(M +n). Thus Yn(tt + A) = A™T(A — Kimn) + Emn(t, t + A), where
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Emmn(t,t+ A) = Ymn(t,t+ A) — I n(t,t + A). Finally, it is clear that, since 0 < A <,
lemn (ot + A) <A™t + A)Pr(Tp, VS, >t +Aor T, AS, >t or [T, —Su| > A)
<2A" T Pr (T, > A or S, > A).
This is, as usual, bounded by CA™"¢(m4 + n?)A~1. O

4.3. Preliminary stochastic analysis. We handle once for all a number of useful computations
concerning the processes introduced in Notation [0]

Lemma 16. We assume H(q) for some q > 1. Recall that QX and x were defined in Notation
and that all the processes below have been introduced in Notation[9

(i) For any r € [1,00], for all t > 0,
Loy [IB(ZM]]|- < Ct{AN]],-

(i1) For any r € [1,00], for allt > s >0,

[zN zN} (t—seNH < (1A D1y,
(iii) For allt > s+ 1> 1,

1oy sup Ey [(Z;"N — Z0NY2 §sup |MN — AN } +1gy Eg [(Z —ZM2| <ot - s)2.
i=1,..,N [s,1]

Proof. Recall (3), which asserts that Eg[Z]] = uznzo[fgsw*"(t — 8)ds]A%1y. Using that
fotscp*"(t —8)ds < tA", we deduce that |[E¢[ZN]||, < ut > nso AMIIAN|[[F 111N ][ This is clearly
bounded, on Q;, by Ct||1x]|,, which proves (i).

Using next Lemma (i), Eo[Z)] = 1) ,50[A™t — nA"K + £, (1) A} 1n, where 0 < g,(t) <
CniA"(t'=9 A 1). Hence

EQ[Z}N] ]EQ[ZN tfs ZA”A” 1N+,U,Z 5n *5n AN]-N
n>0 n>0

But ano A"A% 1INy = Qnly ={N on Q}\, Thus, still on Q}V, since s <tand q > 1,

|Ba[2 2] — e - 5)

<O(As') Y A" ||AN[FILn ]l < C(LA S )Lyl
" n>0

Since [M*N M"N], = Z"N by Remark [10, the Doob inequality implies that Eg [supys |MEN —
MLNA ] < CEy[(zP™N — ZEN)2). Also, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality tells us that Eg[(Z)N —
ZYV) < N7V L Bal(2 - 20N
prove that supi:L“_,]\,]E.g[(ZZ N _zi
have to show that, on QL, (a) (Ee[Z}"™
C(t—s)2.

To prove (a), we use (ii) with r = oo and find that, on Qk, Eo[Z""] — Eg[Z0N] < p(t —
$)|[en]loo + Cll1n]|se < C(t — s), since £y is bounded on 2}, and since ¢t — s > 1 by assumption.

]
N)2] < O(t — 5)2. Recalling that ZZ’N = UZ’N + E@[Z?N]’ we

<sup;_;. N Eo[(ZiN — ZiN)2]. Hence we just have to
] <
| = Eg[Z2N])? < O(t = 5)* and (b) Eq[(U;™ — UZN)?) <
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To prove (b), we use ( . to write U} —U#N = Dm0 fo Bn(s, t T) Zjvzl A% (i, 5) MJN dr, where
we have set 3,(s,t,r) = " (t —r) — ¢*"(s — r) as in Lemma We deduce that

E[(UN — UMY //,Bm s, t,u) By (s, t,v) Z AR (i, k)Eg[MIN MPNdvdu.

m,n>0 7,k=1
By Remark Eo[MINMFN] = 14,213 Eq[ ZIN1. Using now (i) with s = 0 and r = oo, we
see that " = Eg[ZI™N] — ptln(j) satisfies SUDy>0 j=1... N |27 < C on QL. We thus write
Eo[(UPN — UBN)2] = I + J, where

N
I uZ//ﬁmstuﬂnstv;A (4, 7) A% (4, ) (u A v)ln (F)dudv,

m,n>0

N
//ﬁmstuﬂnstv ZA (4, J) AR (4, j)x u,\vdudv
j=1

m,n>0
First, using only that x{’N is uniformly bounded on Q}, and that fg|5m(s,t,u)|du < 2A™, we
find [J] < OX,, o0 A™ " 0L, AR 1) AR (0 5) = C 351, (Qn (i, ) on Qf, whence |J| <
CZ;yzl(l{i:j} + N712 by (). We conclude that |J| < C' < C(t — s)?. Next, we realize that,
with the notation of Lemma [15}(iii),

N
I= ,uZ'ymnstZA (4, ) A% (4, 5)en (7).
j=1

m,n>0
But we know that 0 < v, n(s,t) < A™T"(¢t — s). Hence I < pu(t — s) Z;-V:l(QN(i,j))QﬂN(j) <
C(t — s), since ¢y is bounded on Q}, and since, as already seen, z:;-vzl(Q]\r(i,j))2 is also bounded
on QL. We conclude that Eg[(U}"" — U-N)2] < Ot — s) < C(t — 5)% on Q) as desired. O

4.4. First estimator. We recall that &N = (ZI¥ — ZN)/t, that the matrices Ay and Qx and the
event 2}, were defined in Notation as well as £y (i) = Zivzl Qn(i,j)and Iy = N=2°N  0n(i).
The goal of this subsection is to establish the following estimate.

Proposition 17. Assume H(q) for some ¢ > 1. Then fort > 1,

1 1
Lo B[ — | ] = (25 + 7).
We start with the following lemma (recall that UY was defined in Notation E[)
Lemma 18. Assume H(q) for some ¢ > 1. Then on QX, fort > 1,

‘Eg[etN] - ;JN‘ <Ot and E|UN?) < CtN~L.

Proof. Applying Lemma (ii) with r = 1, we immediately find, on Q};
7]
t
Next, we deduce from (d]) that UN = N1 > >0 o Lorn(t — s) Zgj:l A% (i, j)M3N ds, whence

N 1/2

B[N 22 < N— 12/ (¢ ) ]Eg[( 3 A’Ii,(z‘,j)Msj’N)Q} ds

n>0 i,j=1

[EoleM] - ubn| < N7 |Eg ~uty|, < NN = o,
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by the Minkowski inequality. But recalling Remark ie. Eg[MINMIN] =11 Eo[ZIN],

N N N N
B (30 b MEN) ] =30 (D0 A%G.9)) Bz < AN Zm
ij= ;
We know from Lemma (1) with 7 = 1 that Zjvzl Ey[Z7N] < CNs on QY. Hence, still on Q};,

) Ctl/2 Ct'/?
Eo|TN 2]/ < Z|||ANH\1/\/7@H s)dsSWZAnH\AN\H?Si

n>0 n>0 Nz
as desired. 0
We can now give the
Proof of Proposition[I7. It suffices to write
Ee[‘gtjv - MZNH < 21[*39H5tN —Ea[gtN]‘z} +2‘]E9[5tN] - .UZN‘Q
and to observe that |EN — Eg[EN]| = |UY — UN|/t < |UN |/t + |UN|/t, whence finally
E9H5 - MN’ ] (E9[|U2t| |+ Eo|U]) + Q‘Ee MEN‘Q-
Then the proposition immediately follows from Lemma [I8] O

4.5. Second estimator. We recall that V) = Zij\;l[(Z;’tN —ZMYJt—EN2— NEN /t where EN =
(ZN—ZN)/t, that the matrices AN and @y and the event Q) were defined in Notation as well as
O (4) :Z?,:l Qn(i,j) and ly = 12,1 ¢y (i). We also introduce VY = p? Zil[fN(i)—ZNP.

Proposition 19. Assume H(q) for some ¢ > 1. Then fort > 1, a.s.,

v sofue Sl -a]) (G 0 )

191 Eg |: tq \/»

Observe that the term Zg\il[é ~ (i) — £n]? will not cause any problem, since its expectation
(restricted to Q%) is uniformly bounded, see Proposition

We write [VN — VY| < AN 4 AN2 L AN3 where

N N
AN =31z - 2N = €N = YUY - 2N - P,
i=1 =1
N . .
AN = 312N = 2PNt = uen ()] -
=1
N . . —
AN =2 125N = Zi™) = D]t (0) — nlv]|
=1
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We next write AN? < AN2E L AN22 L AN here

AN | Z (25— 20%) )t~ Rol(Z5Y - 22™) 4] - Ne i

N22 _
A

s [Rali® = 2 - o]

an

AN =2\ S (25" = 2™ )t = Bal(25" = 20 1] [Bal(Z5Y = 20 /8] = nen ()] |
i=1
We will also need to write, recalling that U = Z2N — Eg[ZPN],
N
. . 2
AN =[SO [h ~ U] - NeR ] < AT 4 AT 4 a8,
i=1

where
N

aret =| o {(w - v - Eaf (s - o) T}

i=1

AN = i Eo[ (U5 ~ Ui )]~ EolNEY /1)

AN —|NEN [t~ BoINEN /1]

Finally, we will use that AN? < AN31 L AN32 where

AN =) > (2 = 20t = Bol(25Y — 20 /1) [mew ) — ik

=1

AN3? :2’ i [Eg[(zg"tN - ZFNy ) - MN(Z')} [MN(Z') - uEN} ‘

. N,1 ANZ2I1 ANZ212 AN2I13 AN22 AN23 AN31 N,32

To summarize, we have to bound A", A" A5 AT AT AT AT and AL
N211 . .

Only the term A;“"" is really difficult.

In the following lemma, we treat the easy terms. We do not try to be optimal when not useful:
for example in (iv) below, some sharper estimate could probably be obtained with more work, but
since we already have a term in N'/?t~! (see Lemma , this would be useless. We also recall
that we do not really try to optimize the dependence in ¢: it is likely that =7 could be replaced
by t2¢ here and there.

Lemma 20. Assume H(q) for some ¢ > 1. Then a.s. on QY;, fort>1,
(i) Bg[ANY) < C(Nt=20 471,
i) B AN < ONt—24,
?ui) ]EGQ[ [Ativ ’2;]_< CNt 9,
(iv) Eg[A)*Y] < CNV/273/2,
(v) Bg[AN3%] < CNt—1.
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Proof. We work on Q% during the whole proof.

Using that &Y = N~! Zfil[(Z;&N — Z"N) /1], one easily checks that AN = N|EN — puly 2.
Thus point (i) follows from Proposition

Next, we observe that AN?? = ||[Eg[(ZY — ZN)/t] — uln]|3. Applying Lemma (ii) with r = 2,
we conclude that indeed, AN?? < Ct=24||1y]|2 = CNt~24,

We write

AN < o||(2d) - 2/t - Bol(Zd - 2N )| [[Bal(2 — 220 — |

Applying Lemma (ii) with 7 = 0o, we deduce that ||Eg[(Z5 — ZN)/t] — iy ]|eo < Ct~%. Lemma
[16} (i) with r = 1 gives us that Eq[||(Z5, —ZN) /t—Ee[(Z~ZN) /t]|l1] < 2t~ |E¢[ZY+Z]]||, < ON.
We thus find that indeed, Eg[A;**] < Nt~ 4,

Since AN — (N/1)|EN — Bg[EN]] = Nt=2|UN — UN| < Nt=2(|JUN| + |UY|), we deduce from
Lemmathat Eq[AN23) < ONt=2\/t/N = CN'/2t=3/2,

Finally, starting from AN3? < 2u[|Eg[(ZY — ZN)/t] — pln||ool|ln — In1n]||1 and using that,
as already seen when studying AN ||Eg[(ZY — ZN)/t] — pln]lee < Ct™9, we conclude that
AN < Ot ||ty — In1y]|) < CNt9, since £y is bounded (see (@) on Q}. O

Next, we treat the term A} 2'2,
Lemma 21. Assume H(q) for some ¢ > 1. Then a.s. on QX fort>1, ]Eg[AiV’mQ] <Cct L.

Proof. We work on Q. Recalling that NEN = t=1 S (Z4N — ZPN), we may write Eg[A]N 1]
72N a4y, where a; = [Bg[(UsN — UPN)2 — (ZyN — ZIN)]|. Now we infer from (@) that U5
MPN + 5000 foor ™ (t—s) SN AR (i, 5)MENds, so that UL — UMY = MgN — Mj™ + R}

where
2t N
RV =30 [ Bt 20 Y Al
Jj=1

n>1
We have set Bn(t 2t,8) = (2t — s) — ¢*"(t — s) as in Lemma (15 and the only thing we will
use is that f |8 (t,2t, 5)|ds < 2A™. Recalling that M %% is a martingale with quadratic variation
[MEN MN], = 28N | see Remark we deduce that Eo[(M&Y — MPN)?2] = Bg[ZEN — ZPN).
Hence

<
N

a; = Bg[(Ry™)?) + 2Eo (M3, — M{I™)Ry™] = by + d,
the last equality standing for a definition. We first write

2t 2t
= > / B (t,2t, ) Bn(t, 2t, 1) Z AT (i, 7) A% (i, k) Eg [MIN MPNduds.

m,n>1 7,k=1

But we know that Eg[MJN MFPN] = 1;,_,Eg[Z2] by Remark [10] and that Es[Z2)] < Ct on
QL by Lemma (1) (with r = oo). Hence

bi<Ct Y Am+"ZANngN(zJ Z(ZA”A”iJ).

m,n>1 j=1 j=1 n>1

But Y2, o A" A% (i,7) = Qn(i,5) — 11—y < ON~"on Qp by (), so that b; < CtN 1.



22 SYLVAIN DELATTRE AND NICOLAS FOURNIER

Next, we start from

N
d; —22/ t,2t,s ZA i, ) Eg[(MEN — MENYMINds.
Jj=1

n>1

As previously, we see that Eg[(M4"N — M} N)M N = 0if i # j and that Eg[(M5Y — M) MiN] =
Eo[Z5N, — Z1N] < Ct on QL (by Lemma (1)) whence

2tAs
d; <CtY  A"AR(i,i) = CHQn(i,i) — 1) < CtN~!
n>1
on QL by (§) again. Finally, a; < CtN~1, so that Eg[AN??] <t25N a4, <Ctlon Q). O
We next compute some covariances in the following tedious lemma.

Lemma 22. Assume H(q) for some ¢ > 1. Then a.s., on QL, for all t > 1, all k,l,a,b €
{1,..., N}, all r,s,u,v € [0,],

(i) |Covo (2N, ZuN)| = |Cove (UFN, ULN)| < CUN T + Lp—py),

(ii) |Covg (ZEN, MEN)| = |Cove (UFN, MEN)| < CHN Y + 1g—py),

(iii) |Cove (ZBN, [ MENdMEN)| = [Cove (UPN, [ MENdMEN)| < O/ (N~ + 11py),
(iv) [Eg[MFNMENMENY < CN='t if #{k, 1} =2,

(v) |Cove (MPNMEN, Mg NMPN)| = 0 if #{k,l,a,b} =4,

(vi) |Cove (MENMIN, MPNMPN)| < ON=2t if #{k, a,b} = 3,

(vii) |Covg (MFN MEN MONMON)| < CN=1W3/2 if #{k,a} = 2,

(viii) |Covg (MFNMLN  M2N MENY| < C2 without condition.

Proof. We work on Q} and start with point (i). First, it is clear, since UFY = ZFN — Eq[ZF ],
that Covg (ZFN, ZLN) = Covy (UFN ,ULN). Then we infer from (d) that

Covg (UFN UMY = Z // (r—x)e*"(s—y) Z AR (K, i) A% (1, j)Covg (MEN MJN)dydac

m,n>0 1,j=1

But we know (see Remark that Covg (MY, M]N) = 11— Eo[ZEn,] < Cl(i—jyt by Lemma
(i) (with r = 00). Thus

Cove (UFN,ULN) < Ct Y Am+"ZAm (k,i)A%(1,1) C’tZQN (k,i)Qn (1,7).

m,n>0 1=1 i=1

Recalling (), SN, Qn(k,)Qn(1,7) < C XN (N7 4 1pmi) (N 4+ 1g2yy) < O(N™H 4+ 15mpy).
Point (i) is checked.

For point (ii), we again have Covy (Z¥N, MLN) = Covy (UFN, MLN) and, using again (4)),

Covg (UPN, MUY = Z/ (r—=zx ZAN (k,i)Cove (MEN, MEN)da.

n>0 =1
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Since |[Covg (MEN, MLN)| < Cly;—pt as in (i), we conclude that

Cove (UFN, MEN)| < Ct > A" AR (k1) = CtQn (k,1) < CHN " + 1(jmyy).
n>0
Point (iii) is checked similarly as (ii), provided we verify that [Covg (M2, [§ MENaMEN)| <
Cl{i:l}t3/2. This is obvious if i # [ because the martingales M*"V and fo Mi’ivdMi’N are orthog-
onal, and relies on the fact, if i = [, that

) s ) ) s o o1271/2
‘(Cove (M;;N, / M:inM:N)) gJE@[\M;’NF]l/Q]EQH / M:inM:N‘ } < o2
0 0
The last inequality uses that Eo[|[MZN[*] = E¢[ZiN] < Ct by Remark and Lemma

(i) and that Eof| 5 MENdMEN[?] < Ot Indeed, we have [ [, MENdMEN, [0 MENAMEN], =
Jo(MENY2AzZEY < (MIN*)2Z0N | whence

s . X 2 . . . .
Bol| [ MENaMiN['] < Bl 2 25N) < Bol (M) Bl (231,
0

which is bounded by Ct? by Lemma (iii).

For point (iv), we assume e.g. that r < s and first note that

Eo[MPN MENMEN) = Bo[MINE[MIN MM | F,]) = Eo [ (MFN)* M)

because the martingales M*N and MV are orthogonal. Since [M*N MF*N],. = ZFN it holds
that (MFN)2 =2 [ M. MFNAMEN 4 ZEN | Using that Jo M MENankN and MUV are orthogonal, we
conclude that Eq[(MF N) MMVT] = Eo[ZFNMEN] = Cove (fo N Miivr) Since k # [, we conclude
using point (ii).

Point (v) is obvious, since when k,[,a,b are pairwise different, the martingales M*~ =MLY
M*»N and M®" are orthogonal.

Point (vi) is harder. Recall that #{k,a,b} = 3, so that clearly, Covg (MFN MFN M&NMEN) =
Eo[MFN MENMSNMEN]. We assume e.g. that r < s and we observe that

Eo[MN MEN M N MPN] = Bo[MPVEo[MIN M N MY |F )] = Bl (MPN) M M)
because M*N, M®»N and MY are orthogonal. We thus have to prove that for all r,u,v € [0,1]
with u,v <, |E9[(Mk N2 MaN MEN] | < CN~2t. We write (MFV)?2 2f0 Mk NdeN + ZkN
as in the proof of (iv). The three martingales fo Mf_Nde AN M®N and M®N being orthogonal,
we find Eg[(MFN)2MNMEN] = Eo[ZFN MENMEN] = Eo[UFN M&N MYN]. We next write,
starting again from ,

N
Eo[UFN MON MYV = Z/ Mr—x) > AN (k, §)Ee[MIN MEN M dz.
n>0 j=1
But [Eg[MZN M&N MYN]| is zero if j ¢ {a,b} because the martingales M7V, MY and M*>" are
orthogonal, and is bounded by C'N 't else by point (iv). As a consequence,
[Bo[UPNMGNMEN]) < CNTHY " A" (AR (k,a) + AR (k, b)) = CN'H(Qn (K, a) + Qn (k,b)).
n>0

Since k # a and k # b, this is bounded by C N2t by .
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For (vii), we assume e.g. that r < s and v < v and we recall that k # a. We have

Covg (MFNMEN | MEN MaN)
=Covg ((MPN)2, (M™)?) + Cove (MPN (MPN — MPN), (MpN)?)

+Cove (M2, Mg ™ (MY — Mp™))+Cove (M (MPN — M), MpN (MY — M)
=I+J+K+L.
First, L = 0. Indeed, assuming e.g. that r > u, we have

L =Eg[MPN (MPY — MPNM)MpN (M — MPY + MEY — M)
=Eo[ M, M NEo[(MSY — MPN) (MY — MY)|F]]
+Eg[MPN M N (MY — MM Eo[ MY — MPN|F]]

and in both terms, the conditional expectation vanishes. Next, we write as usual (M}¥V)? =
2 [y MPNAMEN 4 ZEN and (M@N)2 = 2 [o MENaMeN + ZaN . By orthogonality of the mar-

T T

tingales [, MFN AN and Jo MENAMEN | we find
I = Covg (ZFN, Z8N) + 2Cov, (Zf7N7 / Mf;NdMg»N) +2Covg ( / MFNapeN, ij’N).
0 0

We deduce from points (i) and (iii), since k # a, that |I| < C(N~'t + N~13/2) < CN~3/2. We
now treat K. It vanishes if u > r, because Eg[M®Y — M&N|F,] = 0. We thus assume that u < r.
We write as usual (MN)? = (MFN)2 42 [T MFNAMEN 4 ZzEN _ ZkN anq

K =Bol(MEN Mg (g - M)+ 28 ([ 2BV ) pap aap - g

u

+Bol(Z7N = Zp M) M (MY — M),

The first term vanishes (because Eg[M&YN — M3N|F,] = 0), as well as the second one (because
Eol(/, MEN A MFENY(MaN — MaN)|F,] = 0 by orthogonality of the involved martingales). Con-
sequently,

K = Bol(Z8 — ZEN )M (Mg — M) = B (UEN — UEN)MeN (Mg — Mg,
Using and recalling that 8, (u,r,z) = " (r — ) — ©*"(u — ), we find

r N
K= Z /0 B (u,r, ) ZA’](,(k, DEg[MINMEN (MEN — MON)]da.

n>0 j=1

But [Eg[MIN M&N (MaN — MaN)| < CN~t if a # j by (iv), while |Eg[MZN MaN (MeN —
M&N)]| < Ct3/2 if a = j by Lemma [16}(iii). Thus

N N

K] < C YA AR (k)2 + 3 AR (k)N < C[Qu(k, )2+ N71 Y Quik, ).
n>0 j=1 j=1

But k # a implies that Qn(k,a) < CN~! by (§), while N ! Zjvzl Qn(k,j) < CNY|QN]|||eo <

CN~'. As a conclusion, |K| < ON~1(t3/2 +t) < CN~'3/2, Of course, J is treated similarly, and
this completes the proof of point (vii).

Point (viii) is obvious: it suffices to use the Holder inequality to find

|Cove (MM MEN, MipN MPN)| < E[(M5N) ] Eo[ (Mg ™)1V 1B (Mg ™) Eg (M) 111,
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which is bounded by Ct? by Lemma |16} (iii).

. N,31
We can now easily bound A;"?!,

Lemma 23. Assume H(q) for some ¢ > 1. Then a.s., on QX, fort > 1,
Eo[(AN31)2] < 011 Z {EN - EN} .
Proof. We first note that
AN = 2t S (U3 = Ui [en @) - ]|
i=1

Since Uy, — U™ is centered (1ts conditional expectation Ey vanishes),

Egl(AY)?] = 4t Z [en (@) = x| [en () = O | Cove U3 = UFN U3 — U7 ™),

i,j=1

Using now Lemma (i), we deduce that |Covg (U;;N — U, Ug;N Uiy <c

on QL. Using furthermore that [(x(i) — n][¢n(5) — In] < [n (i) — In]? +
symmetry argument, we conclude that

N
[(AN31 <ot ! Z [EN 7ZN}2(1{i:j} + N H=ct! Z [EN(Z') 7

7,7=1
which was our goal.

We can finally estimate AN,

(1= + N”
[(n(5) — €n]? and a

25

Y

Lemma 24. Assume H(q) for some ¢ > 1. Then a.s., on QY, fort > 1, Bg[(AN*1)2] < ONt~2.

Proof. We as usual work on Q. We first note that Eg[(AN?11)2] = ¢4 Zivjzl a;;, where

aij = Cove (U3 — UPM?2, (U3N — UPN)).

But recalling (4) and setting an (s, ,4,k) = >_, 5o AN (i, k) [p*" (2t —s) =™ (t—

and i,k € {1,...,N},

2t N

9) usN —upN = / ZaNstzk)MkNds
Concerning a, we will only use that, on Q},
2
(10) / lan (5,7, B)lds < 23" A A (i, k) = 2Qn (i, k) < C(Liigy + N7,
0 n>0

the last inequality coming from (§). A direct computation starting from (9)) shows that

2 2t 2t 2t
a”_ Z / / / / an(r,t,i, k)an(s,t,i,Dan(u,t, 7, a)an (v, t,

Covg (MFN MUN  M&N MPN)dvdudsdr.

s)]forall0 < s <2t
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Let us now denote by 'k 14,6(t) = sup,  , vepo,2¢ |Cove (MENMUN MEN MENY|. We can write,

recalling ,
N N
Z aij S C Z (1{z:k} +N_1)(1{i:l} +N_1)(1{j:a} +N_1)(1{j:b} +N_1)Fk,l,a,b(t)-
ij=1 i3,k l,a,b=1

Using some symmetry arguments, we find that Z a;j < C[Ry + - -+ Rg|, where

1,7=1
N
Ri=N"* Y Tiiaplt Z Litan(t
b4 kola,b=1 kla,b=1
N
Ry=N~"* Z Limiy Tk t,a,0(2) Z Crtap(t
id ko Lab=1 kla,b=1
N
Ry =N7? Z Ty 1 =ay Uro,an(t) Z | AR
igkolab=1 kla,b=1
N
Ri=N" % linlu-nlhias Z Tiekan(t
WGk Lab=1 k,a,b=1
N
R;=N"! Z Timry L=y L j=a) Croab(t) Z Chkan(t
i,7,k,l,a,b=1 k,a,b=1
N
Re = Z Timmlp=n1y=ay 1= Tk tan(t) = Z Tk kasa(t)
%,5,k,0,a,b=1 k,a=1

Using Lemma.- )-(viii), from which Ty q5(¢) < Ct21{#{k717a,b}<4}, we deduce that Ry = Ry =
R3 < CNt2. Next we use Lemma (Vi)—(viii)7 that is Ty rap(t) < C(ligirapy=sp N 2t +
1{#{k,a,b}<3}t2), whence Ry = Ry < Ct+CNt? < CNt?. Finally, we use Lemma [22} (vii)-(viii), i.e.
Tigaa(t) < C(Ligiray=ay N2+ Lig(k op=11t?) and find that Rg < CNt*/2+ CNt? < CNt2,
All in all, we have proved that Zf\szl a;; < CNt?, which completes the proof. O

We can finally give the

Proof of Proposition[19. It suffices to recall that [V — AN ! AN 21 AN 212 AN 213 4
AN 24 AN 3y AN 3y AN 32 and to use Lemmas ! E and l this gives, on QL

N 1 N Nz _q1/2 1 N1/2
N N
B - < 0+ 34 2 20 [Sen -] t1/2+T)'
i=1

Recalling that ¢ > 1, the conclusion immediately follows. O

4.6. Third estimator. We recall that, for A > 0 such that ¢/(2A) is an integer, we have set & =

2t/A
(Z3—=Z]) /1, ZA ¢ = (N/t) Ea:/t/A-H[Z A Z(a 1)A_Agt]\,]2 and WJAV,t = ZZéVA,t_ZJAV,r The ma-
trices Ay and Qx and the event Q) were defined in Notation as well as O (i) = Zjvzl Qn(i,7)
and cy (i) = Zjv:l Qn(j,i). We finally introduce WX = uN~* Zfil ¢n(i)(en(i))?. The aim of
the subsection is to verify the following result.

a
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Proposition 25. Assume H(q) for some ¢ > 3. Then a.s., for t > 4 and A € [1,t/4] such that
t/(2A) is a positive integer,

A N t
N N

Loy Bo [ WA - W] < (T + zamm + )
Recall that we do not try to optimize the dependence in q. We first write

N N Ni N1 N2 N2 N3 N3 N4
WAt = Wio ool S Daly +2D58 4 + Da’y +2D587 + DA%y + 2Dy + Days

where
N 2t/A 9 2t/A 9
N o o ]
N D DI LA YAl D S AN T
a=t/A+1 a=t/A+1
N 2t/ A 5 2t/ A )
DNI=2| D[22 s dudn] = D[22 s B2 - 20yl |,
a=t/A+1 a=t/A+1
N 2t/ A 9
DNP =2 D[220 a —EelZ - 214
a=t/A+1
2t/A )
- EO{ Z [ZévA - Z(]:z[q)A - E9[Z¢11VA - Z(szl)A]} } )
a=t/A+1
t/A
2N _ _ _ _ 2
Dgf :‘TEG[ Z [Zé\zsz - Zﬁa_m - EG[ZéYzA - Zé\(]a—l)A]:| }
a=t/(2A)+1
N 2t/ A 9
~ SB[ Y (20— 2 ya—EelZM - 20yl | - WA -
a=t/A+1

We treat these four terms one by one.

Lemma 26. Assume H(q) for some ¢ > 1. Then a.s. on Qk, for 1 < A < t, Eg[Dg:tl] <
CA[t™ + Nt=24].

Proof. Using that (A/t) 3225 (ZN, — Z{X,lm) = A&, we find that

a=t/A+1
N t - -
DYy =+ x (Buly = AEN)? = NA(uly — EY),

whence, on Q};, see Proposition Eg [Dgz] < ONA(t™29 + (Nt)™1) < CA(Nt=20 +¢71). O
The second term is also easy.
Lemma 27. Assume H(q) for some ¢ > 1. Then on QX, for 1 <A <t, IE@[DZ’?] < CNti—q.
Proof. Using that [(A —2)* — (A —y)?| < |z — y|(|=[ + [y + 2|4]),
2t/A

N _ _ _ _ _ _ _
DXP <= Y |Auby —EolZ2s — Z8_1yl| [y +EolZ0s — 23yl + 2208 — Z_1y0)|,
a=t/A+1
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whence
2t/A

N
N,2
]EG[DA,t] < T

|l —EolZ2s = 281y Al| [ Al + 3Ea[Z2 — 20514l
a=t/A+1
But we deduce from Lemma [16}(ii) with r = 1 that, since (a — 1)A > ¢,
’AMN Eo[Zoa — Z{s- 1)A]’ <Ct,

whence also Eg [Z Z(N A ] < A/MN +Ctlm1< A;MN + C. We conclude that

N A
N2 1- 7
< - q
EDN7]<C— Y [4auty +C|.

a=t/A+1
Since £y is bounded on Q% and since A > 1 > #179, we find Eg[Dgf] < C(N/t)(t/A9A <
CNt'~1, O

To treat Dg”f , we need the following lemma.

Lemma 28. Assume H(q) for some q > 1. Almost surely on Q, for all1 < A < z/2,
A
Varg (UM o —UY) = —W;Z,oo — XN +ry(z,A),

where Xy is a 0((65)i,j=1,.., n)-measurable finite random variable and where ry satisfies, for some
deterministic constant C, the inequality |rn(z, A)| < CzATIN~L.

Proof. We set VN\ = Varg (UN. A — UN).

Step 1. Recalling (4) and setting B, (z,z + A, s) = " (x + A — s) — ¢*"(x — s) as in Lemma

[I5] we get

r+A N
UNA-UYN = Z/ Bz, + A, s)N~? Z A% (i, )M N ds.
n>070 ij=1
Hence
T+A pz4+A N
=Y B+ A, )+ AN ST AR ) AR ()
m,;n>0"0 0 ij k=1
Covg (MIN MY drds.
Using Remark [10} we find
z+A N
/ / (z,2+ A, 7)Bn(z, 2+ A, s) N2 Z AT (i, 5) A% (k, ) Eg[Z2:N ) drds.
m,n>0 i,7,k=1
Step 2. Here we show that Eg[Z)N] = uln(j)s — X + RY (s), with, for some constant C, for
allj=1,...,N,
0<XY<C and |R;V(s)| <C( 1=a A1),
By (@), we have Ey[ZJ] = B ol Jo e (s —r)dr) Zl 1 A% (4, 1), whence by Lemma ( ),

N

N]:,uZ(A"s—nA”m—&—sn ZA j —;MN()S—XN—FRN()
n>0 1=1
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We have used that > A" Zi\il A% (4,1) = Zf\il Qn(j,1) = ¢n(j) and we have set X]N

HED 50 nA” leil A% (4,1) and RY (s) = 1 ns0En(S) le\il A% (4,1). We obviously have 0 <
X]N < pk Y250 PAM[[AN]|[5 < C on QY and, since ,(s) < CnIA™(s179 A1) by Lemma (i),
[RY (s)| < C(s"IA1) Y2, nIAM[| ANl < C(s' 7 A1), still on Q.

Step 3. Gathering Steps 1 and 2, we now write VY, = I — J + K, where

x+A pr+A N
-y | B(,3+ A7) Bal 4+ A, )N S ARG, ) Ay (ks )il () A 8)drds,
0 0

m,n>0 i,7,k=1

z+A pr+A
=3 /0 /0 B2, + A, ) B+ A N2 S AT, ) A (b, /)X N drds,

m,n>0 i,7,k=1

z+A  pr+A N
K=Y B (@, + A, 1) B, + A, )N Y~ AR (i, ) AR (k, 5)RY (r A s)drds.
0 0 ’

m,n>0 i,5,k=1

Step 4. Here we verify that |J| < Cz=2¢N~! on Q},. Using that |f0$JrA Bz, + A r)dr| <
Cn?A"2~9 by Lemma (ii) and that X is bounded by Step 2 (and does not depend on time),

N
<0 S mintAm N S ARG ) Al (k, )
m,n>0 1,5,k=1
<CamMINTH Y mn AT || A [

m,n>0

The conclusion follows, since Al||An]|[1 < a <1 on Q.

Step 5. We next check that |[K| < CxA~IN~" on Q). Using the bound on RY (see Step 2),
we start from

z+A pr+A
KI<C Y [ [ Bt Anllguee + AN AN (i A9 A drds
0 0

m,n>0

<C(K: + K3),

where, using that z — A > x/2 (whence (r A s)179 < C2'~9if r As > 2 — A) and a symmetry
argument,

Ky =z'7¢ Z /

m,n>0"%T

z+A  px+A
| 1w Ao+ AN A7 drds,
—A Jx—A
z—A px+A
K= 3 / / B (2, + A, )| Bn (2,2 + A, 8)[INTH|[An[[] " drds.
m,n>0 0 0

. 1
First, on Qy,

Ky <Cax'™0 Y AMTNTH|Ay||Ift < CN Tl T < CoATINTY

m,n>0
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since > A. Next, using that fox_A |Bm (2, 2+ A, r)|dr < CmIA™A~ by Lemma(ii) and that

fOQH_A |Bn(z, 0 + A, s)|ds < 2A™, still on O},

Ky <CA™T Y mIA™ " N7Y||Ax ||| < CATINT! < CzATINTY,
m,n>0

since = > 1 by assumption.

Step 6. Finally recall that v, ,, (z, z+A) = Oz+A Oz+A(s/\u)Bm(a:, x+A, 8)fn(z, z+A, u)duds =

AN — g AT 4 e o (z, @ 4+ A) with the notation of Lemma (iii). We thus may write

N
I=p Y Amnlz,x+ AN " ARG, ARk, )N (G) = T = T2 + T,
m,n>0 i,9,k=1
where

N
Li=pA Y A™IPNT? N ARG, ) AR (K, 50 (),

m,n>0 i,5,k=1

N
Iy=p Y bmaA"TINTEN ARG, ) AR (k)N (),

m,n>0 i,7,k=1
N

Li=p Y emulea+ AN S AR, 5) AR (k. 5)0n ().

m,n>0 i,7,k=1
First, we clearly have
N N
Li=pANT 3" Qn()Qn (k)N (7) = BANT?Y (en(4))7In (i) = ANTWE .
i,j,k=1 j=1

We next simply set XV = I,, which is clearly 0((655)ij=1,...,n)-measurable and well-defined on
Q). Finally, since e, (2,2 +A) < C(m+n)?A™ " 2zA~9 by Lemma |15} (iii), since ¢y is bounded
on Q; and since, as already seen, Zi\fj’k:l A (i, §) A% (k, §) < N|||An]|[7",

I3] < CxATINT" S (n+m) A" || Ax ][] < CaATINT
m,n>0
All this implies that |I7AJ\7’1VVOJ\<{7oo +XN| < CxA~IN~1. Since V;}'A =1—-J+ K by Step 3 and
since we have seen in Steps 4 and 5 that |J| < Cz=24N~! < CzA~IN~! and |K| < CxA“IN~1
we conclude that, on Qy, [V.Ny — ANT'WE  + &N < CxATINT! as desired. O

We can now study the term DZ’? .

Lemma 29. Assume H(q) for some ¢ > 1. Then a.s. on Qk, for1 <A <t/4, Dg:? < CtA~1-q,

Proof. We clearly have

t/A N 2t/ A

2N _ _ _ _
DXt =[5 Y Var (Ofa-Uana) =7 D Vare (U2 = U _pa) — W |
a=t/(2A)+1 a=t/A+1
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Using Lemma 28] (observe that for a € {t/(2A)+1,...,t/A}, z = 2(a—1)A > ¢ satisfies 2A < z/2
and, for a € {t/A+1,...,2t/A}, x = (a — 1)A > t satisfies A < z/2), we get

t/A

Na _|2N 20 N N
DA,t = T Z {WWOO 0o X + TN( (a — 1)A72A)]
a=t/(2A)+1
2t/A
N A N N N
-2y [Nwowo — AN L rn((a— DA, A)] - WOO,DO’.
a=t/A+1
This rewrites
t/A 2t/A
Na _ |2N N
N D DI CER LIV EE i SN (R VW)
a=t/(2A)+1 a=t/A+1
Since ry(z,A) < CxATIN~L, we find that DX’y < C(N/t)(t/A)(tATIN"Y) = CtA~1 2. O

The following tedious lemma will allow us to treat the last term Dgf

Lemma 30. Assume H(q) for some q > 1. On QY for allt,z, A > 1 witht/2 <x—A<z+A <
2t

)

2 t2

A
Varg(( ac+A7UN) )<C<m+m)
and, ift/2 <y—A<y+A<z—-2A<z+A <2t
B t1/2 t2 t1/2
Cove ((Uata = U2 (Uyha = Uy)) < O(NAq—l tN2aae T N?Aq—3/2)

Proof. We divide the proof in several steps. We work on Q.
Step 1. Fori=1,...,N and z € [z,z + A], we can write, recalling and that 8, (z,z,7) =

e (z—r) ="z — 1),
N
U=y / B, 27) S AR (i, j)MEN dr = TEN 4 XY,
n>0 1
where
N
Z anerA (i, 5) (MY — MPN, Ydr,
n>0v T j=1
N
X;”]ZV / 5nxzrdT)ZA”i]M +Z/ :L‘Z’I‘ZA (i, 7)M>N dr,
n>0 = n>0 j=1
and we set as usual [, = NN TN and XY, = NN L XEN

Step 2. We now show that, on QN, for z € [x,x + A],

sup  Eo[(XoM)Y] < CPA™" and  Eg[(X),)'] < CPN A

i=1,..,N
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Using that | [, Bn(2,2,7)dr| + fx_A |Bn(, z,7)|dr < CniA"A~9 by Lemma (ii)

|X;’N| <C’anA"A QZAN i,7) sup]|MjN|
n>0 Jj=1

But we now from Lemma (iii) that sup,_; _ n Eglsupp oy [MPN|] < Ct?. We thus deduce
from the Minkowski inequality that, still on Q%,

N
Eo[(X2Y )4 < CH2ATIY " nIA™ > AR (i, 5) < CHPATTY " nIA"|||Ax]||% < CH/2AT9
n>0 j=1 n>0

We next observe that

Z/ xerN”dr

ng— / 5na:zrdrON +
n>0 T n>0

where the martingale

N
ON™ =N~V " AR (i, ) MPN
ij=1
has for quadratic variation [ON", ON:"], = N~2 Zjvzl(zz]il A% (i, )2 Z0N < N=Y||AN]||12"ZN
by Remark By Lemma (iii), we conclude that, on Q};,

o sup (O7")"] < CN 2| Ax I Eol(Z3)) < CN 2|l Aw lIf"e*

Using again that | [~ . Bn(,z,7)dr| + [ 2 |Bp(a, z,7)|dr < CnIA"A~9 by Lemma (ii)7
IXN.| <CY niA"AT sup O,

n>0 [0,2¢]
Thus, we infer from the Minkowski inequality that, still on Q%
(X)) < €3 nfA" ANV Ay ||7£2 < CATINTY242,
n>0

Step 8. We next check that Eo[(TY,)*] < CA?N=2 for any z € [z,2 + A], on Qf'. Using the
same martingale O™'™ as in Step 2,

Z Bn(z, z,r)[ON™ — ON" Jdr

n>0xA

Recalling that [0V, 0N"], = N=2 00 (S, AR (3, 5))2 23N with 300, A% (6, ) < [ Aw]I[T,

Ba| sup (07" = 073)"] <ON~l|Aw|[1"Eq [(g@” - Z2%)) ]

_ _ 2
—ON 2 AnlI{E [ (22 - 2Y0)) ]
We conclude from Lemma [16}(iii) that (recall that z € [z, z + A])
Eo| sup (O = ON'3)!] < CAZN || Ax] I

[z—A,Z]
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Using that [~ . [Bn(2,2,7)|dr < 2A™ and the Minkowski inequality,
E[(f\i\f’z)4]l/4 < CZA”A1/2N_1/2|||AN|||? < CA1/2N_1/2.
n>0
Step 4 Recalling Step 17 (Uz—i-A UIN)4 (f]zvm+A + Xﬁz-&-A) < 8(Px z+A) + 8(Xr x+A) .
We deduce from Steps 2 and 3 that Varg (UX, 5 — UN)?) < C(A2N—2 FENT2A- 4q),

xT

Step 5. Here we show that

[Covo (O~ OX P (O = U] < [Cov (O )% (B30 0%)] + S5 (o + ey
[% z+A T y+A — Yy 0 z,x+A v, y+A Adq Ad—3/2

It suffices to write that (UN A — UN)? = (TN, a)? + (XN pn)? + 200 A XD, A, the same

T
formula with y instead of x, and to use the bilinearity of the covariance: we have the term

Covg (T2 41 a)% (T), 1 A)?), and the other ones are bounded by

Eo [ () (X yra)? + 200 e )20 e a XYl + (K ) (0
+ (Xa: z+A) (X’l/ U+A) + 2(Xw w+A> |I‘l +AX +A‘ + 2‘]‘—‘93 :E+AXQ: w+A| ,'L/+A)2
+ 2|Fm rJrAXm :c+A|(Xy y+A) + 4‘1—‘1 I+AXx,m+AFy,y+AXy,y+A| .

We bound all these terms, using only the Holder inequality and recalling that E[(Fi\’ R b
CA?N~? and E[(XY,,.)"] < Ct?N~2A~% and that the same bounds hold with y instead of .

xr,x+2z
We finally remove a few terms using the inequality a+a3/4b'/*+al/2b1/2 41/ 4p3/* < 4(a+a1/4b3/4)
with a = t? N72A~%7 and b= A2N 2.

Step 6. Recall that y + A < x — 2A. We check here that for any r,s € [x — A,z + A], any
u,v € [y — A,y + A], any i,5,k, 0 € {1,...,N},

[Cove ((MEY = MENOMIN = M), (MEN = MER)(MEN = M) )| < CLiiyyt?/2a070,

First, i # j implies that the covariance vanishes, since Eq[(M> Mz N A (MIN MJ N A Fr—al =
0 and since u,v < y+A < z—A. We next assume that ¢ = j and w. l o.g. that r < s. Conditioning
with respect to F,., we easily find, since u,v <x — A <7,

K :=Covyg ((Mi’N — M;’iVA)(MSi’N - MiivA)a (MS’N - MSLJX)(MQI;’N - MéﬁvA))
=Cove (MIN = MEN)?, (MEN — MEY) (MY — Mty)).

u

We write as usual (M&N — MPN)2 =2 [T MINAMEN 1 26N - 70N, hecause [MEN, MN], =
ZEN by Remark Since E[f _7\/1Z NdM’ N|Fr_a] = 0 and since u,v < 2 — A, we find that

K =Covy (Z:)N AN (M]?N — MEN) (MY — M;ﬂVA))
—Covy (UZ N UEN (BN - M) (MY — Mt NA))
~Cove (T35, + X0 - <M5>N = MEN )M - M)

with the notation of Step 1. But FgZ_VA , involves only increments of martingales of the form

MIN — Mi;]\;A, of which the conditional expectation knowing F,_sa vanishes. Since now u,v <
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y+ A <z —2A, we deduce that
K =Covy (X3, (MEN = MEN) (MUY = MY,)),

u

whence _

K| < Bol(X 5 )] PEIM Y — My R[N — My N )
Using Step 2, Lemma [16} (iii) and that u — (y — A) < 2A and v — (y — A) < 2A, we easily conclude
that indeed, |K| < Ct'/2A79A.

Step 7. We now show, recalling that y + A < x — 2A, that
[Cova (N4 0)% (T)4)%)| < ON 712070,

We denote by |I| the left hand side and we start from

N
Doa =X [ et AN S ARG M)
n>0 i,j=1
whence
T+A x+A y+A y+A
/ / / / B, A1) B, + A, 5)Bualysy + A ) Bl y + A, v)
m,n,a,b>0 r— Y- A

Nt Z Z AR (i, §) ARy (k1) A% (0, 6) Ay (7, )

4,5,k 1=1 c,6,7,(=1

Covg ((Mﬂ*N MINO(MEN — MV ), (MY — MO (SN — Mf;ﬁ))dvdudsdr.

Using that f |Bm(x x4+ A,r)|dr < 2A™ (and the same formula for the three other integrals),

Step 6 and that Zi:l AR (i, 7) < |||An]|T (and the same formula for the sums in k, o, y), we find
that, still on QF,

N
I SC Am+n+a+b AN m+n+a+bN74 t1/2A17q1 - SCN71t1/2Alfq.
1 {5=1}
m,n,a,b>0 Ji1,6,¢=1

Step 8. Gathering Steps 5 and 7, we find that
Covg (Upsrn — U2 (Uygn — UéV)Q) < CO(NUY2AYT 4 N72H2 A1 4 N2 /2 A3/27a),

which completes the proof. 0
We can finally treat the last term.
Lemma 31. Assume H(q) for some ¢ > 1. On QX for all1 <A <t/2,

t Nt'/2 2 t1/2
Adg+1 + Ag+1 + Adq+2 + Aq+1/2>

Bo((DX7) < 0T +

Proof. First note that by definition of DA:t and since UN = ZN —Ey[ZN],

N2 2t/A N2 oo2A

Eo[(DAD)) = Vare (Y UM -000a)?) =% D Kan
a=t/A+1 a,b=t/A+1
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where Ko = Covg (U2 — U _1)a)% (UA — U _1ya)?)- If la — b <2, we only use that

AN _ N 2\ /2 A? £
< (Vare ((U ~Ufa-1)a) )Vare ((UbA ~ Up-1)a) )) = C(ﬁ + W)
We finally used the first estimate of Lemma |30} which is valid since = (a—1)A satisfies > ¢ and
thus t/2 <z — A <2+ A <2t and = (b — 1)A satisfies the same conditions. If now |a — b| > 3

and w.l.o.g. a > b, we use the second estimate of Lemma 30} which is valid since z = (a —1)A and
y = (b — 1)A satisfy the required conditions (in particular, y + A <z — 2A). This gives

K,

t1/2 t2 t1/2
|Ka,b| < C(NA‘I*1 + N2A4q + N2AQ_3/2>
We end with
N2 t AQ t2 N2 t2 t1/2 t2 t1/2
N,3
Bol(D37)"] < C?Z(f * N2A4q) T?E(NAq—l eI N?Aq—w)
The conclusion follows. O

We can at last give the

Proof of Proposition [25. Gathering Lemmas and we see that, on QL if 1 < A <t/4,
N1 N1 N,2 N,2 N,3 N,3 N4
Eo[ WX, — WX ] <Eg[Dx'y +2D58; + DAYy + 20587 + Dpy +2D580 + Do
oA NALN t \/A t Ni/2 g2 t1/2
(F+%r t st am tV T awm t aer A o)

Using that ¢ > 3 (whence in particular 2¢ — 1 > ¢ —1 > (¢ + 1)/2) and that 1 < A < ¢,
we easily deduce that A/t < (A/t)Y/?, that NAt=29 < NA'"20 < NA=(@+D/2 that Nt'=7 <
NA™1 < NA—(@+D/2 that tA=91 < tA=9/21 that t'/2A—29-1/2 < gA—20-1 <tA 9/2=1 that
N1/2¢1/4 A—(a+1)/2 < NA (g+1)/2 t1/2A (g+1) /2 < NA~ (q+1)/2+tA q/2—1 , that tA~ 2q 1 <
tA=9/2-1 and that t/4A=/2-1/4 < tA 4/2=1 This gives, still on QL

[A N t
N N
EOHWA¢ - Woo,ooH < C( 7 + Alg+1)/2 + Aq/2+1>

as desired. O

4.7. Conclusion. We now have all the weapons to check our main result.

Proof of Theorem[3. Recall that we assume H (q) for some ¢ > 3 and that A, = ¢/(2[t! =%/ (D) ~
t4/(a+1) /2 (for t large). We can of course assume that ¢t > 4 is large enough so that A, € [1,t/4],
because else the inequalities of the statement are trivial. Using Propositions |14] and we find

E {1%

o - 5] <3l

eN MNH + uE [191

1 1 1 1
v-—sc(5+—=+%)
NIl =C N+\/m+tq>
Since now Pr((Q%)¢) < Ce= N by Lemma we conclude that for any € € (0, 1),

pe(ler - gl e S ym ) < St ym tw)
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Similarly, Propositions (14| and [19| imply, since VY = 12 Zf\il [0n (i) — On ]2,

ooy 2~ S 2] <efnag o2 - 2]y o - - SR
< el (1 [0 -a]) ] ()

Iy
gc(\/iﬁ+g+ . +ﬁ).

The last inequality uses a second time Proposition We conclude, using Lemma|l3|as previously,
that for any € € (0,1),

2A2(

cC/ 1 N VN
T (1—Ap)? (

’>s)<cech+— —_— =4+ —+

e \W/N ¢ t \/{>_5

because t~1/2 = (NV4~1/2)N~-1/4 < NV/2¢=1 4 N=1/2_ This implies that

e o

Indeed, either VN >t and the inequality is trivial or VN <t and then Nt—¢ < Nt=2 < N1/2¢-1,
Finally, we infer from Propositions [14f and [25] since WX _ = N1 SN En(i)(en(i))?, that

<C(1 N \/N)

P ‘Nf i (L S
r(Vt \/N+tq+t

2129 < 2 (gE )

E[]'Q}v WJAVht - WH
<E [19}\, WX, — WQ,OOH + uE [19}\, N~ éfw(i)(CN(i))2 - ﬁu
SC(% + % + qujjl)/2 + AZ/tQH)

whence as usual by Lemma for € € (0,1),

N 12 _¢N Ccr1 At N t
_ > < (= -t
Pr (‘WAt,t = Ap)?” > E) <Ce % + 5 (N + ; + A£q+1)/2 + Ag/%l)
< (i S E)
T e \N  pl-4/(q+1) 2

We finally used that A, ~ #*/(@+1) /2 which implies that \/A,;/t ~ +/1/(2t1=4/(a+1), that
N/A§q+1)/2 ~ 20@+1/2N¢=2 and t/Af/2+1 ~ 20/2414=(a+3)/(a+1) < 2a/2+1 /\/{T=4](gF 1), O

Proof of Corollary[f} Recall that we assume H(q) for some ¢ > 3. We fix o > 0, A > 0 and

€ (0,1] such that Ap € (0,1). We define u = u/(1 — Ap), v = p?A?p(1 — p)/(1 — Ap)? and
w = u/(1 — Ap)3. Tt holds that (u,v,w) € D (which would not be the case if Ap = 0) and
U(u,v,w) = (u, A,p). Furthermore, ¥ is obviously of class C* on D, it is in particular locally
Lipschitz continuous. As a consequence, there is a constant ¢ € (0,1) (depending on u, A, p) such
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that for any N > 1, any ¢t > 1, any € € (0, 1/c),
Pr (| e, v WA ) = (1 Ap)|| 2 2) < Pr (1€ —ul + VY = ol + R, , —ul = c=)

0(111\/N11N1)

SN UM T T TN TN e e

by Theorem Using next that ¢ > 3, that ¢ > 1 and N > 1, and that either N'/2¢t=1 > 1 (whence
the inequality below is trivial) or N'/?2¢t~! < 1 (whence Nt=2 < N'/2t~1), we find

pr(wEr o - )| 2 e) < S+ X )

e
Noting that t_(1_4/(Q+1))/2 — [N1/4t_(1_4/(q+1))/2}N_1/4 S N_1/2 + N1/2t_(1_4/(q+1)) Concludes
the proof. 0

We finally give the

Proof of Remark[d Lemma (ii) with = 1 and s = 0 tells us that on QL [Eg[Z]N] — ulnt| < C.
By Lemma |18 we know that Eo[|Z) — Eo[Z]N]|] = Eo[|UN|] < C(t/N)'/2, still on Q} and, by
Proposition [14} E[1g1 [x — 1/(1 — Ap)|] < CN~'. We easily deduce that

E[lgy |2 — p(1 = Ap)~'t]] < C(1+ (¢/N)"/? +¢/N) < O(1 + t/N).

Since Pr(Q}) > 1— Ce <N by Lemma we find that for any € > 0,

(|5 - gl 2 o+ (e )

The conclusion follows. O

5. THE SUPERCRITICAL CASE

The goal of this section is to prove Theorem|[6] In Subsection [5.1] we study precisely the Perron-
Frobenius eigenvalue and eigenvector of the matrix with nonnegative entries Ay (i,5) = N —leij.
In Subsection [5.2] we state and prove a few results on some series involving ¢*". A few preliminary
stochastic analysis is handled in Subsection We finally conclude the proof in Subsection

5.1. Perron-Frobenius analysis of the random matrix Ay. We recall that the norms || - ||,
on RY and ||| - |||, on Mpyxn(R) were defined in Subsection We denote by (eq,...,en) the

canonical basis of RY and by 1y = Zfil e; the vector will all entries equal to 1.
Notation 32. We consider the matriz An(i,j) = N~'0;; and the event
9 1 & D . 2 . 2 p?
Qy = {N Z An(i j) > 3 and for alli,j =1,...,N, INAY(i,5) —p°| < W}

i,5=1

Actually, 3/8 could be replaced by any other exponent in [3/8,1/2). We first show that 3, has
a high probability.

Lemma 33. Assume that p € (0,1]. It holds that Pr(Q%) > 1 — Ce=eN'*,
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Proof. We recall the Hoeffding inequality [2I] for a Binomial(n, ¢)-distributed random variable X:
for all x > 0, it holds that Pr(]X — ng| > z) < 2exp(—222%/n).

Since NZ” 1AN(L,7) = Zgjzl 0;j ~ Binomial(N?,p), Pr(N 12” 1AN(, ) < p/2) <
Pr(IN 327, An(i. f) = N?p| = N?p/2) < 2exp(~N?p?/2).

For each i # j, we write N2A%(i,j) = Z]kvz1 Oikbr; = Zg + 6;0;; + 0,;0,;, where Z{}’ follows
a Binomial(N — 2, p?) distribution. We thus have |[N2AZ%,(4,5) — Zg\ < 2. This obviously extends
to the case where i = j. Hence for any 4,7, |NA%(i,5) — p?| > p?/(2N3/®) implies that |Zf;7 -
(N —2)p?| > p?N°/8/2 — 4 and thus, if N > (16/p?)%/>, that 1Z)) — (N —2)p?| > p?N°/8 /4.
By the Hoeffding inequality, Pr(|N A% (i,5) — p?| > p?/(2N%/®)) < 2exp(—p*N®/4/(8(N — 2)) <
2exp(—piN1/1/8).

All this shows that Pr((Q%\,)C) < 2exp(—N?p?/2)+2N? exp(—p4N1/4/8) forall N > (16/p2)8/5.
The conclusion easily follows: we can find 0 < ¢ < C depending only on p such that for all N > 1,
Pr((Q2)°) < Ce=eN'"". O

Next, we apply the Perron-Frobenius theorem.

Lemma 34. Assume that p € (0,1]. On Q3%;, the spectral radius pn of Ay is a simple eigenvalue
of An and py € [p(1—1/(2N?/8)), p(1 4 1/(2N?/8))]. There is a unique eigenvector Vi € (R+)N
of Ay for the eigenvalue py such that ||Vy||2 = VN. We also have V(i) > 0 for alli=1,...,N.

Proof. The matrix Ay has nonnegative entries and is irreducible on Q% since A% has positive
entries. We thus infer from the Perron-Frobenius theorem that on Q3;, py is a simple eigenvalue
of Ay, that there is a unique corresponding eigenvector Vy with nonnegative entries such that
[Vn||2 = VN and that Viy(i) > 0 for all i = 1,..., N.

Since NAZ%(i,j) € [p*(1 — 1/(2N3/8)),p*(1 + 1/(2N3/8))] for all 4,5 = 1,...,N on Q3% we de-
duce from p Vi = A% Vi that p}[|Villi = 00, AR (6 5)Va () < p2(1 + 1/(2N*%))[[Vi||1,
whence p%, < p?(1 + 1/(2N3/%)) and thus py < p(1 + 1/(2N%/8)). Similarly, p%||[Vn|1 =
S AR (L) V() > p2(1 — 1/(2N%/%))|[Vi |1, whence p% > p?(1 — 1/(2N%/®)) and thus
pn > p(1—1/(2N3/%)). O

We now gather a number of important facts.

Lemma 35. Assume that p € (0,1]. There is Ny > 1 (depending only on p) such that for all
N > Ng, on Q3%, the following properties hold true for all i,j, k,l=1,...,N:

(i) for alln > 2, A% (i, ) < (3/2) A% (k. 1),
(1) V(i) € [1/2,2],

(iii) for alln > 0, || A% 1y|l2 € [VNp& /2, 2V N} ],

() for alln > 2, AR (i, ) € [px/(3N),3pK /NI,

(v) for alln >0, all r € [1, 0], HHA}(,INHT_IA?VlN — ||VNHr_1VNHT < 3(2N3/8) /241
(vi) for alln >0, all r € [1, 0], ||||A"Nej||;1A"Nej - HVNHFIVNH,. < 12(2N*3/8)L”/2J,
(vii) for all n > 1, ||A%e;lle < 3p% /(pV/N) and for alln > 0, ||A%1x]|| < 30%/p.
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The proof requires a quantitative version of the Perron-Frobenius theorem due to G. Birkhoff
[7]. Tt is based on the use of the Hilbert projective distance.

Notation 36. For x = (2;)i=1,..n and y = (¥;)i=1,...N N (O’OO)N’ we set
max;—1,.. N (Ti/ys)
dn(z,y) =lo ( — )
vy = o e )

We have dy(z,y) = dn(y,z) = dn(z,Ay) for all A > 0 and dy(z,y) < dy(x,z2) + dn(z,y).
Finally, dn(z,y) =0 if and only if x and y are colinear.

The result of Birkhoff quantifies the projection on the Perron-Frobenius vector.

Theorem 37 (Birkhoff [7], Cavazos-Cadena [I1]). For any A € Myxn(R) with positive entries
and any x and y in (0,00)N, we have dy(Ax, Ay) < kady(z,vy), where

A(’ka)A(]vl) \/FA— 1 FA -1
'y = —_— L > = < .
A NV AGDAGH S M M S T

In our context, this gives the following estimates.

Remark 38. Assume that p € (0,1]. Then on Q3%;, it holds that for all x,y € (0,00)", we have
(i) dy(Anz, Any) < dx(z,y) and (i7) dn( Az, Ayy) < 2N~/3dy (z,1).
Proof. On Q%;, we have

(11) AN (i, 5) € PPNTHL = 1/(@2N/%)), PPN ~H (1 + 1/ (2N*9))].

This implies that for each i =1,..., N, Eszl An (i, k) > 0 (because else, A% (i, j) would vanish for
allj=1,...,N). Thus for z,y € (0,00)", we have Axz, Ayy € (0,00)" so that dy(Anz, Any) is
well-defined. We put m = min;(z;/y;) and M = max;(z;/y;). We then have m(Ayy); < (Anyx); <
M (Any); for all i, whence dy(Anx, Any) < log(M/m) = dn(z,y), which proves (i). For point
(ii), it suffices to use Theorem [37 and to note that, by (LI,

AR (i, ) AR (5, 1) _ (14 1/(2N3/8))? 3
’ < <148N7%/8
e N A2 DA k) (1 —1/@Nemy = :

whence k42 S(FA?V—l)/4§2N_3/8. O

FA?V:

We will also use the following easy remark.

Lemma 39. For allr € [1,00] and all x,y € (0,00)N such that dx(x,y) < 1, we have the inequality
[l = [yl y] ], < 3dw(z, ).

Proof. We fix r € [1,00] and assume without loss of generality that ||z||, = [|y|l. = 1. We set
m = min,(x;/y;) and M = max;(x;/y;). Since ||z||, = ||ly||r, it holds that m <1 < M. Using
that 1 > dy(x,y) = log(l + (M — m)/m), we deduce that (M —m)/m < e—1 < 2. Since
log(1 +w) > u/3 on [0,2], we conclude that dy(z,y) > (M —m)/(3m) > (M — m)/3. But for
all ¢, we have x; € [my;, My;], whence |x; — y;| < (M — m)y;. Thus ||z — y||, < (M —m)|ly|| =
(M —m) < 3dn(z,y). O

We can now give the
Proof of Lemma[35. We work on Q% during the whole proof.

Step 1. We first check that dy(1n,Vy) < 2N—3/8 We start from A% VN = pnVi, so that for all
i, V(i) = py° Zjvzl A% (i,7)Vn(j). But using and setting ky = p?p°N~! Ejvzl Vn(5), we
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find that Vi (i) € [sn(1—1/(2N%/8)), kn (1+1/(2N3/%))]. Consequently, max; Viy (i)/ min; Viy (i) <
(1+1/(2N3/8))/(1 — 1/(2N3/8)) <14 2N~3/%. Hence

dy(1n, Vi) <logl(1+1/(2N3/3))/(1 — 1/(2N3/%))] < log(1 + 2N ~3/8) < 2N—3/8,

Step 2. Here we show that for all 4, Viv(i) € [(1+2N~3/8)71 (14+2N~3/8)]. This will imply point
(ii) (for N large enough so that 2N~3/8 < 1). We introduce m = min; Vi (i) and M = max; Viy (4).
We have seen in Step 1 that M/m < 1+ 2N~3/8. Recalling that ||[Vy|l2 = VN by definition,
we deduce that N = Zfil(VN(i))Q < NM? < N(1+2N73/8)2m? whence m > (1 +2N—3/8)~1,
Similarly, N = 32N | (Vv (i) > Nm?2 > N(1 + 2N -3/8)"2M2 whence M < (1 4+ 2N—3/8).

Step 3. We verify that for all n > 0, dy (A% 1y, Vy) < (2N73/8)n/21+1 By Lemma this will
imply point (v) for all N large enough so that 2N —3/8 < 1. Using that A% VN = p VN, we deduce
that dy (A% 1n, V) = dn(A% 1N, A% V). Hence for all n even, we deduce from Remark (ii)
and Step 1 that dy(A%1n, Vi) < N3/ 2dn(1x, Vi) < (2N73/8)7/241 When n is odd, we
simply use that dy (A% 1n, VN) = dn(A% 1N, ANVN) < dN(A?\,_llN, Vn) by Remark (1)

Step 4. We now prove (vi). We fix r € [1,00] and j € {1,..., N}. The result is obvious if n =0
or n = 1 because then ||||A%e;|[ ARe; — ||VN1N||;1VN||T <2 <12(2N—3/8)n/2],

By Remark [38} (ii), dn(A%e;, Vi) = dn(A%Fe;, ARVy) < (2N-3/8)k~1dy (A%e;, Viy) for all
k>1.

We next write dy (A% e, Vi) < dy(A%ej,1n)+dn(1n, V). By Step 1, we have dy (1y, V) <
log[(1 + N=3/8/2)/(1 + N—3/8/2)]. Furthermore, we deduce from that dy(A%e;,1n) =
log[max; (A% (i, 7))/ min; (A% (i, 7))] < log[(1 4+ N=3/8/2)/(1 4+ N=3/8/2)]. All in all, we find that
dn(A%e;, Viy) <log[(1+ N—3/8/2)2 /(1 — N=3/8/2)%] <log(1 + 8N ~3/2) < 8N~3/2,

Hence for all k > 1, dy(A%Fe;, Vy) < SNT3/8(2N3/8)k=1 = 4(2N—3/8)k. We also have, by
Remark (i), dN(A%““ej,VN) = dN(A%“Hej,ANVN) < dN(A%“ej,VN). Thus for all n > 2,
dn(ARe;, V) < 4(2N-%/8)ln/2] This implies that indeed, ||||A%e;|| 1 Axe; — [Vl V]|, <
12(2N —3/8) /2] by Lemma if N is large enough so that 2N—3/8 < 1/4.

Step 5. We check (i). Using Step 2, we see that for all j =1,..., N, all n > 2,
max; (A (4, 5)/ Vi (i) max; AR (i, ) —3/8y-2
dn(Aye;, Vi) =1 2 > log (——— N2 x (142N~ :
~(Alve;, V) = log (mini(Ayv(i,j)/vN(i)Q =8 (mini i) 0T )
2, using Remark (i), we see that dy(A%e;, Vi) = dy(A%e;, AN V)
log(1 + 8N ~3/8) as seen in Step 4. We conclude that

But for all n
dn(Axe;, V)

IN

2
<

maXZA%(ZDJ) < (1+2N_3/8)2<1+8N_3/8)
min; A% (i,5) ~ '

Using the same arguments with the transpose matrix A% (which satisfies exactly the same as-
sumptions as Ay on Q%), we see that for all i = 1,..., N,

max; ARG ) (1 4 aN-3/5)2(1 1 8N -9/%).

min; A% (3, j)
Finally, we conclude that for all n > 2,
maxi’j A%(Lj)

: 2l < (14 2N73/8)4(1 + 8N —3/8)2,
min; ; A% (4, j) ( )X )
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This is indeed smaller than 3/2 if N is large enough.

Step 6. We now verify (iii). We write A% 1y = ||A%1n]||2(N"Y2Vy + Zn.,), where Zy,, =
|| A% 1N||5 P A% 1y — N7Y2Vy. We know by (v) (with r = 2) that ||Zn || < 3(2N~3/8)ln/2+1,
We next write, for each n > 0, A%t 1y = ||[A%1n||2(N~V2pN VN +ANZN.,). Using that ||[Viv||2 =
VN and that |||Ax|||2 < 1 (which immediately follows from the fact that 0 < Ax(i,5) < 1/N),
we conclude that [||[ANT 1x|l2 — pn||A%In||2| < 3||[A% 1n |2 (2N —3/8)n/21+1,

We now set z,, = ||A%1y]|2/(V'Np). For all n > 0, we have

|37n+1 _ $n| < 3xn(2N_3/8)Ln/2J+1/PN < 6xn(2N—3/8)Ln/2j+l/p,

because py > p/2 on Q% see Lemma If now N is large enough so that 6(2N~3/8)1/2/p < 1/2,
we easily conclude, using that o = 1, that, for all n > 1,

n n

T, € {H(l 62N 3/E) /21y H(l 4 6(2N—3/8)Lk/2j+1/p)},
k=1 k=1

which is included in [1/2,2] if N is large enough (depending only on p). Since zy = 1, we thus
have z,, € [1/2,2] for all n > 0, and thus ||[A%1x]||2 € [VNp% /2,2VNp%] for all n > 0.

Step 7. Here we prove (iv). We fix n > 2 and set m = min; ; A% (¢,j) and M = max; ; A% (4, j).
We know from (i) that M/m < 3/2. Starting from point (iii), we write vV Np%,/2 < [|[A%1n]|]2 =
(sz\;(Z;\[:l A% (i, )32 < N32M < 3N3/2m/2, whence m > p% /(3N). By the same way,
2V/Np¥ > || A% x|z > N3/2m > 2N3/2M /3, whence M < 3p%;/N.

Step 8. It only remains to check (vii). We know from (iv) that for all n > 2, AR, (4, j) < 3p% /N <

3p%/(pN). And for n =1, Ax(i,j) < 1/N < 3pn/(pN) because py > p/3 on Q%, see Lemma
We conclude that for all n > 1, A% (4,4) < 3p% /(pN). This immediately implies that for all n > 1,

1A% e;ll2 = (S, (AR (,))2) Y2 < 30%/(pV/N) and ||A} Ly |l = max; 21| A% (i, 5) < 3p% /.
Finally, for n = 0, we of course have ||[AQ1n]|o0 = 1 < 39% /p. a

Finally, the following tedious result is crucial for our estimation method.

Proposition 40. We assume that p € (0, 1] and we introduce, on Q3;, Vy = N~} 211\;1 Vn (i) and
N . —
VN (Z) — VN 2
uly = =7 = ) )
> Z ( \%N
i=1
There is No > 1 and C > 0 (depending only on p) such that for all N > Ny,

U= (-1)[] < = and Bl Vi~ VainlB < C

E {1%

Proof. We work with N large enough so that we can apply Lemma [35] We introduce the vectors
Ly =Anly and Ly = A?V]-Nv we set EN =N"1 Zf\il LN(i), EN =N"1 Zf\il ,CN(i),

N N7 N N A

_ Ln(i) — Ly \? B Ln(i) — Ly\2

Ho =3 (PR ) md =3 (SR
We checked in the proof of Proposition Step 2 that (i) E[|[Ly — p?] < CN~2, (i) E[||Ly —
Ly1n|l5] <, (i) E[(||[ Ly — Ly1n|3—p(1—p))?] < CN7Y, (iv) E[||ANLy — Ly Ly|[3] < CN7L
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We also recall that Ly < 1 and |||An]||]2 < 1 (simply because 0 < Ay (i,j) < 1/N). Further-
more, on (%, it holds that Ly = N~' YN An(i,j) > p/2, that Ly = N~ zfjfl AS (i, 5) >
0% /3 > p®/192 (by Lemma (iv) and because py > p/2 by Lemma and that Vy > 1/2 (by
Lemma [35}(ii)).

Step 1. We show that on Q%, Ay = |[UN — Hy| < CN~Y2. A simple computation shows that

)\? i)\ ? a i i i i
an= |2 (5 () T = (S22 ) (o (24 510)) = v,

=1 N

the last equality being a definition.

Lemma (ii) implies that max;(Vy(i)/Vy) < max; Vy(i)/ min; Vy(i) < 4 and Lemma
(i) implies that max;(Lx(i)/Ly) < max; Ly(i)/ min; Ly (i) < 3/2 because Ly = A% 1x. Thus
Tn <4+ 3/2 < 6. Next, it holds that Sy = N||||AS1n|I7'AS 1y — [[Valn|l7'V||,- We thus
infer from Lemma [35}(v) that Sy < 3N(2N~3/8)* = 48N~1/2. The conclusion follows.

Step 2. We next prove that E[lgs [Hy — Hn|] < CN~'/2. We first write

5
1Lx = (Ln)° Ll = [|AY 1y = (Ln)*Anlnll < D> I(Ln)"* AR 1y — (La) " AR Ly |l2.
k=1

Using that Ly < 1 and |||An]||2 < 1, we deduce that
1£8 = (Ln)°Lll2 < 5[[A{1n — LvAn1n]|2 = 5|[AN Ly — Ly L ||

We thus deduce from point (iv) recalled above that E[||£y — (Ly)°Ly|[3] < CN~'. But it holds
that ||£]y - (LN)s_LNHQ = IN + JN,_Where_IN = H(‘CN - EN]-N) — (LN)5(LN — LN]-N)||2 and
Iy = |ILn1n — (Ln)®1n|]2 = VN|Lx — (Ly)®|. Consequently, E[I%] + E[J%] < CN~!. Using
now that

Ly = Ly1n|l3 ~ [(ELn)*(Ly — Ly1y)|[3 ~IEn — Ln1n|3
= 7T \2 = T 12 and Hy = ———=—5—
(Ln) (Ln) (LN)

the facts that £y > p®/192 and (Lx)% > p/64 on O3, and that the map x — 22 is globally
Lipschitz and bounded on [p°/192, o), we conclude that, still on Q%,

Hy

|Hy — Hy| SC(||(EN)5(LN — Ly1n)I[31(Ln)® = L]
+ l1ex = £x 1wl = (L) (x — L) I]).
Using now the inequality |a? — b2| < (a — b)? + 2ala — b| for a,b > 0, we deduce that
[Hy = Hal <C(IIEw)* (L = Lyt BN T2 0x + e+ [[(Ln)* (Lo = L) B )
<C(I1Ln = INInIENT2Iy + I + || Ly = Ininl3n)

because Ly < 1. Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, that E[I%,] + E[J%] < CN~! and that
E[||Lx —Ly1x]|3] < C by point (i) recalled above, we conclude that E[1gz |HY —Hy|[] < CN~1/2.
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Step 3. Here we check that E[lgs [Hy — (1/p — 1)[] < CN~'2, Since Ly > p/2 on Q3 and
since x — =2 is bounded and globally Lipschitz continuous on [p/2,00), we can write

- (- )| Ll o)

<O(1Zx = plp(1 = p) + [|ILx = Ly ix[3 = p(1 = p)]).

The conclusion follows, since as recalled in points (i) and (iii) above, E[[Ly —p|]] £ CN~! and
El|l[Ly — Ly1n|3 — p(1 —p)|] < CN~V/2.

Step 4. Gathering Steps 1, 2 and 3, we immediately deduce that E[1qz U —(1/p - 1)) <
CN~1/2. Since now Vy < 2 on Q3 by Lemma( i), [V — Vnin|3 = (Vn )QUN < 4UX | whence
of course, E[1qz |[Vy — Vn1n][3] < C. O

5.2. Preliminary analytic estimates. We recall the following lemma, relying on some results
of Feller [14] on convolution equations, that can be found in [I3] Lemma 26-(b)].

Lemma 41. Let ¢ : [0,00) — [0,00) be integrable and such that fo t)dt > 1. Assume also that
t— f0t|dw(s)| has at most polynomial growth and set 'y = > - *"(t ) Consider oo > 0 such that
fooo e~ *)(t)dt = 1. There are 0 < ¢ < C such that for allt >0, 1+ Ty € [ce*,Ce®!].

Based on this, it is not hard to verify the following result.

Lemma 42. Assume A. Recall that oy was defined in Remark@ such that pfooo e~ lo(t)dt = 1
and that py was defined, for each N > 1, in Lemma . We now set TN = ano PR " (t). For
any n > 0, we can find Ny > 1 and 0 < ¢;, < (), (depending only on p,p and n) such that for all
N > N,, on Q%, forallt >0, 1+TV € [c, e(a" mt, O el@otmi],

Proof. We only prove the result when n € (0, ap), which of course suffices. We consider ,0,‘7“ >
p > p, defined by I e~ (ot ()dt = 1/p;} and I e (@o=Mty()dt = 1/p, . We put rpt =
ano(p;‘)"go*"(t) and '™ = > nsolon )™ (t). Applying Lemma |41f with ¢ = i and with
¥ = p, ¢, we deduce that there are some constants 0 < ¢, < C}, such that for all ¢ > 0, cpeldomt <
L4+ TP < 14+TPT < el But on 0%, we know from Lemma [34] that py € [p(1 —
N=3/8/2),p(1 + N=3/8/2)]. Thus for N large enough, we clearly have py € [p;,p;], so that
N e [1~,T7]. The conclusion follows. O

We next gather a number of consequences of the above estimate that we will use later.

Lemma 43. Assume A. Recall that oy was defined in Remark[3, that py was defined in Lemma

and that TN = Y ns0 PN (). We also put v = uN~—1/? > >0 ||A}(,1N||2f0tscp*"(t — s)ds.
For any n > 0, we can find Ny, > 1, t, > 0 and 0 < ¢;, < C,, (depending only on p, 1, and 1)

such that for all N > N, on Q%,
(i) for allt >0, v < Cne(aoJrn)t’
(i) for all t > t,, v)¥ > c,el0=mt
(iii) for all t >0, 37, <o pR (2N~ 3/8 L"/Qth it —s)ds < Oy,
(iv) for allt >0, 3=~ panoe @0 FM)s/2px0 (¢ — g)ds < C,yel*otnt,

(0) for allt >0, 3,50} fy5*" (t = 5)ds < Cyel0Fn",
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(vi) for all t >0, [! [ITN TN e(cotn(is)grds < O, 2o+t

Proof. We fix n > 0 and work with N large enough and on Q% so that we can use Lemmas
and [4

We start with (i). We know from Lemma (iii) that ||[A%1n|l2 < 2V/Np, whence v)¥ <
2/’Lfgsrﬁsd8 S Onf(fse(O‘O'i'n)(t_s)ds = Cne(o‘ﬂ‘i'n)tfgse_(om'i'n)sds S Cne(OZO'i‘n)t.

The LHS of point (iv) is nothing but fge(a0+")s/2f,{\f_sds < Cnfge(a°+")s/2e(a°+")(t’s)ds =
Cne(aﬂ+77)tf0te*(a0+n)s/2d8 S Cne(o‘0+n)t.

Point (v) follows from point (iv).

The LHS of point (vi) is smaller than C,,fotfge(aﬁ”)(t”)e(o‘””)(t’s)e(o“)*”)(rm)drds, which
equals 2C, fte("0+")(t_3) fos elaotm(t=r)g(aotmrdrds = 20 62(a0+")tftse_(a0+7’)sds < Cnez(a0+")t.

Setting A = [ ¢(t)dt, the LHS of (iii) is bounded by -, - (Apn)™ (2N ~3/8)1"/2] which is itself
bounded by ZnZO(QAp) (2N—3/8)In/2] since py < 2p on Q3 by Lemma This is uniformly
bounded, as soon as N is large enough so that 2Ap(2N ~3/8)1/2 < 1/2,

We finally check (ii). We know from Lemma(iii) that, on Q%;, [|A%1y]]2 > \/ﬁp}{[/Q, whence
vN > (11/2) f(fsf{v Jds > (u/2) ff sTN .ds > (u/2) ftt;l I'Ndsift > 2. By Lemma we thus have

> (u/2) f (cne(o‘0 ms —1)ds > (p/2)[epel®~M(E=2) —1]. The conclusion easily follows: we
can find ¢, > 2 and cp > 0 such that for all ¢t > t,), vt > c,,e(o‘0 mt, O
5.3. Preliminary stochastic analysis. We now prove a few estimates concerning the processes

introduced in Notation @ We recall that oy was defined in Remark [5| and that py and Vi were
defined in Lemma We start from Lemma [11|to write (with as usual ¢*O(t — s)ds = 6,(ds))

(12) Eo[ZN] _“Z /sgp t—s)ds}ANlN—vt Vy + 1Y
n>0
(13) UN =zZVN — [zl = Z/ "t —s)AxMNds = MY + IV,
n>0
where
A¥l

(14) oV = Z I N||2/ Tt — s)ds,

n>0

AR N ]2
(15) N=u / "t —s)ds| |[Ay1ly — ———=—Vn |,
> | s - 152

(16) J,{V_Z/ (it — s) AR MY ds.

n>1

As usual, we denote by IZ"N and JZ’N the coordinates of I and J¥ and by I and JV their
empirical mean. We start with some upperbounds concerning Ziv and Uiv .

Lemma 44. Assume A. For all n > 0, there are N, > 1 and C;, > 0 such that for all N > Ny,
allt >0, on Q?V,
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(i) maxiz,..., v Bo[(Z;™)?] < Cpe2lootnt,

(’LZ) max;=1,...,.N Eg[(UZ’N)Q] < Cn(N—leQ(Olo-‘rn)t + e(ozo-‘rn)t)}

(iii) Ba[(UN)?] < C,,N~te2(@otmt,
Proof We fix > 0 and work with IV large enough and on 0%, so that we can use Lemmas
and [4

Step 1. We first verify that |[Eg[Z]||ee < Cyel®0 ¥t Using and that [|[A%1n]|eo < Cp%
for all n > 0 by Lemma [35}(vii), we see that ||Eg[Z]||oc < CYnso P’;ﬁ;fotscp*”(t — s)ds, whence
the conclusion by Lemma {43t (v).

Step 2. We next show that for all i = 1,..., N, Eg[(J7"™V)?] < C,N~1e2(@0tnt We start from
, which gives us

N
o[(J)?] Z // Tt — 1) (t —s) ZA (i, 5) A% (i, k)Eo [MIN MFENdrds.

m,n>1 Jik=1
But we know from Remark [10| that Eq[M}N MFN] = l{j:k}Eg[Zﬂ’,\s] < Cplyjopyelaotmrns)
by Step 1. Furthermore, Zjl A (i, AR (i, 5) < [|A%eill2||AReills < CNT1pRT™ by Lemma
(vii) (because m,n > 1). We thus find, recalling that T'}Y = > >0 P (1), that

_ t gt
Eg[(JZ,N)2] _ Canl/ / Fi\irri\ise(angn)(r/\s)drd&
0 Jo

The conclusion follows from Lemma [43}(vi).

Step 3. Point (ii) follows from the facts that U™ = MIN 40N that Bo[(MPY)2] = e[ 20N <
Cyel@otnt by Remark and Step 1 and that Eg[(J;V)?] < €, N~1e2(@0tmt by Step 2.

Step 4. Since ZiN = Eg[ZiN] 4+ UPN, we deduce from Steps 1 and 3 that Ee[(Z1")?] <
O,y (eMaotmt o glaotmt 4 N=1e2(ao+mty < O, e2(@0+Mt whence point (i).

Step 5. Finally, we write UYN = M} + JN. Tt is clear from Step 2 that Eo[(JN)?] <
CnN_leQ(a‘J"‘”)t. Remark m implies that Eg[(M}N)?] = N2 sz\;1 Ey [ZZ’N] < CnN_le(a‘)"‘”)t
by Step 1. Point (iii) is checked. O

We next show that the term IV is very small in the present scales.

Lemma 45. Assume A. For all n > 0, there are Ny > 1 and C;, > 0 such that for all N > N,
allt >0, on Q%, [|IV||2 < C,N/3t.

Proof We fix 7 > 0 and work with N large enough and on 03, so that we can use Lemmas
and [43| Using the Minkowski inequality and then Lemma (111) (v), we find

AR N2 H
< _ n [ A% 1Nz
I uz[/w (1 syis] [y — 282 |
<6’Utz / *n dS N1/2 n(2N 3/8)\_n/2j+1
n>0

t
<12tV S pr (N8 /2 / St — s)ds.
n>0 0
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The conclusion follows from Lemma [43}(iii). O

We now study the empirical variance of JV.

Lemma 46. Assume A. For all n > 0, there are Ny > 1 and C;, > 0 such that for all N > Ny,
allt >0, on Q% Bp[||[IN — JN1x]3] < Cylel0tt + N7 |Vy — Viy1y||3e2(@0+mi],
Proof. As usual, we fix n > 0 and Work with N large enough and on Q%, so that we can use

Lemmas [35| and Starting from and using the Minkowski inequality, we find

Eo[|3N — 211/2 < Z/ n(t — 8)Eql|| AR MY — AL NN 1y][2]"/2ds.

n>1

But using Remark [10] and then Lemma [44}(i), we see that

N
Balll A MY — AR ML ZEe[(zAsz MY = 5 3 Ak M) |
i k=
- 1 |
Z (A% G.d) — 5 - Ak, 5)) Eol22"]

<Gl S e - TG
j=1
Using next that, for all z,y € RV, ‘||x — Z1n||2 — |ly — 71n]l2| < l|# — yll2 (with the notation
z=N"1 Zf\il x;and = N1 vazl Yi), we write

||An€‘—W1N||2 <HA"e —MVNH MHV VN1N||2
NE€j N€j >||[4NE N 2+ NI
Ax - n |[Vn — Vn1n]|2
<l N€j||2(12(2N 3/8)L /2] +T)

by Lemma ( i). Since ||[A%e;|l2 < Cp%/V'N by Lemma [35}(vii) (because n > 1), we conclude
that

_ Vi — V1
Bl AR M AR DT Ly|51/2 <Cyelortno/2gg (an=o/sinve) 4 V= Tz

VN
Consequently,
||VN_‘_/N1N||2 K 2
Eq[||JN — 912 <0, N ( (2N3/8)n/2) —) Pt — s)el @0t 2ds
j "2 rh W
t
<Ot S g N/ [ sy
n>1 0
||VN VN1N||2 Z / n(t — s)el@0tms/2gg
n>1

VN — VN1N|\2€(ao+n)t
VN
by Lemma [43}(iii)-(iv). This completes the proof. O

SC’ne(o‘O“'n)t/Q +C,



STATISTICAL INFERENCE VERSUS MEAN FIELD LIMIT FOR HAWKES PROCESSES 47

The last lemma of the subsection concerns the martingale M. In point (ii) below, (-, -) stands
for the usual scalar product in R,

Lemma 47. Assume A. For all n > 0, there are Ny > 1 and C;, > 0 such that for all N > N,
allt >0, on Q%,

(i) Bg[||M} — MM 15][3] < C, Neleotnt,

(ii) BEo[(MY — M1y, Vy — Vn1y)?] < Cy|[Viy — Vil |[3eleotm?,

i) setting XN = |[MN — MN1y||2 = NZY, we have Eg[|XN|] < C,,v/Nelootnt,
2 t n

Proof. We fix n > 0 and work with N large enough and on Q% so that we can use Lemmas
and [43]

To check point (ii), we write Eo[(MY — MN1y,Vy — VNlN) ] = Eg [(M,{V, Vv — VNlN) | =
Eg[(Zivzl(VN(i) — Vn)M]"™)2]. By Remark | this equals Z (VN (i) =V Vv )2E[ 2!, which is
controled by C, ||V — Vy1y|3el@0+mt by Lemma ( ).

For point (iii), we first observe that XY = Y,V fN(]\ZfN) where Y,V = |[MY||3 - NZN. Using
as usual Remark |10} we deduce that Eg[N(M}N)?] = N—1 ZZ LEg[Z)N] < Cpel@ot )t by Lemma
(i). Next, we see that ||[MN|3 = Zf;l(MZN) = 222 1fOMz NdM;N + Zi:l ZiN | since
for each i, [M*N, M*N], = Z'N | see Remark Thus YN = 227:1 fOtMSZ_NdM;N The mar-
tingales ng;,NdM;N are orthogonal and [ [, MUNdMBN, [ MY dMiIN], = fJ(szv)deQN <
zpN SUP[0,4 (M>N)2. As a conclusion,

_421130{/ (MN)2az | <4Z]E9[ (Zi™)? /Ee[sup(Mi’N)4

}1/2
0.4 '
Using again that [M®N, M*N], = Z'" and the Doob inequality, we see that Eg [supjo, (MIN)"] <
CJE@[(Z?N)Q]. This shows that Eg[(V;V)2] < C vazl Eg[(ZZ’N)Q] < C,,Ne2(“0+")t by Lemma(i).
Hence Eo[|V;V|] < Cyv/Nel®+" and Eo[| X]V[] < Eo[|V;V|] + E[N(M;Y)?] < Cyv/Nelootnr,
Finally, (i) follows from (iii), since Eq[||MY — MM 1n|3] < Eo[|XY|] + NE¢[Z}] and since
NE¢[ZN] < C,Nel@otmt by Lemma (1) again. O

5.4. Conclusion. We now conclude the proof of Theorem [6] We recall that

NoziN _ZN\2 N ZN _ ZN1y|2 = NZN
U= |3 () - g tan = B ?Zg]vv)|2|2 “|1zesor

1=

that Viy was introduced in Lemma [34] and that

yN — ZN: (VN(Q - VN)2 Vi - vl
- i=1 Vn (V)2

We first proceed to a suitable decomposition of the error.

Remark 48. Assume that p € (0,1]. We introduce DY = [UYN — (1/p — 1)| and recall that v¥
was defined in , There is No (depending only on p) such that for all N > Ny, on the event
03, 1 {ZN = ol A > 0},

DY < 16D +128||Vy — V1|30V + Ul — (1/p — 1)),
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where

1
(vf")
Proof. We work with N sufficiently large so that we can apply Lemma We obviously have
DN < Ul —uX| + UL — (1/p — 1)|. We next write, on the event Q% N {ZN > vV /4 > 0},

1
(Z])?

% WEAR
+1IVi = vl (5w ) -
i

_ _ _ ZN
D = 5|12 — 21Nl —NZtN—(UiN)QHVN—VNlNHg’ and D{"* = ‘UftN _VN‘~
t

U — U] <z (12 = 21N = NZY - )2 Vi - VLl

o
(V)?
<16DN! +128]|Vy — Vi 1y||2D) 2.

We used that on the present event, (Z;¥)~2 <16(v})~2, that Vy > 1/2 (see Lemma (ii))7 that
(ZN JulN) > 1/4 and that, for all z,y > 1/4, |72 — y~2| < 128]|z — y|. O

We now treat the term Dév 2,

Lemma 49. Assume A. For all n > 0, there are N, > 1, t, > 0 and C,, > 0 such that, for all
N > N, allt > t,, on QX,

(i) Eg[D;*] < Cye®™ (N7V/2 4 e7o0t),

(ii) Pro(Z) <ol /4) < Cp et (N~V2 4 emaot),
Proof. As usual, we fix n > 0 and consider N > N, and t > t,, and we work on 03 so that we can
apply Lemmas [35] and

Recalling ([12)-(13), we write ZY = E¢[Z)] + UY = v)'Vy + IY + U}, whence DN? <
()Y IN| + |UY]). But we infer from Lemma [45| that [IN| < N=V2||IN]||y < CtN/8-1/2)
which is obviously bounded by Cpe™. Next, we know from Lemma [44}(iii) that Eo[|TN|] <
CyN~1/2elec0tmt  We deduce that Eg[D; *] < C,(vN)~'e™[1 + N~1/2e!]. But since t > t,, we
know from Lemma (ii) that v)¥ > c,e(* =™ This completes the proof of (i).

By Lemma (ii), Vn > 1/2. Thus ZN < v /4 implies that D}? = |ZN /oN — Vy| > 1/4.
Hence Pry(ZYN < vl /4) < 4E4[DN?] and (i) follows from (i). O

Lemma 50. Assume A. For all n > 0, there are N, > 1, t,, > 0 and C,, > 0 such that, for all
N > N,, allt >t,, on Q%,

_ 1 VN  V/N\3/2
ElD}"] < Cy(1+ 1V~ VatnIBe™ (o + 5 + (Ga) )

Proof. We fix n > 0 and consider N > N, and ¢ > t, and we work on Q3% so that we can apply
Lemmas 35| and Recalling (12)-(13), we write ZY = oMV + I + M} + IV and

1

(v")?

6a0t

DI = g I = I L+ 3 — TN L} + MG — MY 13— N2
+ 2T — NN + I — TN 1n, o (Vv — Vvly) + MY — MM 1)

+2v,fV(VN—VN1N,M£V—]\7[tN1N).
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Recalling that XV = ||[MY — MN1y|2 — NZV, see Lemma we deduce that

1
(vf¥)?

DY < s 20 = Vw3 + 209 — T + X2

+2(/ = YNl + (13 = JV ) 0|V = VvLn]lz + [IMEY = MY 1yl2)
+ 2’0,{\,|(VN — VNlN,MiV — MtN]-N)l‘

We know from Lemma (i)—(ii) that v > c,e(®=™ and v}y < Cpel®tM! from Lemma
that |[IN — IN1y]ls < |[IN]l2 < C,N¥8t < C,N'/8em and from Lemma that Egl||JN —
JN1n||3] < Oy ettt 4 N1 |Viy — V1| |2e2(@o+m!]. And Lemmatells us that Eg[| XV[] <
CyV/Neleotnt Byl MN — MN1x|3] < C,Nel@ott and Eo[[(MY — MM 1n,Vy — Vly)|] <
CyllVn — Va1y||zel®t /2 Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we find

Eo[DN!) SCn(1+||VN—VN1N||§)6_2(Q°_")t (N1/4e2nt + [eleotmt 4 N=1e2(e0tn)t] . N1/2e(cotn)t
+ [N1/8€77t + elaotm)t/2 4 N71/2e(ao+n)t}[6(ao+n)t + N1/26(ao+n)t/2} + 63(ao+n)t/2).
We easily deduce that
N,1 R v 2\ 4nt —1/2 —aot/2 1/2 —aopt 5/8 ,—3aot/2
Eo[D}"] <Cy(1+ IV = VL [§)e™ (N 712 4 emo0t/2 4 N1/2ema0t o NO/Se ).

To conclude, it suffices to notice that e~®0t/2 < N—1/2 4 N1/2¢—aot apd that N5/8e—3x0t/2 <

N3/4e=3a0t/2 — (N1/2¢—a0t)3/2, 0
We now have all the weapons to give the

Proof of Theorem[f We assume A and fix n > 0.

Step 1. Starting from Remark [48 and using Lemmas [A9]and [50}, we deduce that there is N, > 1,
t, > 0 and C), > 0 such that for all N > N, all t > ¢,,

(3] s ()

Loz Eo [I{sz vl /4>0)

_ 1 VN (VN\3/2
+Cn193v(1+\|VN—VN1NH§)64”t(ﬁ+m+( ) )

6Oégt

which implies, by Proposition [0} that

1 1 VN  [VN\3/2
E[]-Q?VO{Z?’ZU?]/4>O}‘U1€N_(E - 1) H S Cne4nt(\/>7N + eaot + ( ) )

and thus, for all € € (0,1),

eaot

uy - (% - 1)‘ >5) S%e4nt(i+ VN n (\/N)B/z)

Pr (Q?\,, zZN >N /4 >0,

— \/N eaot eaot
<O e (; N ﬂ).
- I3 \/N eaot

For the last inequality, we used that either N'/2¢~®! > 1 and then the inequality is trivial or
N1/2e=a0t < 1 and then (N1/2e=20%)3/2 < N1/2e=20t. But we know from Lemma ([43)-(ii) that
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v >0 on Q3 (because t > t,) and from Lemmas [33| and (ii) that

_ 1 1 N
Pr((Q3)¢ or Z) < v j4) < Ce N ¢ c,,e%t(— + e‘“ﬂt) < Cnem(— + \F)

VN VN et

whence finally,

1 C 1 N
pr (= (5-1)] 2 <o (5 + 20)
p € VN et
We have proved this inequality only for NV > N, and ¢ > t,, but it obviously extends, enlarging
C), is necessary, to any values of N > 1 and ¢t > 0.

Step 2. We next recall that P = ®U}), where ®(u) = (1 + u) '1(,>0} and observe that
p = ®(1/p—1). The function ® is Lipschitz continuous on [0, c0) with Lipschitz constant 1. Thus
for any € € (0,1), |PN — p| > ¢ implies that either [UN — (1/p —1)| > e or U} < 0, so that in any
case, |[UYN — (1/p—1)| > min{e, (1/p—1)}. We thus conclude from Step 1 that for any N > 1, any
t>0,any ¢ € (0,1),

C 1 vN C 1 VN
Pr(|PN —p|>e) < n dnt (= < I ant( 2 .
(P —plze) “min{e, (1/p — 1)}6 (w/N + ea0t> =% ¢ (w/N + ea0t>

The proof is complete. O
Finally, we handle the
Proof of Remark[5 We assume A and fix n > 0. We know from Lemma49} (i) that for all N > N,),
t >ty 1g2 Bgl|(Z) /o) — V|l < C,e?™(N~Y/2 4 em0t) from Lemma |35 (ii) that Vy € [1/2,2]
(on Q%) and from Lemmathat Pr(Q%)>1- Ce=eN""" We also know from Lemma (i)—(ii)
that on Q% there are 0 < a,, < b, such that v} € [ane(("O*")t, bne(a“”)t]. We easily deduce that,
still for N > N, and ¢ > t,,
Pr(ZtN ¢ [(an/g)e(ao—n)t,2bne(ao+n)tb < Ce—cN'* +C,,62’7t(N_1/2 4 oty

We conclude that for any 1 € (0, a0/2), lim¢—so imy 00 Pr(Z) € [(a,,/2)e(@0 Mt 2b, e(@0tm)t]) =
1. This of course implies that for any 7 > 0, lim;_,o0 limpy 00 Pr(ZY € [elc0=mt eleotmt]y =1 [

6. DETECTING SUBCRITICALITY AND SUPERCRITICALITY

Proof of Proposition[]. We first assume H(1). We then know from Lemma [T6}(i) with r = 1 that,
on Ok, Eg[Z]N] < Ot < e(logt)2/2 for all ¢ large enough, say for all ¢ > ¢,. We also know from
Lemmathat, still on Q%, Eg[|Z)N —Eo[Z]N]|] = Eo[|UN ] < C(t/N)'/? and from Lemmathat
Pr[(Q})¢] < Ce=N. We easily deduce that

Prlog(Z{') > (log)?) <Pr(Q4)°) + Pr(Qy, Bo[ 2] > (8" /2 00 | 2] — By [Z}Y]| 2 81" 2)

Soech + C(t/N)1/267(logt)2

for all t > ty. Enlarging C if necessary, we conclude that for all ¢t > 1, Pr(log(Z") > (logt)?) <
C’e_CN +Ct1/2€_(10gt)2.

We next assume A and we fix n € (0,a0). We know from Lemma [49}(ii) that for all N > N,
and t > t,, on Q% Prg(ZN < o]N/4) < Cpe?'(N71/2 + e=20t) | from Lemma (i)—(ii) that, still
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on Q%, vy > cpelco™mt > 4ellogt)? (enlarging the value of ¢, if necessary). Finally, Lemma
tells us that Pr((Q%)°) < Ce=N""". We thus see that

Pr(log(Z{) < (logt)?) <Pr((Q3)°) + Pr(Q%, 2\ <v}Y/4)
SC’eiCNl/4 + C'neQ"t(N*l/2 + e~ 0t)
Scne2nt(N—1/2 + e—aot).

All this shows that for all n € (0,a0), we can find C;, and tn such that for all ¢ > ¢, and all
N > N,, Pr(log(Z]) < (logt)?) < C,e*"*(N~1/2 + e=@0!). We easily conclude that for all 5 > 0,
there is C,, such that for all N > 1 and all t > 1, Pr(log(Z}¥) < (logt)?) < C,,e2™(N~1/2 4 e~ot)
as desired. O

7. NUMERICS

We say that we are in the independent case when the family (6;;)1<; j<n isi.i.d. and Bernoulli(p)-
distributed, as in the whole paper. We say we are in the symmetric case when the family
(0ij)1<i<j<n is 1i.d. and Bernoulli(p)-distributed and when 6;; = 6;; for all 1 < i < j < N.
We will see that this does not change much the numerical results (with the very same estimators).
Also, we assume that we observe only (Z;’N)se[O,T],i:L...,K for some (large) K smaller than N.
The theoretical results of this paper only apply when K = N. We adapt the estimators as follows.
We introduce ZV5 = K1 Zf; 7z and

SN,K  5N,K
eNK _ Ly — 2y

K , ,

PNE _ N Z;%N —zpN eNK 2 NgN,K

=T p _EZ — =& —TET
i=1

t

2t/A
N - _ 2
NK _ ozNK N.K NK _ N.K _ 7N.K N.K
Wiy =22584 —2ay » Wwhere Zy = = E , (ZkA — 24 1ya — A& ) )
k=t/A+1

as well as N K
sub,N,K __ N,K 1,N,K N,K - N,K
PA,T = &3 (5T/2 ’VT/Z ) WA,T/Z T K gT/z )v
with @ defined in Corollary [l We added the absolute value around the last argument of ®3 for
practical reasons: by this way, PZ’?F’N’K is always well-defined (and seems closer to the reality
than W3 which is 0 when w < 0). This does not change the theory (since WIAV,’;(M — N;KKéév /f is
asymptoticaly positive, at least when N = K). We also put
UN’KZ {Ni(Z%N_Z¥7K>2— N }1 5N, K and ’PsuP’N’Kzil 1, ~vK
T K & ZIIY,K ZéV,K {ZN ¥ >0} T uj]}],K 1 >0y

We set A; = t/(2[t%/13]), which corresponds to the (quite arbitrary) choice ¢ = 12, and

~N, K _ Psub,N,K

NK
Pr Ar " Liog(2Y ) <(og T2y T P

1{10g(2¥‘K)>(10gT)2}'

7.1. Choice of the estimators. Let us explain briefly how we have modified the estimators
when observing only (Z;"N)se[O,T],i:l,m’K. We adopt the notation of Section [2| in particular
An(i,j) = N716;;, and we follow the considerations therein.

In the subcritical case, we recall that Qn = (I — AAx)~! and that £x(i) = Zjvzl Qn(i, 7).
Following closely the argumentation of Subsection we expect that, for ¢ (and A) large and
in a suitable regime, we should have &V ~ wlX (where (8 = K1 Zfil In(i), VB ~
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PA(N/K) S5 (En (i) — £5)2, and WA ~ u(N/K?) S (S5 Qn (i, )2En (). Recalling now
that {n (i) ~ 1+ A(1 — Ap)~'Lx (i) and that NLy is a vector composed of i.i.d. Binomial(V,p)
random variables, we expect that & ~ uE[(x(1)] ~ p/(1 — Ap) and V"5 ~ 2 NVar (€5 (1)) ~
u2A%p(1—p)/(1—Ap)? for N, K and t large. For the last estimator, one first has to get convinced,
following again the arguments of Subsection that Zf; Qn(i,j) ~ 14 (K/N)Ap/(1 — Ap) if
jeA{l,...,K} while Zfil Qn(i,7) ~ (K/N)(Ap/(1 —Ap)) it j e {K +1,...,N}. Since we still
have £y (j) ~ 14 Ap/(1 — Ap) =1/(1 — Ap), we find that
N.K uN KAp 12 KAp 12 0 (N = K)u

Walk = g —ay) (r]r+ N(i- Ap)} V- K)[Nu - Ap)} )= 1—Ap? T KO—Ap)
Recalling that £Y ~ /(1 — Ap), we conclude that W]AVtK — (N = K)ENE /K ~ /(1 — Ap)3.
For N, K, t and A large, we thus should have

N-K 2AZp(1 —
Oy (EtN,K’VtN,K’ WzAvtK _ gtN,KD ~ @3( 1% A p( P) 1% ; ) —p.

K 1—Ap" (1—-Ap)?2 "(1-Ap)3
We introduce the conjectured limit of PZTI;;N’K as t — oo:
onr K N K
e N . - uN . . N-K -
PRt — g (w22 S (e () = )% | B S n 0,02 () = ==l ).
i=1 j=1 i=1

In the supercritical case, we follow Subsection and deduce that for ¢ large, we should have
UMt ~ (N/f()(\?}{,()_2 ZZ.K:l(VN(i) — V)2 where Vi is the Perron-Frobenius eigenvector of Ay
and where Vi = K-1 Zfil Vn(i). Recalling now that Vi is almost colinear to Ly and that
NLy is a vector composed of i.i.d. Binomial(N,p) random variables, we conclude that indeed,
it should hold that U ~ N(E[Vx(1)])~2Var (Vy(1)) ~ 1/p — 1 for N, K and ¢ large, whence

P N-E ~ ) Here we introduce the conjectured limit of PF*P™V5 as ¢ — oo

K
N _ -1

sup,N,K V(i VE)2
P = (1 K(VE)? ;:1:( v (2) N) ) .

7.2. Numerical results. From now on, we assume that ¢(t) = aexp(—bt) for some a,b > 0,
which satisfies all our assumptions and is easy to simulate. We also always assume that a = 2 and
b =1, whence A = 2. We did not find interesting different behaviors when using other values.

On all the pictures below, we plot the time evolution of the three quartiles, using 1000 sim-
ulations, of ﬁiv K _ p, as a function of time ¢t € [0,7]. We always choose T in such a way that
ZN ~ 3000, so that on the right of all the pictures below, we always have more or less the same
quantity of data (for a given value of K). The curves are not smooth because we use only 1000
simulations, but this already takes a lot of time.

For a given simulation, we say that the choice is good when ﬁiV’K = PZZ’N’K and Ap < 1
or pif = prurNE and Ap > 1. When the choice is almost always good (that is, for a large
proportion of the simulations), we also indicate below the picture the three quartiles of p5% — p,
where pYK is the conjectured limit as t — oo of ﬁiv K given by pE = ng}goN K when Ap < 1

and pILE = P N-K when Ap > 1.

We start with the independent case. As the pictures below show, the estimation of p is more
. . . L. L. AN,K .
precise in the fairly supercritical case. Also, around the critical case, p, is far from always
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making the good choice, but this does not, however, produce too bad results. On the contrary, the
estimation of p when p is very small does not work very well.

Observe that the results with N = K = 1000 are most often not better than those with
N = K = 250. This is not so surprising for a given value of T, since our rate of convergence
resembles T-'N'/2 4 N=1/2 in the subcritical case and something similar in the supercritical case.

Finally, in all the trials below, it seems that [pY: — p| is much smaller than |p; "~ — p|.

Independent case, p = 0.85, u = 1 (fairly supercritical). The choice is always good for ¢ € [1,9.7].

Y

0.10
I

ER ey Ny,= 1000 | N = 1000
K= 250 LK = 1000
1 // ‘ NM/
g | g | ‘ ra g | [ e
S B W s ‘ (rf‘
,u/ ¥
2 / 2 L/ i
—0.0073,0.00097, 0.0091 —0.0067,0.0011,0.0080 —0.0038, 0.000086, 0.0041
These pictures illustrate that this situation (fairly supercritical) is quite favorable.
Independent case, p = 0.65, u = 1 (supercritical). The choice is always bad for ¢ € [14, 19].
ER ‘ R | Y N = 1000 R ‘ \ N = 1000
| K =250 ‘ b K =1000
:- 3 h 2 * 3
ﬂ Ny N
| l‘ S ‘
é “ Z ‘\ | /‘\MM.MW- é \"““M\/—-
[ W o |} P e
g 9 el v o ‘ Nm” \Jw
. 1o .
/

-0.10

T T T T T T T T T T T T
0 5 10 15 0 5 10 15 0 5 10 15

However, the error (using the wrong estimator) does not seem so large. The jumps correspond to jumps
of t = A;. This is particularly visible on these pictures because the time intervall is short. Let us mention
that the choice becomes good around t = 22.
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Independent case, p = 0.51, u = 1 (slightly supercritical). The choice is always bad for ¢t € [9, 62].

H0 N =250 ey F N N = 1000 g \ N = 1000
‘ W K =250 I K =250 “M% K = 1000
g ] u \ g ] M g ] AS
s ey S Ve N s N .
M " MU ‘ ‘ e { e
g (A Nt o 8 8 I
S ‘ J w o N e et ’1 .,—WMM"“’““"W*( l v M’ww"'w/vwwwm
Jw/ ) o f
R ‘ r«‘/“ R ! ER Iad
| / 11/
B i J o ‘ ﬁ ‘/" . ¥
R ‘“‘w‘ =R | g |

However, the error (using the wrong estimator) does not seem so large.

always good for ¢ € [17,20].

Independent case, p = 0.48, u = 20 (slightly subcritical). The choice is always bad for ¢ € [1,15] and

0.10
L

0.10
I

o 005
L
0.10
L

005
L

005
I

0
0

0.00

ST 3 T
‘ N = 250 “ N = 1000 | N = 1000
o ‘ K = 250 o | K = 250 . ‘ K = 1000
F ] ¢ [ 7]
|
| |
S5 I D R I |
—0.014,0.0010, 0.016 —0.015,0.0017,0.016 —0.0070,0.00078, 0.0076

We clearly see the change of choice around ¢t = 16.

Independent case, p = 0.35, p = 1 (fairly subcritical). The choice is always good for ¢ € (0, 900].

0.10
L
0.10
I

N = 250 N = 1000 N = 1000
K = 250 “ K = 250 K = 1000

005
L

00

-0.05

-0.10

0 200 400 600 800 0 200 400 600 800 0 200 400 600 800

—0.012,0.0012,0.014 —0.012,0.00072,0.015 —0.0065,0.00021, 0.0070
These results show that the bias is rather large, of the same order as the standard deviation.
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Independent case, p = 0.1, u = 1 (fairly subcritical). The choice is always good.

0.10
I

0.10
.

A

=
Z
|

N
o
<}

0.10
.

‘ ;
= { My = 1000
\, . K=250 K =250

005
L

005
I

Vi o,
Wty o

il l(w N = 1000
i K = 1000
w%

8 Y,

S e ""V*‘”M ‘ S A oy A

g W‘ S, 8 | | 8

g I LS e N e NN =1 r J'M‘,'L\Ww FM E oy g T e

v I Vi, pend ™ "

g g \‘ “M : ! " ™ g | e
;~"’Mﬂ/lﬂ’/~\"‘"ﬁw«% S ‘ \N '\J o M A e
‘N | N

L A L LR
—0.0038,0.0013,0.0067 —0.0045,0.00057,0.0061 —0.0021,0.00045, 0.0032

These pictures illustrate that this situation (p small) is not quite favorable.

Independent case, p = 0, u = 1 (subcritical). The choice is always good.

T T T T T T T
0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000

This is catastrophic.

In the symmetric case, we obtain very similar numerical results.

Symmetric case, p = 0.85, = 1 (fairly supercritical). The choice is always good for ¢ € [1,9.7].

2 El| Y Ell Y,
BN W N = 250 3 " N, = 1000 s Y N = 1000
W K =250 K= 250 \K = 1000
KA \\ “\
0 \ m It 0 \
ER ER by ER S
} ™ ‘ " \\“
o ‘ W -
8 | s ] g e
E ’ R S i 1 g T A -
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0 2 p s . M 0 2 . . s 10 2 . s s 1

—0.0057,0.0021, 0.0091 —0.0062, 0.0012, 0.0084

—0.0029, 0.00079, 0.0044
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Symmetric case, p = 0.65, u = 1 (supercritical). The choice is always bad for ¢ € [14,19].

ER [ R I n N = 1000 g V W N = 1000
‘ Y, K =250 Y, K =1000
| o a0

|| e |

e e
T Tl
8 8 | ] T
H ragie [ R 2o
‘ s ‘ ) N

g ER 7 ER 7
‘ / ‘ /

. . P ) | P

cR I N S AV S S I S

o s w0 M o s 0 5 0 s © M
Symmetric case, p = 0.51, u = 1 (slightly supercritical). The choice is always bad for t € [9, 62].
Y p ) M Yy sup y
T ] ! 2 \
T . I
‘ \ n‘y\ M.\ ‘ A\
e Y e
N uwf"‘w»\.. ‘ N ’H.(WM
o \ M I —
g Py [ e g I 8
b \ . ‘ o
ey N = 250 ‘ N =1000 v N = 1000
. i K =250 R \ w K =250 . o K = 1000
$1 Y EN v $1 i
‘ N, /
| |
. . f .
R ER| ’\ ‘ ¥ ER f

Symmetric case, p = 0.48, u = 20 (slightly subcritical but large p). The choice is always bad for ¢ € [1, 15]
and always good for ¢ € [17,20].

g I | |
S ‘ 3 g ‘ “‘ S
f
‘ |
8 8 8 “
ST S S \i
N = 250 [ N = 1000
o K = 250 o o K = 1000
o . s |
o 5 10 15 20 [ 0 5 10 15 20

—0.014,0.00095, 0.018 —0.013,0.0020, 0.017 —0.0074, 0.00053, 0.0078
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Symmetric case, p = 0.35, u = 1 (fairly subcritical). The choice is always good for ¢ € (0, 900].

21 N = 250 2 N = 1000 =h N = 1000
K =250 A K = 250 K = 1000
I 1
‘ it "
o R | ' Ww-mm,ﬁ.mxwmwﬁmw o |
Q O O ‘ ‘V/'WfnN*{“.rmmwmevM""'Mwww
. g e w

0 200 400 600 800 0 200 400 600 800 0 200 400 600 800

—0.010,0.0021, 0.0165 —0.012,0.0021,0.018 —0.0067,0.0011,0.0075

Symmetric case, p = 0.1, u = 1 (fairly subcritical). The choice is always good.

| T | 24 i
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? 1 \r T T T T ? 1 T . T T T T ? ) T £ T T T T
—0.0030, 0.0029, 0.0087 —0.0043, 0.00091, 0.0029 —0.0022, 0.00056, 0.0029

Finally, we discuss the practical choice of A.

Independent case, u = 1, p = 0.35 (fairly subcritical), with 7" = 900 and N = K = 1000. On the left, we
have plotted PzszT’ N-K _ ) as a function of A € [1,15] obtained with one simulation. On the right, we have
plotted the quartiles of the same quantity using 1000 simulations.
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Our (arbitrary) choice Ar = T/(2|T%*|) ~ 4.1 secems rather suitable: we see on the right picture that

the “optimal” A lies between 4 and 6. This is mainly due to chance and probably depends strongly on the

parameters of the model. We see on the left picture that given one set of data, KPZ%N’K varies a lot.
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