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Abstract

A continuous-time multi-state history is semi-Markovian, if an intensity to

migrate from one state into another, depends on the duration in the first state.

Such duration can be formalised as covariate, entering the intensity process

of the transition counts. We derive the integrated intensity process, prove

its predictability and the martingale property of the residual. In particular,

we verify the usual conditions for the respective filtration. As a consequence,

according to Nielsen and Linton (1995), a kernel estimator of the transition

intensity, including the duration dependence, converges point-wise at a slow

rate, compared to the Markovian kernel estimator, i.e when ignoring depen-

dence. By using the rate discrepancy, we follow Gozalo (1993) and show that

the (properly scaled) maximal difference of the two kernel estimators on a ran-

dom grid of points is asymptotically χ2
1-distributed. As a data example, for

a sample of 130,000 German women observed over a period of nine years, we

model the mortality after dementia onset, potentially dependent on the disease

duration. As usual, the models under both hypotheses need to be enlarged to

allow for independent right-censoring. We find a significant effect of dementia

duration, nearly independent of the bandwidth.
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1 Introduction

Continuous-time multi-state Markovian histories (see e.g. Hougaard, 1999; Andersen

and Keiding, 2002; Kim et al., 2012) can be generalized to semi-Markov models (see

e.g. Limnios and Oprişan, 2001) to allow for dependence of the transition intensities

on state duration. In the analysis of morbidities, the duration since one health

event might influence the risk of another, even adjusted for age. For the relation

between stroke and dementia, Pendlebury and Rothwell (2009), as well as Corraini

et al. (2017), find descriptive evidence of differences in dementia hazard for different

elapses of stroke experiences. As examples from business operations research, Lando

and Skødeberg (2002) perform a Cox-test to draw conclusion for different transitions

between rating classes, dependent on the duration within a class. Koopman et al.

(2008) even fit a parametric semi-Markov model to rating histories.

In general, event histories are usually studied by means of counting processes (for

semi-Markov models, see Keiding, 1986) and for its asymptotic behaviour, one rou-

tinely decomposes them into integrated intensity process and a martingale. Among

the ‘usual regularity conditions’ for the filtration, the right-continuity requires ef-

fort. More specifically, the duration in the current state as a covariate allows esti-

mating the intensity of a progressive healthy-ill-dead history using a nonparametric

regression. Smoothing the integrated intensity process, as in a Nadaraya-Watson

regression, the estimator is asymptotically normal, when the assumptions of Nielsen

and Linton (1995, Theorem 1) hold true. The main assumption to be proven is

the martingale property of the process, which results from subtracting the rather

obvious compensator from the counting process. This can be achieved simply by

exploiting elementary properties of the conditional expectation. In order to make

the model useful for our event-history data, we extend all results to right-censored
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histories. We also cover the general case of a semi-Markov process, by which not only

chronic diseases like dementia can be treated, but also ‘jumps back’, i.e. non-chronic

diseases like infections. We then adopt a powerful test from Gozalo (1993) for the

omission of the state duration. The test compares the kernel estimators with and

without Markov assumption, scaled by the (estimated) standard errors of the unre-

stricted estimator. The maximal difference of the two, on a random grid of points,

is penalized to ensure that the maximum is unique. The test statistic, represented

as a martingale transform, is asymptotically χ2
1-distributed. As prerequisites, we

need to apply the Cramer-Wold device to derive a multivariate convergence of the

transition intensity estimator, and also need to show weak uniform consistency of

the standard error’s estimator. As the data example, we study whether the death

intensity depends on the time since a preceding dementia onset, or is only elevated

by the dementia disease itself. From a simple sample of 130.000 files from a German

health insurance company, we find, indeed, that the disease duration has an effect

on the mortality forecast for women.

2 Semi-Markov Model and Hypothesis

2.1 Characterisation and statistics

For the history X , let denote by S the finite set of possible states, and by (Ω,F, P )

the probability space. From a sequence of P -a.s. positive and not necessarily

independent ‘inter-arrival times’ T1, T2, ..., define the time of the mth transition

Zm :=
∑m

j=1 Tj,m ∈ N0 (especially Z0 = 0). Let S0, S1, ..., be a sequence of S-

valued random variables with Sj 6= Sj+1, j ∈ N0. Now we define the process X by
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X (t) :=
∑∞

m=0 1[Zm,Zm+1)(t)Sm for t > 0 and refer to it as semi-Markovian if

P (Sm+1 = s, Tm+1 ≤ x|(S0, Z0), ..., (Sm, Zm) = (r, z))

= P (Sm+1 = s, Tm+1 ≤ x|Sm = r, Zm = z)

= P (S2 = s, T2 ≤ x|S1 = r, T1 = z) =: F rs
z (x).

(1)

Similar to a Markov process, transition probabilities do not depend on the number

of past transitions, m, and the future depends on the current state Sm. The gen-

eralisation is that, additionally, the future may depend on the time since the last

transition, Tm.

We consider a heterogeneous process in which the transition intensities vary in

the (deterministic) time, namely age, (see e.g. Limnios and Oprişan, 2001, Chapt.

3). Conditional on the past, the distribution of Tm is described by its survival

function Srz(x) := 1−
∑

s∈S F
rs
z (x). We assume differentiability, denote f rsz := (F rs

z )′

and assume:

(L) f rsz (x)/Srz(x) are uniformly bounded across r, s ∈ S and z, x ∈ [0, 1].

Note that, by (L), f rsz (x) is also uniformly bounded because of Srz(x) < 1. Let us

further denote µ(t) :=
∑∞

m=0m1[Zm,Zm+1)(t) =
∑∞

m=1 1{Zm≥t} the number of jumps

of X until t. Being in t, it also indicates the index m, to which the state of X , Sm,

belongs. How often µ jumps will later help in finding bounds, and the following is

the result of a short calculation.

Lemma 2.1

There is a constant C, independent of k, r, d and t − d, such that for sufficiently

small h, P (µ(t+ h)− µ(t) ≥ k|Sm = r, Zm = t− d, Tm+1 > d) ≤ Ckhk.

In order to define the intensity of a transition from state r to state s, the duration

of X in its current state, D̃(t) :=
∑∞

m=0(t − Zm)1[Zm,Zm+1)(t), is important. It is
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(see Appendix A for proof):

lim
h→0

1

h
P (X (t+ h) = s|X (t) = r, D̃(t) = d,X (u), u ≤ t) =

f rst−d(d)

Srt−d(d)
=: αrs(t, d) (2)

When formulating the test later on, we will estimate αrs(t, d). We must select a

support and will use a compact set, without loss of generality t, d ∈ [0, 1]. We are

only interested in one particular pair {r 6= s}, so that we suppress the index in the

notation from now on. Also, it is easier to illustrate the proofs by specializing in a

model with only three progressive states. (It will also suffice for our data example

in Section 4.) The generalisation to the semi-Markov model will either have a proof

in the Appendix (e.g. Appendix B.2 for Theorem 2.1), or arguments will at least be

outlined, most of the time. This simplifies (X (t))t≥0 to X (t) := 1{t≥T1}+1{t≥T1+T2},

with joint density of T1, T2 denoted as fT1,T2 . Now the transition from s1 := 0 to s2 :=

1 is not of interest, because the duration equals the deterministic time. Accordingly

our interest is only in s3 := 2 and α(t, d) := α12(t, d) = limh→0+
1
h
P (X (t + h) =

2|X (t−) = 1, T1 = t − d) for 0 < d < t (simplifying (2)). Figure 1 illustrates an

outcome.

t

X (t)

s1 = 0

s2 = 1

s3 = 2

T1 T1 + T2

Figure 1: Realised history of progressive process X .

A short calculation using Witting (1985), Theorems 1.122 and 1.126, yields

α(t, d) =
fT2|T1=t−d(d)

ST2|T1=t−d(d)
. (3)

Because of its relevance in practice (including our data example), we account for
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independent right-censoring at a random time U and define Z1 := T1 ∧ U , as well

as Z2 := (T1 + T2) ∧ U . As usual (see e.g. Keiding, 1986), we only use the count

of an uncensored transition N(t) := 1{Z2≤t,U≥T1+T2}. The indicator of observable

risk becomes Y (t) := 1{Xt−=1,U≥t} = 1{Z1<t≤Z2} = 1{T1<t≤Z2} = 1{T1<t≤T1+T2}∩{U≥t}.

And the duration of X in state 1 is modified so as to only contain information if N

is under risk of jumping, D(t) := (t− T1)Y (t).

As a component of counting process theory, an important part of a process’

model is its filtration:

Ft := σ(N(u), D(u+), Y (u+), u ≤ t) (4)

The filtration needs to fulfil the (regular) Dellacherie conditions (see Fleming and

Harrington, 2011, Definition 1.2.4) in order to allow us the use of Nielsen and Linton

(1995), later on, in Section 3. Of the conditions, only the right-continuity is to

show. Now define the almost surely piecewise constant Dp(t) := T1Y (t) and note

that Ft = σ(N(u), Dp(u+), Y (u+), u ≤ t) due to Dp(t) = tY (t)−D(t), as a function

of the linear D. The right-continuity follows from Theorem 4.2.3 of Fleming and

Harrington (2011). Similar arguments for the semi-Markov process are omitted here.

2.2 Intensity process

In order to show asymptotic normality of an estimator for α̂ in the next Section 3.1,

we need the Doob-Meyer decomposition of N into compensator and martingale. For

the martingale we will then need to show a Lindeberg-Lévy condition.

Theorem 2.1

The intensity process of N is α(t,D(t))Y (t), note especially that it is predictable.

Furthermore, M(t) := N(t)−
∫ t

0
α(s,D(s))Y (s)ds is a martingale. Both statements

are with respect to Ft.

Proof. We start with the progressive model and without censoring. Predictability
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easily follows by the left-continuity of Y and D, as well as the continuity of α.

Without censoring we have the following simplifications of the progressive model

Y (t) = 1{X (t−)=1} = 1{T1<t≤T1+T2} and N(t) = 1{T1+T2≤t}. Let be 0 < s < t. To

begin with, note that the increments of M are given by

M(t)−M(s) = 1{s<T1+T2≤t} −
∫ t

s

Y (u)α12(u,D(u))du. (5)

We decompose Ω into the disjunct sets ‘The process jumps twice until time s.’, ‘The

process has no jump until time s.’ and ‘The process jumps once until time s.’ and

show that the conditional expectation of M(t)−M(s), given Fs, is zero separately:

E[M(t)−M(s)|Fs] = 1{T1+T2≤s}E[M(t)−M(s)|Fs]
∣∣∣
{T1+T2≤s}

+1{T1>s}E[M(t)−M(s)|Fs]
∣∣∣
{T1>s}

+ 1{T1≤s<T1+T2}E[M(t)−M(s)|Fs]
∣∣∣
{T1≤s<T1+T2}

(6)

For a random variable X : (Ω,A, P ) → (Ξ,B) and a set A ⊂ Ω define X|A : A →

Ξ by X|A(ω) = X(ω), ω ∈ A. On the first set {T1 + T2 ≤ s}, it is obviously

1{s<T1+T2≤t} = 0. On this set Y (u) ≡ 0 also holds. Hence, by inserting into (5),

we have 1{T1+T2≤s}E[M(t) −M(s)|Fs]
∣∣∣
{T1+T2≤s}

= 0. On the second set {T1 > s},

the conditional expectation must be constant, in the argument ω. We can see

this, because, by the factorisation lemma (see e.g. Bauer, 1992, Theorem 11.7),

the conditional expectation can be represented as the composition of a measurable

function with (N(u), D(u+), Y (u+))u≤s. These random variables are all identical

for all ω ∈ {T1 > s}. Thus, denote E[1{s<T1+T2≤t}|Fs]
∣∣∣
{T1>s}

=: c. For this c

holds, by definition of the conditional expectation, cP (T1 > s) =
∫
{T1>s} cdP =∫

{T1>s} 1{s<T1+T2≤t}dP

= P (s < T1, T1 + T2 ≤ t). Furthermore, for E
[∫ t

s
Y (u)α12(u,D(u))du|Fs

] ∣∣∣
{T1>s}

=:

7



c̃ we have:

c̃P (T1 > s) =

∫
{T1>s}

c̃dP =

∫
{T1>s}

∫ t

s

Y (u)α12(u,D(u))dudP

(i)
= ET1

[
E
[∫ t

s

1{s<T1<u≤T1+T2}α12(u, u− T1)du
∣∣∣T1 = t1

]]
(ii)
= ET1

[∫ t

s

1(s,u)(t1)α12(u, u− t1)P
(
T1 + T2 ≥ u

∣∣∣T1 = t1

)
du

]
(iii)
= ET1

[∫ t

s

1(s,u)(t1)
fT2|T1=t1(u− t1)

ST2|T1=t1(u− t1)
ST2|T1=t1(u− t1)du

]
(iv)
= ET1

[
1(s,∞)(t1)

∫ t

t1

fT2|T1=t1(u− t1)du

]
(v)
= ET1

[
1(s,∞)(t1)P (T1 + T2 ≤ t|T1 = t1)

] (vi)
= P (s < T1, T1 + T2 ≤ t)

For (i), as a notation ET1 [. . . ] :=
∫
. . . dPT1(t1). Furthermore, the integration

set is formulated as an indicator function, and then joined with Y (u). Accordingly,

the outer integral can be written as an expectation, and due to the law of the iter-

ated expectation, results in a conditional expectation. The argument D(u) can be

replaced by u−T1, because both are equal on {Y (u) 6= 0}. For (ii), we slip the con-

ditional expectation into the integral, use the multiplication theorem for conditional

expectations, in order to slip the T1-measurable factor outside the expectation. The

remaining expectation becomes a conditional probability. For (iii), due to (3), we

have - using Theorems 1.122 and 1.126 of Witting (1985) for the first identity:

P (T1 + T2 ≥ u|T1 = t1) =

∫
1[u−t1,∞)(t2)fT2|T1=t1(t2)dt2

=

∫ ∞
u−t1

fT2|T1=t1(t2)dt2 = ST2|T1=t1(u− t1)
(7)

Here, and from now on, integrals without borders extend over the interval [0, 1]. For

(iv), the conditional survival functions cancel, and with 1(s,u)(t1) = 1(s,∞)(t1)1(t1,∞)(u)

the second indicator function is formulated as an integral set. Now (v) is due to the
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following calculation, similar to (iii):

P (T1 + T2 ≤ t|T1 = t1) =

∫
1[0,t](t1 + t2)fT2|T1=t1(t2)dt2

=

∫ t−t1

0

fT2|T1=t1(t2)dt2 =

∫ t

t1

fT2|T1=t1(u− t1)du

In the last step, we substitute t2 = u− t1. Finally, (vi) results from

ET1
[
1(s,∞)(t1)P (T1 + T2 ≤ t|T1 = t1)

]
= E

[
1{T1>s}P (T1 + T2 ≤ t|T1)

]
= E

[
E
[
1{T1>s,T1+T2≤t}|T1

]]
= P (s < T1, T1 + T2 ≤ t),

so that c = c̃ and hence 1{T1>s}E[M(t)−M(s)|Fs]
∣∣∣
{T1>s}

= 0. It remains to investi-

gate the conditional expectation on the third set, {T1 ≤ s < T1 + T2} and we first

simplify E[·|Fs]
∣∣
{T1≤s<T1+T2}

= E[·|T1,1{T1+T2>s}]
∣∣
{T1≤s<T1+T2}

. The heuristic reason

for that is the following: When we know that event {T1 ≤ s < T1 +T2} has occurred,

the only information needed, to reconstruct the process until time s, is the outcome

of T1. The indicator function must be added to the condition, in order to render the

set {T1 ≤ s < T1 + T2} measurable, relative to the σ-Algebra of the condition. The

idea is formalised in Lemma A.1. To verify its conditions, recall the definition of Fs in

(4). Now, it is {T1 ≤ s < T1+T2} = {Y (s) = 1} ∈ Fs as well as {T1 ≤ s < T1+T2} =

{T1 ≤ s,1{T1+T2>s} = 1} ∈ σ(T1,1{T1+T2>s}). For the application of Lemma A.1 we

still need to check that σ(T1,1{T1+T2>s}|{T1≤s<T1+T2}) = σ((N(u), D(u+), Y (u+), u ≤

s)|{T1≤s<T1+T2}), using Lemma A.2. We define the Y (u)-measurable random variable

Wu := u1{Y (u)=1} +∞1{Y (u)=0}. For all ω ∈ {T1 ≤ s < T1 + T2} the following

holds on the one hand T1(ω) = inf{u ≤ s|Y (u, ω) = 1} = inf{W (u, ω)|u ≤ s} =

inf{W (q, ω)|q ≤ s, q ∈ Q} (as well as 1{T1+T2>s}(ω) ≡ 1), and on the other hand

N(u, ω) = 0, Y (u, ω) = 1{T1(ω)≤u} and D(u, ω) = (u− T1(ω))Y (u, ω) (all for u ≤ s).

Because especially inf : R̄N → R̄ is Borel-measurable, it follows that Lemma A.2
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may be applied. We inspect firstly,

E
[
1{s<T1+T2≤t}|T1 = t1

]
=

∫
1(s,t](t1 + u)fT2|T1=t1(u)du

=

∫
1(s−t1,t−t1](u)fT2|T1=t1(u)du =

∫ t−t1

s−t1
fT2|T1=t1(u)du

=

∫ t−t1

(s−t1)∨0

fT2|T1=t1(u)du =

∫ t

s∨t1
fT2|T1=t1(u− t1)du,

where again, Theorems 1.122 and 1.126 of Witting (1985) are used, together with

the a.s.-positivity of T2. Additionally, it holds that

E
[
1{s<T1+T2≤t}|T1 = t1,1{T1+T2>s} = 1

]
=

E
[
1{s<T1+T2≤t}|T1 = t1

]
P (T1 + T2 > s|T1 = t1)

,

because {s < T1 + T2 ≤ t} ⊂ {T1 + T2 > s}. The more general idea here is that for

A ⊂ B

E[1A|T = t,1B = 1] = P (A|T = t, B) =
P (A ∩B|T = t)

P (B|T = t)
=

E[1A|T = t]

P (B|T = t)
.

Conditional on 1{T1+T2>s} = 0, the result is zero with an analogous argumentation.

Furthermore we have:

E
[∫ t

s

Y (u)α(u,D(u))du

∣∣∣∣T1 = t1

]
(i)
=

∫ t

s

α(u, u− t1)E
[
1{T1<u≤T1+T2}|T1 = t1

]
du

(ii)
=

∫ t

s

1(t1,∞)(u)
fT2|T1=t1(u− t1)

ST2|T1=t1(u− t1)
P (u ≤ T1 + T2|T1 = t1)du

(iii)
=

∫ t

s∨t1

fT2|T1=t1(u− t1)

ST2|T1=t1(u− t1)
ST2|T1=t1(u− t1)du =

∫ t

s∨t1
fT2|T1=t1(u− t1)du

For (i) we interchange the integrations and slip the T1-measurable factor α out of

the conditional expectation. For (ii), we again slip a T1-measurable factor and use
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(3). For (iii) see (7). Again, we have

E
[∫ t

s

Y (u)α12(u,D(u))du

∣∣∣∣T1 = t1,1{T1+T2>s} = 1

]

=
E
[∫ t

s
Y (u)α12(u,D(u))du

∣∣∣T1 = t1

]
P (T1 + T2 > s|T1 = t1)

,

best seen in the above formula after step (i), because {T1 < u ≤ T1+T2} ⊂ {T1+T2 >

s} for all u > s. As a consequence, we have all in all

E
[
M(t)−M(s)|T1 = ·,1{T1+T2>s} = ·

]∣∣∣
{T1≤s<T1+T2}

= 0

and thereby also 1{T1≤s<T1+T2}E[M(t) −M(s)|Fs]|{T1≤s<T1+T2} = 0. This ends the

proof for the progressive model with completely observed histories. The right-

censored design requires some additional, but elementary, calculations with the de-

tails provided in Appendix B.1. For the semi-Markov process, the main effort is

that transitions can occur arbitrarily often and the details are in Appendix B.2.

2.3 Assumptions and hypotheses

We will need f(t, d), the density of D(t) conditional on {Y (t) = 1}. Further, we

denote y(t) := EY (t) = P (Yi(t) = 1) and write short x =: (t, d) and ϕ(x) =

ϕ(t, d) := f(t, d)y(t). Let be X = X1 ×X2 a two-dimensional subset of [0, 1]2, so

that each Xi is a compact interval. For x ∈ (0, 1)2, let N := [x− ε, x+ ε] ⊂ (0, 1)2

define the neighbourhood (with ε ∈ (0, 1)2). It is helpful to label some assumptions.

(D) The function ϕ is strictly positive on N .

(D’) It holds infx∈X ϕ(x) > 0.

(S) The function α is twice and the function ϕ once differentiable on N .

(S’) Both α and ϕ are continuous on X ;
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For a test on the omission of the second ‘covariate’ in α(t,D(t)) we define B :={
β : [0, 1]2 → [0,∞)

∣∣β(t, d1) = β(t, d2),∀t, d1, d2 ∈ [0, 1]
}
. Extending the definition

x = (t, d) to X(t) := (t,D(t)), the hypotheses are:

H0 : ∃ function β ∈ B, such that P
(
α(X(t)) = β(X(t)), t ∈ [0, 1]

)
= 1

H1 : ∀ functions β ∈ B holds P
(
α(X(t)) = β(X(t)), t ∈ [0, 1]

)
< 1

(8)

3 Test for Duration Dependence

We now assume a simple sample (N1, D1, Y1), . . . , (Nn, Dn, Yn). Note that from here

on, arguments hold for both the progressive model with censoring and the semi-

Markov model, because by Theorem 2.1 α(t,D(t))Y (t) is the intensity process for

both definitions of N , Y and D.

3.1 Smoothing conditions and estimators

We will estimate α by kernel smoothing. To this end, let k be a one-dimensional

density with moments κ1 :=
∫ 1

−1
v2k(v)dv and κ2 :=

∫ 1

−1
k(v)2dv. Now, for b > 0, let

be kb(·) := b−1k(·/b), bivariate K(u) := k(u1)k(u2) and Kb(u) := kb(u1)kb(u2).

Again, it is helpful to label some assumptions.

(K) The kernel function k is supported on [−1, 1], is symmetric around zero and

continuous.

(K’) It holds (K). Additionally k is Lipschitz-continuous, i.e. there exists a C > 0,

so that |k(u)− k(v)| ≤ C|u− v| for all u, v.

(K”) It holds (K’). Furthermore let be k2 Lipschitz-continuous with constant C̃ > 0.

(B) For n→∞ holds, nb2 →∞ and b→ 0.

(B’) For n→∞ holds, nb4 →∞ and b→ 0.
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(B̃) For n→∞ holds, nb6 → 0.

Under the Markovian assumption, i.e. not taking the duration in state 1 until

time t into account, Hjort (1994) recommends estimating the intensity α by

β̂(t) :=

∑n
i=1

∫
kb(t− s)dNi(s)∑n

i=1

∫
kb(t− s)Yi(s)ds

. (9)

In the semi-Markovian model, we use the estimator of Nielsen and Linton (1995):

α̂(t, d) :=

∑n
i=1

∫
kb(d−Di(s))kb(t− s)dNi(s)∑n

i=1

∫
kb(d−Di(s))kb(t− s)Yi(s)ds

(10)

In the sense of Jones et al. (1994), it is an ‘external’ estimator, meaning that the

normalisation is realised outside of the sum (in the numerator). Hence, it is simi-

lar in structure to the Nadaraya-Watson estimator for regression functions. Kernel

smoothing of the Nelson-Aalen estimator (see e.g. Ramlau-Hansen, 1983) and gen-

eralisations thereof with covariates (see e.g. McKeague and Utikal, 1990) are, by

contrast, ‘internal’ estimators.

3.2 Multivariate normality of estimator

We now study the asymptotic normality of the (unrestricted) estimator (10) under

the alternative hypothesis. The processes Mi, i = 1, ..., n, as of Theorem 2.1, are

square-integrable local on the interval [0, 1]. With the definition

α∗(x) =

∑n
i=1

∫
Kb(x−Xi(s))α(Xi(s))Yi(s)ds∑n
i=1

∫
Kb(x−Xi(s))Yi(s)ds

(11)

we may decompose the difference (α̂− α)(x) into two summands,

(α̂− α)(x) = (α̂− α∗)(x) + (α∗ − α)(x) =
Vx + Bx

Cx

, (12)

13



where Vx := 1
n

∑n
i=1

∫
Kb(x − Xi(s))dMi(s), Cx := 1

n

∑n
i=1

∫
Kb(x − Xi(s))Yi(s)ds

and Bx := 1
n

∑n
i=1

∫
Kb(x −Xi(s)) [α(Xi(s))− α(x)]Yi(s)ds. Such decompositions

are typical in the asymptotic analysis of kernel smoothing, primarily to decouple the

bias term. Here, Nielsen and Linton (1995) denote the first as the ‘variable’ term

and the second as ‘stable’.

As the usual conditions for Ft are fulfilled and due to Theorem 2.1, the following

holds due to Theorem 1 in Nielsen and Linton (1995).

Theorem 3.1

Under assumptions (D), (S), (K) and (B) holds:

(a) n1/2b (α̂(t, d)− α∗(t, d))⇒ N
[
0, σ2

t,d

]
, where σ2

t,d := κ2
2
α(t,d)
ϕ(t,d)

(b) b−2 (α∗(t, d)− α(t, d))
P−→ c(t, d), where

c(t, d) := κ1

[
(∂α(t, d)/∂t)(∂ϕ(t, d)/∂t)

ϕ(t, d)
+
∂2α/∂t2

2

+
(∂α(t, d)/∂d)(∂ϕ(t, d)/∂d)

ϕ(t, d)
+
∂2α/∂d2

2

]

(c) σ̂2
t,d

P−→ σ2
t,d, where σ̂2

t,d :=
n−1b2

∑n
i=1

∫
k2b (d−Di(s))k2b (t−s)dNi(s)

(n−1
∑n
i=1

∫
kb(d−Di(s))kb(t−s)Yi(s)ds)

2 .

This result, for one point x, should now be generalized to arbitrarily (but finitely)

many. We find that - asymptotically - estimators at different points are independent.

Similar results hold for kernel density estimation and kernel regression (see e.g.

Nadaraya, 1989, p. 88+120). However, first note that a short calculation yields, for

a real-valued function g:

E
∫
g(Zi(s), s)Yi(s)ds =

∫
[0,1]2

g(w)ϕ(w)dw (13)

Also, we need as consequence of Proposition 1 in Nielsen and Linton (1995),

using the Cramer-Wold device (see e.g. Billingsley, 2012, Theorem 29.4):
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Lemma 3.1

For all n ∈ N, let H(n)
i,j , i = 1, ..., n, j = 1, ..., ζ, be predictable stochastic processes on

the interval [0, 1], where ζ ∈ N is independent of n. For n → ∞ let the following

assumptions be fulfilled.

(G1’) For a positive definite, symmetric ζ × ζ-matrix A = {ajk}j,k=1,...,ζ holds

n∑
i=1

∫
H

(n)
i,j (s)H

(n)
i,k (s)d〈Mi〉(s) −→P ajk, j, k = 1, ..., ζ.

(G2’) For all ε > 0 let
∑n

i=1

∫ {
H

(n)
i,j

}2

(s)1{∣∣∣H(n)
i,j (s)

∣∣∣>ε}d〈Mi〉(s) −→P 0, j = 1, ..., ζ

hold.

Then it is
[∑n

i=1

∫
H

(n)
i,j (s)dMi(s)

]
j=1,...,ζ

=⇒ N(0, A).

This is a ζ-dimensional generalisation of Proposition 1 in Nielsen and Linton

(1995). The relation between them is similar to that between the classic process-

valued limit theorem of Rebolledo (1980) and Theorem I.2 in Andersen and Gill

(1982). The proof of the following is in Appendix A.

Theorem 3.2

For any pairwise different points x1, ..., xζ ∈ (0, 1)2 let Assumptions (D) and (S) be

fulfilled. Additionally let hold (K) and (B). Then it is

√
nb(α̂− α∗)(x) =⇒ N

(
0, diag

(
κ2

2

α(xj)

ϕ(xj)
, j = 1, ..., ζ

))
.

As for confidence intervals and testing, the asymptotic normality around α, in-

stead of α∗, is needed, under-smoothing, namely (B̃), can be applied in order to let

the stable term converge faster to zero than the width of the confidence interval.

Corollary 3.1

It is
√
nb(α̂−α)(x) =⇒ N (0, diag (κ2

2α(xj)/ϕ(xj), j = 1, ..., ζ)), when (B̃) is added

to the assumptions of Theorem 3.2.
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Proof. We note that
√
nb(α̂−α)(x) =

√
nb(α̂−α∗)(x)+

√
nbb2b−2(α∗−α)(x). The

first summand converges, due to Theorem 3.2, towards the required distribution. Ac-

cording to Nielsen and Linton (1995), Theorem 1, b−2(α∗−α)(x) converges towards

a deterministic vector, because the stochastic convergence of a vector is equivalent

to the stochastic convergence of its coordinates. The leading factor
√
nbb2 = (nb6)1/2

converges toward zero, due to (B̃).

3.3 Grid search test

We construct here a consistent and powerful test for the hypotheses (8), based on

Gozalo (1993). With an unrestricted estimator of α as in (10), with an estimator

of α under hypothesis β̂ from (9) and with estimator of the standard error of α̂(x),

namely σ̂x (from Theorem 3.1), we now define for the test statistic

Sn(x) :=
(
nb2
) 1

2
α̂(x)− β̂(x)

σ̂x
.

We will need to ensure that the weak point-wise consistency of σ̂2
x (given in

Theorem 3.1 (c)) also holds uniformly, and make use of Assumption (K”). With the

proof in Appendix C and recalling the definition of X from Section 2.3, we state:

Theorem 3.3

Under the Assumptions (D’), (S’), (K”) and (B’) holds supx∈X |σ̂2
x − σ2

x| −→P 0.

For the test to have asymptotic level γ, we need, under hypothesis, β̂ to be

consistent with a faster convergence rate than that, under alternative hypothesis, of
√
nb for α̂ (see Corollary 3.1). In fact, Theorem 1 from Nielsen and Linton (1995)

already suggests this (for the dimension of the covariate degenerated to zero), and

it is given explicitly in Hjort (1994). Hence, we have a real sequence of numbers

aβn, with (
√
nb)/aβn → 0 under H0 for x ∈ {x1, ..., xζ}, with aβn

(
β̂(x)− α(x)

)
d→ ξ,

where ξ is a random variable with expectation 0 and variance σ2
β(x), which can be

16



consistently estimated by σ̂2
β(x).

The test is now to reject H0 if, on a grid of points, one searches for the largest

difference of α̂(x) and β̂(x), and rejects if the distance exceeds the critical value. By

doing this, the test statistic’s distribution does not depend on the number of grid

points. We follow Gozalo (1993), who finds that using a random grid is powerful.

Let fX̃ denote a density on X . Further let {X̃j}j∈N be a sequence of independent

random vectors, all distributed with fX̃ , and independent of the data. Further-

more, the asymptotic analysis is simplified by implementing a penalisation which

ensures that earlier ages are more influential and that the maximum is asymptoti-

cally unique. Also let {ζn}n∈N be a sequence of natural numbers with ζn →∞, and

ζn = o((nb2)δ), for some δ ∈ (0, 1), for n → ∞. Now we define, for some η > 0,

J := arg max1≤j≤ζn

{
Sn(X̃j)2 − η(nb2)δ1{j>1}

}
and X̂ := X̃J . And as the penulti-

mate prerequisite, by Hjort (1994), there is a function β0 ∈ B, for which uniform

consistency holds:

sup
x∈X
|β̂(x)− β0(x)| →P 0 for n→∞ (14)

For the proof of the next Theorem 3.4, we state as an important part of it (with

proof in Appendix A).

Lemma 3.2

Under H0 and Assumptions (D’), (K”), (B’), (B̃) as well as (S) for all x ∈X holds
1
ζn

∑ζn
j=1 Sn(X̃j)2 = OP (1).

Theorem 3.4

Let (D’), (K”), (B’) and (B̃) hold, as well as (S) for all x ∈X .

(a) Under H0 holds, for n→∞, P (J = 1)→ 1 and Sn(X̂)2 =⇒ χ2
1.

(b) Given H1 and

P (α(X̃) 6= β0(X̃)) > 0, (15)
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then, for {kn}n = O((nb2)δ), it is P (Sn(X̂)2 > kn)
n→∞−→ 1.

(c) Let {kn}n be as in (b) and furthermore P (β̂ ∈ B) = 1. Under H1 and given

that there is an ε > 0 with infβ∈B P (|α(X̃) − β(X̃)| > ε) =: p > 0, then again

P (Sn(X̂)2 > kn)
n→∞−→ 1.

Proof. (a) For all µ > 0 holds

P

(
max

j=1,...,ζn
Sn(X̃j)2 ≥ µ(nbd+1)δ

)
≤ P

(
1

ζn

ζn∑
j=1

Sn(X̃j)2 ≥ µ
(nbd+1)δ

ζn

)
−→
n→∞

0.

Firstly, one bounds the maximum by the sum and divides by ζn. The convergence

now follows with Lemma 3.2, because the ratio (nbd+1)δ/ζn diverges to infinity. This

is because in general, it holds for Xn = OP (1), an →∞, that for each ε > 0,M > 0,

there are N1 > 0 and N2 > 0 such that: For all n ≥ N1 holds P (|Xn| > M) < ε;

for all n ≥ N2 holds an > M . Finally, by this for all n ≥ N1 ∨ N2 it holds that

P (|Xn| > an) < ε. Now, the first part of (a) results from

P (J 6= 1) = P (∃j ∈ {2, ..., ζn} : Sn(X̃j)2 − Sn(X̃1)2 > η(nbd+1)δ)

≤ P (∃j ∈ {1, ..., ζn} : Sn(X̃j)2 > η(nbd+1)δ)

≤ P

(
max

j=1,...,ζn
Sn(X̃j)2 ≥ η(nbd+1)δ

)
−→
n→∞

0.

The second part results, because Sn(X̃1)2 ⇒ χ2
1 (see Gozalo, 1993, Theorem 2.3)).

For (b), we note first that maxj |Sn(X̃j)|

(i)
= max

j

(nbd+1)1/2

σ̂X̃j

∣∣∣α̂(X̃j)− α(X̃j) + α(X̃j)− β0(X̃j) + β0(X̃j)− β̂(X̃j)
∣∣∣

(ii)

≥ (nbd+1)1/2

maxj σ̂X̃j

(
max
j

∣∣∣α(X̃j)− β0(X̃j)
∣∣∣−max

j

∣∣∣α̂(X̃j)− α(X̃j)
∣∣∣

−max
j

∣∣∣β0(X̃j)− β̂(X̃j)
∣∣∣)

(16)

For (i), we include two valuable zeros in the definition of Sn. For (ii), we use the
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fact that for the norm ‖ · ‖ the inequality ‖x+ y‖ ≥ ‖x‖− ‖y‖ holds. In the sequel,

P (Sn(X̂)2 > kn)
(i)

≥ P

(
max

j=1,...,ζn
|Sn(X̃j)| >

(
η(nbd+1)δ + kn

)1/2
)

(ii)

≥ P

(
max
j
|α(X̃j)− β0(X̃j)| > max

j
σ̂X̃j

(
η(nbd+1)δ + kn

nbd+1

)1/2

+ max
j

∣∣∣α̂(X̃j)− α(X̃j)
∣∣∣+ max

j

∣∣∣β0(X̃j)− β̂(X̃j)
∣∣∣) (iii)−→ 1.

For (i), due to the definition of X̂, Sn(X̂)2 ≥ maxj Sn(X̃j)2 − η(nbd+1)δ holds. We

insert this, move one term on the other side of the inequality and apply the square

root. For (ii), we insert (16). For (iii), all terms on the right hand side of the

inequality in the probability converge in probability towards zero: The first because

σ̂x converges uniformly in x by Theorem 3.3 and kn = O((nbd+1)δ) (note Assumption

(B’), which implies (B)); the second according to Theorem 2 in Nielsen and Linton

(1995) (note that Assumption (S) is stronger than (S’)), and the third according

to (14). The left side is now, due to (15), asymptotically bounded away from zero.

For (c), due to an argument analogous to one in the proof of (b), it holds that

P (Sn(X̂)2 > kn) is larger or equal to

P

(
max
j
|α(X̃j)−β̂(X̃j)| > max

j
σ̂X̃j

(
η(nbd+1)δ + kn

nbd+1

)1/2

+max
j

∣∣∣α̂(X̃j)− α(X̃j)
∣∣∣).
(17)

For equally analogous reasons, it follows that the right hand side of the inequality,

within the probability, converges to zero stochastically. Furthermore, we have for ε

from the assumptions of the Theorem that

P

(
max
j
|α(X̃j)− β̂(X̃j)| > ε

)
=

∫
P

(
max
j
|α(X̃j)− β̂(X̃j)| > ε

∣∣∣∣ β̂ = β

)
dPβ̂(β)

=

∫
P

(
max
j
|α(X̃j)− β(X̃j)| > ε

)
dPβ̂(β),

where the second identity used the independence of X̃j from the data. Additionally

19



holds the following

P

(
max
j
|α(X̃j)− β(X̃j)| > ε

)
= 1− P

(
|α(X̃)− β(X̃)| > ε

)ζn
≥ 1− sup

β∈B
P
(
|α(X̃)− β(X̃)| > ε

)ζn
= 1− (1− p)ζn → 1,

with p > 0 by the assumptions of the Theorem. Altogether, the left-hand side,

within the probability in (17), is asymptotically bounded away from zero and hence,

(17) converges towards one.

4 Data example: Mortality with dementia

Germany’s largest health insurance company ‘Allgemeine Ortskrankenkasse (AOK)’

supplied us with a simple sample of a quarter million people, born before 1954 and

observed between 01/01/2004 and 31/12/2013 (see also Weißbach et al., 2021b).

We count age t from year 50 onwards in years; hence the youngest person is 50

years old at the beginning of the period. The oldest is 113, because we restrict

the sample to people born from 1900 onwards. We concentrate here on the chronic

disease dementia in the semi-Markovian progressive healthy-ill-dead model (see e.g.

Andersen and Keiding, 2002, Chapt. 3.3). The data contain date of birth, date of

dementia onset and/or date of death, both or either if having occurred during the

observation period. Roughly 14% of the observed persons had a dementia onset, i.e.

32,000 insured. Around 15% of the people get lost to follow-up during the period

and are hence right-censored. Also right-censoring are those 52% who are alive in

2015. Fifty-six percent of the data are women, because they live longer than men

and are hence also relatively more affected by dementia. Nonetheless their onset of

dementia is later than for men. We restrict our analysis to the sample of n = 130, 168

observed women.

We are interested in the transition intensity α(t, d) from ‘dementia’ (r) to ‘dead’
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(s), with t as age and d as time-since-dementia-onset, both in years (see (2)). In

terms of Section 2.1, Z1 is the minimum of the age at dementia onset or the age at

censoring. And Z2 is the minimum age at death or censoring. Of the 130, 168 ob-

servations, only those 20, 721 women with dementia onset in the observation period

enter the unrestricted estimator (10) (see Figure 2, left), all others have dNi ≡ 0

and Yi ≡ 0. We use a triangular kernel k(u) := 1[−1,1](u)(1 − |u|). The bandwidth

selection, including aspects of censoring is not considered here (see e.g. Weißbach,

2006; Weißbach et al., 2008). We use a fixed bandwidth, for the t-axis it is b = 2

years. Because d is on a shorter domain, we deviate slightly from the universal

bandwidth in Section 3.1, and use in d-direction bd = 1.33 years.
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Figure 2: Left: Female intensity of transition from dementia to death α̂(t, d) (see
(10)), Right: Cross-sections of left panel at ages t = 70, 80, 90 (including Markovian
estimates (9), grey lines)

For fixed d, we see exponential growth in t-direction. In d-direction, the estimate

is large at the beginning, decreases rapidly and grows later on. However, for large

d, the trend per t looks different, even though it may also be a small-sample impres-

sion, because observations thin out considerably in that area. The pattern is also

evident for three cross-sections in Figure 2 (right panel) for fixing t = 70, 80 and 90

years. The cross-sections are also compared to the estimator (9) of α(t, d), under the

Markov hypothesis. i.e. constant in d-direction. We now apply the test in Theorem

3.4(a), by rejecting for Sn(X̂)2 being too large. Note that for the variance σ2
x and
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its estimator σ̂2
x from Theorem 3.1(a)+(c), all women now enter the analysis, but

due to multiplication by
√
n, again only the women with dementia become relevant.

For a closer look at such truncation aspects, also of women deceased before 2004,

see Weißbach et al. (2021a).
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Figure 3: P-values dependent of bandwidths in t-direction for tests at 5% level
(indicated as line).(Bandwidth in d-direction is 65% thereof.)

We select ζ = 15 grid points. The grid is determined by drawing from a uniform

distribution on [70, 90]× [2, 4]. In this interval, sufficiently many observations allow

an estimation. Together with the bandwidth, hyper-parameters η and δ need to be

chosen. Figure 3 exhibits the resulting p-values as a function of the bandwidths

in t-direction for three choices. The same grid is used for all tests, and for newly

drawn grids for each parameter combination, the plots are less smooth. The p-values

are uniformly below the 5%-level for many choices of η and δ, but can occasionally

exceed the level for some, even up to 0.4. All in all, still some doubt remains about

the significance of the death intensity of those suffering from dementia on the disease

duration.
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5 Discussion

One can extend from one covariate, here representing the state duration, to sev-

eral. We can test more hypotheses like that of a Cox regression. Also, one could

consider testing the hypothesis of Markovianity by simultaneously testing duration

dependence for all possible state combinations. For such a test, the asymptotic cor-

relation between estimators for different combinations needs to be investigated. In

the case of independence, the test statistics will then be distributed with the number

of combinations as degrees of freedom.

Strictly speaking, we do not allow for right-censoring in the case of a semi-Markov

process. However, one of its states can be defined as a censoring state, so that -

with slightly stronger assumptions - censoring can be accounted for.

The data are independent in the cross-section, but account for a longitudinal

dependency that is stronger than Markovian. Hence, asymptotic analysis could use

the aforementioned independence. However, it is interesting to note that to a certain

degree, the results rely on Theorem 2.3 from Gozalo (1993), which itself relies on

a martingale limit theorem of Bierens (1984). This author analyses a time series

model, i.e. without being able to exploit cross-sectional independence and relies on

the same result from the 1960s from Robert Jennrich. So do Weißbach and Radloff

(2020) who again use the cross-sectional independence in a panel model.
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A Proofs of intermediate results

A.1 Minor Lemmas and formula

Lemma A.1

Let X, Y be random variables on the probability space (Ω,A, P ) and Z ∈ L1(Ω,A, P ).

Let further A ∈ σ(X) ∩ σ(Y ) ⊂ A with P (A) > 0.

If σ(X|A) = σ(Y |A)
(
⊂ A|A

)
, then also E[Z|X]

∣∣
A

= E[Z|Y ]
∣∣
A
, PA-a.s..
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Proof. We start by proving the following

Assertion (*): From X : (Ω,A) → (Ξ,B) measurable and A ∈ σ(X) follows

σ(X|A) = σ(X) ∩ P(A). This means that, for A ∈ σ(X), the σ-algebra gener-

ated by X|A is composed of those sets of σ(X) which are subsets of A.

Proof of (*): “⊂”: By C ∈ σ(X|A) there is a set B ∈ B such that C = {ω ∈

A|X(ω) ∈ B} = {ω ∈ Ω|X(ω) ∈ B} ∩ A. Since both sets of that intersection are in

σ(X), the same is true for C.

“⊃”: By C ∈ σ(X) ∩P(A) there is a set B ∈ B such that C = {ω ∈ Ω|X(ω) ∈ B}

and C ⊂ A. This already implies C = {ω ∈ A|X(ω) ∈ B} ∈ σ(X|A), which proves

Assertion (*).

We will now utilize that two functions with identical µ-integrals over all measur-

able sets are µ-a.e. identical (see e.g. Elstrodt, 2009, chapter IV, Theorem 4.4).

Hence, it is sufficient to prove that for all B ∈ σ(X|A) we have
∫
B
E[Z|X]

∣∣
A
dPA =∫

B
E[Z|Y ]

∣∣
A
dPA. In that case the Lemma’s statement would be shown PA|σ(X|A)-a.s.

and thus PA-a.s.. We obtain

∫
B

E[Z|X]
∣∣
A
dPA

(i)
=

∫
B

E[Z|X]dP
(ii)
=

∫
B

ZdP
(ii)
=

∫
B

E[Z|Y ]dP
(i)
=

∫
B

E[Z|Y ]
∣∣
A
dPA.

For the first and last indentity (i) A ∈ A, B ∈ A and B ⊂ A guarantee that

both sides are well defined. Equality follows since PA = P on its domain. The

other identities (ii) are true according to the definition of conditional expectations:

Assertion (*) provides both B ∈ σ(X) and B ∈ σ(Y ) due to B ∈ σ(X|A) and

A ∈ σ(X).

A short calculation yields:

Lemma A.2

Let S and T be index sets. Further let (Ω,A), (Xs,Bs), s ∈ S, and (Yt,Ct), t ∈ T , be

measurable spaces. Let Xs : Ω → Xs, s ∈ S, and Yt : Ω → Yt, t ∈ T , be measurable

mappings. Assume that for all s ∈ S there is a subset Ts ⊂ T and a (
⊗

t∈Ts Ct)-
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Bs-measurable mapping g :×t∈Ts Yt → Xs with Xs = g({Yt}t∈Ts). Then we have

σ(Xs, s ∈ S) ⊂ σ(Yt, t ∈ T ).

Lemma A.3

Let A ⊂ R2 and Q ⊂ R2 be compact and g : R2 → R continuous. Let bn be a

sequence approaching zero. Then supx∈A

∣∣∣∫Q {g(x)− g(x+ bnq)} dq
∣∣∣→ 0.

Proof. With C = {x + bq|x ∈ A, q ∈ Q, b ∈ [0, 1]} g is uniformly continuous on C,

since this set is compact. That means, for each ε > 0 there is δ > 0, such that for

all x, y ∈ C we have |x− y| < δ ⇒ |g(x)− g(y)| < ε, where | · | denotes euclidean

norm on R2, too. Let ε > 0 and δ > 0 according to this definition. Because Q is

compact, there is N , such that for all n ≥ N , bn ≤ 1 and |bnq| < δ ∀q ∈ Q. For all

n ≥ N then

sup
x∈A

∣∣∣∣∫
Q

g(x)− g(x+ bnq)dq

∣∣∣∣ ≤ sup
x∈A

∫
Q

εdq = ελ2(Q),

where λ2 is the 2-dimensional Lebesgue-measure. Since λ2(Q) < ∞, the proof is

complete.

For the proof of formula (2), we first note that

{µ(t) = m} ∈ σ(X(u), u ≤ t) and

{µ(t) = m} ∈ σ(S0, Z0, ..., Sm, Zm,1{Zm+1>t}). (18)

Further, we recognize

σ((X(u), u ≤ t)|{µ(t)=m}) = σ((S0, Z0, ..., Sm, Zm,1{Zm+1>t})|{µ(t)=m}), (19)

because for all ω ∈ {µ(t) = m} we have X(u, ω) =
∑m

j=0 1[Zm(ω),Zm+1(ω))Sj(ω) on
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the one hand, and on the other Z0(ω) = 0, S0(ω) = X(0, ω),

Zj+1(ω) = inf
{
q1{q>Zj(ω),X(q,ω)6=Sj(ω)} +∞(1{q≤Zj(ω)} + 1{X(q,ω)=Sj(ω)})

∣∣ q ∈ Q
}

for j = 0, ...,m−1, Sj+1(ω) = X(Zm+1(ω)) (for j = 0, ...,m−1) and 1{Zm+1>t}(ω) ≡

1. Lemma A.2 then yields (19). We utilize this for a transformation:

P (X(t+ h) = s|X(t) = r, D̃(t) = d,X(u), u ≤ t)|{µ(t)=m}

(i)
= P (X(t+ h) = s|S0, Z0, ..., Sm−1, Zm−1, Sm = r, Zm = t− d, Tm+1 > d)|{µ(t)=m}

(ii)
=

∞∑
k=1

P (
k∑
j=1

Tm+j ≤ d+ h,
k+1∑
j=1

Tm+j > d+ h, Sm+k = s|Sm = r, Zm = t− d, Tm+1 > d)

(20)

(19) and (18) allow application of Lemma A.1 to obtain (i). For (ii) we form a

countable partition of the events {X(t + h) = s, µ(t) = m,Sm = r} and exploit

σ-additivity. For these smaller events the definition of a semi-Markov process makes

clear that S0, Z0, ..., Sm−1, Zm−1 can be removed from the condition. Since the new

term is independent of ω, we can omit restriction of the domain at this point.

We start by examining the first summand of this series. The condition Tm+1 >

d can be handled according to rules for calculation with elementary conditional

probabilities. Thus, we get a fraction with denominator

P (Tm+1 > d|Sm = r, Zm = t− d) = Srt−d(d) (21)
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and numerator

P (d < Tm+1 ≤ d+ h < Tm+1 + Tm+2, Sm+1 = s|Sm = r, Zm = t− d)

=

∫ d+h

d

∫ ∞
d+h−t1

f rst−d(t1)f st−d+t1
(t2)dt2dt1

=

∫ d+h

d

∫ ∞
0

f rst−d(t1)f st−d+t1
(t2)dt2dt1 −

∫ d+h

d

∫ d+h−t1

0

f rst−d(t1)f st−d+t1
(t2)dt2dt1

=

∫ d+h

d

f rst−d(t1)dt1 +O(h2). (22)

The second density in the first summand of the third line integrates to one. The

second summand’s integrand is bounded due to (L). These explain the last identity.

The Landau-O-notation here, as in the following, refers to the limit h→ 0.

The kth summand can be bounded by

P (µ(t+ h)− µ(t) ≥ k|Sm = r, Zm = t− d, Tm+1 > d) ≤ Ckhk,

according to Lemma 2.1. This establishes that the sum in (20), excluding the first

summand, is O(h2) because
∑∞

k=2C
khk = (C2h2)/(1−Ch) = O(h2) for h sufficiently

small. That, combined with (21) and (22), plugged into (20), gives

1

h
P (X(t+ h) = s|X(t) = r, D̃(t) = d,X(u), u ≤ t)|{µ(t)=m}

=
1

h

{∫ d+h

d
f rst−d(t1)dt1 +O(h2)

Srt−d(d)
+O(h2)

}
−→
h→0

f rst−d(d)

Srt−d(d)
.

Since this is true for all m ∈ N, and {µ(t) = m} form a partition of Ω, formula (2)

is proved.

A.2 Proof of Theorem 3.2

Lemma 3.1 shall be applied withH(n)
i,j (t) = n−1/2b(d+1)/2Kb(xj−Xi(t)), j = 1, ..., ζ, i =

1, ..., n. Furthermore, we notice d〈Mi〉(s) = α(s, Zi(s))Yi(s)ds (see e.g. Andersen
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et al., 1993, S. 74, formula (2.4.3)). We aim to verify (G1’) by first proving the con-

vergence of expected values and subsequently the asymptotic vanishing of variances.

We have

E

[
n∑
i=1

∫
H

(n)
i,j (s)H

(n)
i,k (s)d〈Mi〉(s)

]
(i)
= bd+1

∫
[0,1]d+1

Kb(xl − w)Kb(xj − w)α(w)ϕ(w)dw

(ii)
=

∫ (1−xj)/b

−xj/b
K(q)K

(
xj − xl
b

+ q

)
α(xj + bq)ϕ(xj + bq)dq

(iii)−→

κ
d+1
2 α(xl)ϕ(xl) l = j

0 l 6= j.

Due to d〈Mi〉(s) = α(s, Zi(s))Yi(s)ds (i) is provided by (13). We then substitute

q = (xj − w)/b and use symmetry of K for (ii). The case l = j in (iii) is already

covered by Nielsen and Linton (1995). For l 6= j we first note that for sufficiently

large n, hence, small b, the integration are contains the support ofK and we thus can

integrate over [−1, 1]2 instead. For sufficiently small b we have K ((xl − xj)/b+ q) =

0 for all q ∈ [−1, 1]2. Therefore the integrand and, hence, the integral, equals zero.

For the variance we obtain

V ar

[
n∑
i=1

∫
H

(n)
i,j (s)H

(n)
i,k (s)d〈Mi〉(s)

]
(i)

≤ 1

n
b2d+2

∫
[0,1]d+1

K2
b (xl − w)K2

b (xj − w)α2(w)ϕ(w)dw

(ii)
=

1

n
b2d+2−4d−4+d+1

∫ (1−xj)/b

−xj/b
K2(q)K2

(
xj − xl

b
+ q

)
α2(xj + bq)ϕ(xj + bq)dq

(iii)
= o(1).

Formula (10) from Nielsen and Linton (1995) provides (i). We then substitute

q = (xj − w)/b and utilize symmetry of K (by assumption (K)) for (ii). Again,

31



for sufficiently large n the support of K is contained in the integration area and we

can integrate over [0, 1]2. Since all integrands are bounded on this set, the same is

true for the integral as a whole. The prefactor is o(1) according to assumption (B).

Therefore, (iii) is clear. For j 6= l the integral even equals zero for sufficiently large

n for the same reasons as in the calculation of the expected values.

(G2’) is already covered by Nielsen and Linton (1995), as well as Cx →P ϕ(x) for

all xj, j = 1, ..., ζ.

A.3 Proof of Lemma 3.2 (condensed version)

It suffices to prove the statement when substituting Sn with the first summand of

the following decomposition, because asymptotically, under H0, β̂ is closer to α than

α̂.

Sn(X̃) = (nbd+1)
1
2

{(
α̂(X̃)− α(X̃)

σ̂X̃

)
+

(
α(X̃)− β̂(X̃)

σ̂X̃

)}

We denote this summand with S ′n and can represent it as follows (see (12)).

S ′n(X̃) : = (nbd+1)
1
2

(
α̂(X̃)− α(X̃)

σ̂X̃

)

=
1

σ̂X̃

1

CX̃

(nbd+1)
1
2

{
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫
Kb(X̃ −Xi(s))dMi(s)

+
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫
Kb(X̃ −Xi(s))

[
α(Xi(s))− α(X̂)

]
Yi(s)ds

}
=:

1

σ̂X̃

1

CX̃

{
Rn1(X̃) +Rn2(X̃)

}
=:

1

σ̂X̃

1

CX̃

Rn(X̃)

The remainder of the proof is structured by five assertions that, combined, establish

the lemma. Here, we will only point to the most important ideas for their respective

proofs.

Firstly, uniform convergence of σ̂x to σx and Cx to ϕ(x), together with the fact that
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both σx and ϕ(x) are bounded away from zero on the compact X , gives Assertion

1: If 1/ζn ·
∑ζn

j=1Rn(X̃j)2 = OP (1), then 1/ζn ·
∑ζn

j=1 S
′
n(X̃j)2 = OP (1), too.

Secondly, we have Assertion 2: If supx ERnl(x)4 = O(1), l = 1, 2, then 1/ζn ·∑ζn
j=1Rn(X̃j)2 = OP (1), too.

For proof one first shows that ERnl(X̃)4 = O(1), l = 1, 2, too, by conditioning on

X̃ = x and exploiting the independence between X̃ and the data. Using Minkowski

inequality ERn(X̃)4 = O(1) follows. Now, expectations and variances of 1/ζn ·∑ζn
j=1Rn(X̃j)2 stay bounded and Chebychev’s inequality delivers the assertion.

As each of the random variables Rnl(x) is of the form 1/n
∑n

i=1Hni for certain

random variables Hin, the third assertion will investigate this particular structure.

Assertion 3: For n ∈ N let Hni, i = 1, ..., n, be i.i.d. random variables. If EHni =

O((nbd+1)−1/2), V arHn1 = O(b−d−1) and EH4
n1 = O(b−3d−3), then also

E

[
(nbd+1)1/21/n

n∑
i=1

Hni

]4

= O(1).

If instead the summands are stochastic processes dependent on some parameter x,

and the prerequisites are valid uniformly in x, then the conclusion is valid uniformly

in x, too. Uniformity here means that suprema of expected values are considered,

not expected values of suprema.

The proof starts by ascertaining, using Hölder inequality, that we can instead ex-

amine E
[
(nbd+1)1/21/n

∑n
i=1(Hni − EHni)

]4 if the sequence EHn1 is bounded. This

term can be described in terms of multiples of E [Hn1 − EHn1]4 and V ar[Hn1]2, which

are suitably bounded by assumption.

Finally, the random variables Rnl, l = 1, 2, are examined individually in order to

complete the proof.

Assertion 4: supx ERn2(x)4 = O(1).

Using notation of Assertion 3, chooseHni(x) =
∫
Kb(x−Xi(s)) [α(Xi(s))− α(x)]Yi(s)ds.

From the proof of Theorem 1 b) in Nielsen and Linton (1995) it is easy to see that
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supx EHni(x) = O(b2) and supx V arHni(x) = O(b−d−1) which, using (B̃), also im-

plies supx EHni(x) = O((nbd+1)−1/2). It is left to show supx EHni(x)4 = O(b−3d−3)

which can be done using Hölder inequality and (13).

Assertion 5: supx ERn1(x)4 = O(1).

Rn1(x) = 1
n

∑n
i=1

∫
Kb(x −Xi(s))dMi(s) is a martingale for each x. Hence the ex-

pected value equals zero for all x. The bound supx V ar
∫
Kb(x − Xi(s))dMi(s) =

O(b−d−1) is found easily. For the fourth moments a decomposition is used:

∫
Kb(x−Xi(s))dMi(s) =

∫
Kb(x−Xi(s))dNi(s)−

∫
Kb(x−Xi(s))α(Xi(s))Yi(s)ds

≤
∫
Kb(x−Xi(s))dNi(s) +

∫
Kb(x−Xi(s))α(Xi(s))Yi(s)ds

It suffices if both summands fulfil the assumptions of Assertion 3 individually. For

the second summand argumentation follows that from Assertion 4. For the first

summand we substitute the counting process N with a homogeneous Poisson process

Ñ that has strictly greater intensity process. This is possible since α(x) is bounded.

Then Hölder inequality provides

[∫
Kb(x−Xi(s))Yi(s)dÑ(s)

]4

≤ Ñ(1)3

∫
K4
b (x−Xi(s))Yi(s)dÑ(s).

Next, we condition on the number of jumps of Ñ , obtaining

E
[
Ñ(1)3

∫
K4
b (x−Xi(s))Yi(s)dÑ(s)

∣∣∣∣ Ñ(1) = k

]
= k4O(b−3d−3).

Recognizing that the Poisson distribution has finite fourth moment the proof can

be completed.
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B Martigale properties (Theorem 2.1)

B.1 With censoring

Proof of right-continuity of Ft and predictability are identical to the uncensored

case. Argumentation for martingale property follows a similar path, too. Again, let

0 < s < t. Analogous to (5) we notice, that

M(t)−M(s) = 1{s<Z2≤t,∆=2} −
∫ t

s

Y (u)α12(u,D(u))du. (23)

Analogous to (6) we examine the conditional expectation on three different events

separately:

E[M(t)−M(s)|Fs] = 1{Z2≤s}E[M(t)−M(s)|Fs]
∣∣∣
{Z2≤s}

+1{Z1>s}E[M(t)−M(s)|Fs]
∣∣∣
{Z1>s}

+ 1{Z1≤s<Z2}E[M(t)−M(s)|Fs]
∣∣∣
{Z1≤s<Z2}

On the set {Z2 ≤ s} we obviously have 1{s<Z2≤t,∆=2} = 0. Since on this event

Y (t) ≡ 0, too, it follows directly by (23) that 1{Z2≤s}E[M(t)−M(s)|Fs]
∣∣∣
{Z2≤s}

= 0.

On the event {Z1 > s} conditional expectations must be constant, following the

identical argument as in the uncensored case. For c := E[1{s<Z2≤t,∆=2}|Fs]
∣∣∣
{Z1>s}

we

obtain according to the definition of conditional expectations

cP (Z1 > s) =

∫
{Z1>s}

cdP =

∫
{Z1>s}

1{s<Z2≤t,∆=2}dP

= P (s < Z1 < Z2 ≤ t, T1 + T2 ≤ U).
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Further, for c̃ := E
[∫ t

s
Y (v)α12(v,D(v))dv|Fs

] ∣∣∣
{Z1>s}

we have

c̃P (Z1 > s) =

∫
{Z1>s}

c̃dP =

∫
{Z1>s}

∫ t

s

Y (v)α12(v,D(v))dvdP

(i)
= ET1

[
E
[∫ t

s

1{s<T1<v≤Z2}α12(v, v − T1)dv
∣∣∣T1 = t1

]]
(ii)
= ET1

[∫ t

s

α(v, v − t1)P
(

(T1 + T2) ∧ U ≥ v
∣∣∣T1 = t1

)
1(s,v)(t1)dv

]
(iii)
= ET1

[∫ t

s

fT2|T1=t1(v − t1)

ST2|T1=t1(v − t1)
ST2|T1=t1(v − t1)P (U ≥ v|T1 = t1)1(s,v)(t1)dv

]
(iv)
= ET1

[
1(s,∞)(t1)

∫ t

t1

fT2|T1(v − t1)P (U ≥ v|T1 = t1)dv

]
(v)
= ET1

[
1(s,∞)(t1)P (T1 + T2 ≤ t, U ≥ T1 + T2|T1 = t1)

]
(vi)
= P (s < T1 < T1 + T2 ≤ t, U ≥ T1 + T2)

= P (s < Z1 < Z2 ≤ t, T1 + T2 ≤ U)

For (i) we first combine Y (v) with the integration area to a single indicator function.

Then the outer integral is an expexted value, whereby we also add a conditional ex-

pectation. Furthermore we have D(v) = v − T1 on the event {Y (v) 6= 0}. Next, we

change order of integration and make use of multiplication theorem for conditional

expectations in order to extract the T1-measurable factors from the conditional ex-

pectation. This provides (ii). (iii) follows from (3) and

P
(

(T1 + T2) ∧ U ≥ v
∣∣∣T1 = t1

)
= P

(
T1 + T2 ≥ v, U ≥ v

∣∣∣T1 = t1

)
= P

(
T1 + T2 ≥ v

∣∣∣T1 = t1

)
P (U ≥ v)

= ST2|T1=t1(v − t1)P
(
U ≥ v

∣∣T1 = t1
)
.

(24)

This factorization is valid according to (Witting, 1985, Theorem 1.120), because the

random vectors 1{T1+T2≥v}

T1

 and

1{U≥v}
1
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are stochastically independent by assumption. Also the calculation (7) has to be ap-

plied again. We obtain (iv) by reducing the fraction plus 1(s,v)(t1) = 1(s,∞)(t1)1(t1,∞)(v).

The second indicator is moved to the integral limit. For (v) we first notice that T2

and U are stochastically independent also dependent on T1 = t1. This can be shown

with similar arguments as in step (iii) of this enumeration. We then obtain

P (T1 + T2 ≤ t, U ≥ T1 + T2|T1 = t1)

=

∫ ∫
1(0,t](t1 + t2)1[t1+t2,∞)(u)dP(U,T2)|T1=t1(u, t2)

=

∫
1(−t1,t−t1](t2)

[∫
1[t1+t2,∞)(u)dPU |T1=t1(u)

]
dPT2|T1=t1(t2)

=

∫ t−t1

0

P (U ≥ t1 + t2|T1 = t1)fT2|T1=t1(t2)dt2

=

∫ t

t1

P (U ≥ v|T1 = t1)fT2|T1=t1(v − t1)dv.

Here again Theorems 1.122 and 1.126 from Witting (1985) are applied. The third

identity exploits that T2 is an a.s. positive random variable. Finally, the calculation

of the outer expected value in (vi) is explained by the intermediate steps

ET1
[
1(s,∞)(t1)P (T1 + T2 ≤ t, U ≥ T1 + T2|T1 = t1)

]
= E

[
1{T1>s}E

(
1{T1+T2≤t,U≥T1+T2}

∣∣T1

)]
= E

[
E
(
1{T1>s,T1+T2≤t,U≥T1+T2}

∣∣T1

)]
= P (s < T1 < T1 + T2 ≤ t, U ≥ T1 + T2).

It remains to examine the conditional expectation on the set {Z1 ≤ s < Z2}. By

reasons analogue to the uncensored case E[·|Fs]
∣∣
{Z1≤s<Z2}

= E[·|T1,1{Z2>s}
∣∣
{Z1≤s<Z2}

.
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We first consider

E
[
1{s<Z2≤t,∆=2}|T1 = t1

]
=

∫ ∫
1(s,t](t1 + t2)1[t1+t2,∞)(u)dP(U,T2)|T1=t1(u, t2)

=

∫
1(s−t1,t−t1](t2)

[∫
1[t1+t2,∞)(u)dPU |T1=t1(u)

]
dPT2|T1=t1(t2)

=

∫ t−t1

s−t1
P (U ≥ t1 + t2|T1 = t1)fT2|T1=t1(t2)dt2

=

∫ t

s∨t1
P (U ≥ v|T1 = t1)fT2|T1=t1(v − t1)dv

where we again apply Theorems 1.122 and 1.126 from Witting (1985) as well as the

fact that T2 is a.s. positive. We further obtain

E
[∫ t

s

Y (v)α12(v,D(v))dv
∣∣∣T1 = t1

]
(i)
=

∫ t

s

α12(v, v − t1)E
[
1{T1<v≤Z2}|T1 = t1

]
dv

(ii)
=

∫ t

s

1(t1,∞)(v)
fT2|T1=t1(v − t1)

ST2|T1=t1(v − t1)
P ((T1 + T2) ∧ U ≥ v|T1 = t1) dv

(iii)
=

∫ t

s∨t1

fT2|T1=t1(v − t1)

ST2|T1=t1(v − t1)
ST2|T1=t1(v − t1)P (U ≥ v|T1 = t1)dv

=

∫ t

s∨t1
fT2|T1=t1(v − t1)P (U ≥ v|T1 = t1)dv

Changing order of integration and moving the T1-measurable factor α12 out of the

conditional expectation gives (i). Extracting another T1-measurable factor and (3)

provides (ii). For (iii) see (24) together with (7).

For reasons analoguous to the uncensored case we have

E
[
1{s<Z2≤t,∆=2}|T1 = t1,1{Z2>s} = 1

]
=

E
[
1{s<Z2≤t,∆=2}|T1 = t1

]
P (Z2 > s|T1 = t1)

and

E
[∫ t

s

Y (v)α12(v,D(v))dv
∣∣∣T1 = t1,1{Z2>s} = 1

]
=

E
[∫ t

s
Y (v)α12(v,D(v))dv

∣∣∣T1 = t1

]
P (Z2 > s|T1 = t1)

.
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With this we conclude E
[
M(t) − M(s)|T1 = ·,1{Z2>s} = ·

]∣∣∣
{Z1≤s<Z2}

= 0 and,

hence, also 1{Z1≤s<Z2}E[M(t) −M(s)|Fs]
∣∣∣
{Z1≤s<Z2}

= 0. This completes the proof

of martingale property for M(t).

B.2 For semi-Markov model

Let the number of respective transitions in X up to time t be denotes as N(t) :=∑∞
m=1 1{Zm≤t}1{Sm−1=r}1{Sm=s}. Let Y (t) := 1{X (t−)=r} =

∑∞
m=1 1{Zm−1<t≤Zm}1{Sm−1=r}

further indicate whether, shortly before t, N is at risk to migrate. And let further

denote D(t) := D̃(t)Y (t) the duration of X in state r, given X (t) = r. Note that

N may jump several times. We set α(t, d) := αrs(t, d). Again, it is to prove that

these processes fit the framework of Nielsen and Linton (1995). Therefore, once

again we operate with the filtration Ft := (N(u), D(u+), Y (u+), u ≤ t). Including

the right limits of Y and D respectively ensures right-continuity of the filtration

and, thus, “les conditions habituelles”. It has to be shown that α(t,D(t))Y (t) is

the intensity process of N(t). So we have to prove predictability of αY (this fol-

lows directly from the continuity of α and left-continuity of Y ) and particularly the

martingale property of M(t) = N(t) −
∫ t

0
α(u,D(u))Y (u)du. We define a random

element Ft := (N(u), D(u+), Y (u+), u ≤ t) such that Ft = σ(Ft). Since obviously

D(t) and Y (t) are Ft-measurable there exist measurable mappings dt and yt such

that D(t) = dt(Ft) and Y (t) = yt(Ft). We prove the following lemma.

Lemma B.1

Given the previous definitions we have (a)

E [M(t+ h)−M(t)| Ft = f ]
∣∣
{f |yt(f)=1}

= E [M(t+ h)−M(t)|Zm = t− dt(f), Tm+1 > dt(f), Sm = r] , für PFt-f.a. f,
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for arbitrary m ∈ N, and (b)

∣∣E [M(t+ h)−M(t)| Ft = f ]
∣∣∣∣∣
{f |yt(f)=0}

≤ sup
s∈S\{r},z∈[0,1]

E [N(t+ h)−N(t)|Zm = z, Tm+1 > t− z, Sm = s]

+ sup
s∈S\{r},z∈[0,1]

E
[∫ t+h

t

α(u,D(u))Y (u)du

∣∣∣∣Zm = z, Tm+1 > t− z, Sm = s

]
,

für PFt-f.a. f,

again for arbitrary m ∈ N.

Proof. (a) Subsequently we denote ∆M := M(t+h)−M(t), ∆N := N(t+h)−N(t)

and ∆A :=
∫ t+h
t

α(u,D(u))Y (u)du. We start by showing the following assertion.

Assertion 1: For all t ∈ [0, 1] and every r ∈ S there is a mapping Mgrt (z) independent

of m and s0, z0, ..., sm−1, zm−1 with

E [∆M |S0 = s0, Z0 = z0, . . . , Sm = r, Zm = z, Tm+1 > t− z] = Mgrt (z).

Analoguously, there are mappings Ngrt (z) and Agrt (z), for ∆N and ∆A instead of

∆M .

Proof of Assertion 1: ∆M = ∆N −∆A, therefore the verification for ∆N and ∆A

suffices. First, we consider ∆N . According to the definition of N ist is easy to see

that ∆N =
∑∞

ν=0 1{Sν=r}1{Sν+1=s}1{t<Zν+1≤t+h}. For the single summands we have
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for ν ≥ m

E
[
1{Sν=r}1{Sν+1=s}1{t<Zν+1≤t+h}

∣∣S0 = s0, Z0 = z0, ..., Sm = r, Zm = z, Tm+1 > t− z
]

= P (Sν = r, Sν+1 = s, Zν+1 ∈ (t, t+ h]|Sm = r, Zm = z, Tm+1 > t− z)

=

t−z+h∫
t−z

t−z+t1+h∫
t−z+t1

· · ·
t−z+t1+...+tν−m+h∫
t−z+t1+...+tν−m

∑
s1,..,sν−m−1∈S

sj 6=sj+1

f rs1z (t1)
ν−m−1∏
j=2

f
sj−1sj
z+t1+...+tj−1

(tj)·

f
sν−m−1r
z+t1+...+tν−m−1

(tν−m)f rsz+t1+...+tν−m(tν−m+1)dtν−m+1 . . . dt1.

The first identity applies due to the definition of semi-Markov processes. The last

term only depends on ν − m, but not on m itself. For ν < m the conditional

expectation is zero. When we denote this term as ν−mhrt (z) we obtain

E [N(t+ h)−N(t)|S0 = s0, Z0 = z0, ..., Sm = r, Zm = z, Tm+1 > t− z] =
∞∑
j=0

jhrt (z),

where the series on the right-hand side meets the requirements for the function
Ngrt (z) in Assertion 1. A similar argumentation yields an analoguous result for ∆A.

Here, the representation ∆A =
∑∞

ν=0

∫ (t+h)∧Zν
t∨Zν 1{Sν=r}α(u, u − Zν) can be applied.

This completes the proof of Assertion 1.

This assertion can be put to use in the following chain of equations: Let B ∈

σ(Ft) ∩P({Y (t) = 1}). Further let Ft(B) be a measurable set of the image space
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of Ft, whose pre-image is B.

∫
Ft(B)

E [∆M | Ft = f ] dPFt(f)
(i)
=

∫
B

E [∆M | Ft] dP

(ii)
=

∫
B

∆MdP
(iii)
=

∞∑
m=0

∫
B∩{µ(t)=m}

∆MdP

(iv)
=

∞∑
m=0

∫
B∩{µ(t)=m}

E[∆M |S0, Z0, . . . , Sm, Zm,1{Zm+1>t}]dP

(v)
=

∞∑
m=0

∫
B∩{µ(t)=m}

Mgrt (Zm)dP
(vi)
=

∞∑
m=0

∫
B∩{µ(t)=m}

Mgrt (t−D(t))dP

(vii)
=

∫
B

Mgrt (t−D(t))dP
(viii)
=

∫
Ft(B)

Mgrt (t− dt(f))dPFt(f)

Transformation theorem provides (i), definition of conditional expectations (ii), due

to B ∈ σ(Ft). Then the events {µ(t) = m} form a partition of Ω and (iii) follows.

Note that B ∩ {µ(t) = m} is a (S0, Z0, . . . , Sm, Zm,1{Zm+1>t})-measurable event,

recognizable by the fact that for all ω ∈ {µ(t) = m} the complete paths of Ft can

be reconstructed. The definition of conditional expectations then gives (iv). For (v)

Assertion 1 can be applied because the conditional expectation is the composition

of the factorized conditional expectation and the conditioning variable. Recognize

therefore that for all ω ∈ B ∩ {µ(t) = m} we have Sm = r and 1{Zm+1>t} = 1 ⇔

Tm+1 > t−Zm. For (vi) simply note that for all ω ∈ B∩{µ(t) = m} Zm = t−D(t).

Finally, the summands’ independence ofm enables (vii) and transformation theorem

gives (viii).

Since this calculation is valid for any B ∈ σ(Ft)∩P({Y (t) = 1}) and, hence, for all

corresponding image sets Ft(B), part (a) of the lemma is proven (by applying e.g.

Elstrodt, 2009, Chapter IV, Theorem 4.4).

(b) First we have |∆M | ≤ ∆N + ∆A. We find that the right-hand side of (b) equals

sups 6=r,z
Ngst(z) + sups 6=r,z

Agst(z). Our argumentation starts similar to that in the

proof of part (a). This time we choose B ∈ σ(Ft) ∩ P({Y (t) = 0}). Again, let

Ft(B) be a measurable subset of the image space of Ft whose pre-image is B.
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∫
Ft(B)

E [∆N | Ft = f ] dPFt(f) =

∫
B

E [∆N | Ft] dP

=

∫
B

∆NdP
c.
=

∞∑
m=0

∫
B∩{µ(t)=m}

∆NdP

=
∞∑
m=0

∑
s 6=r

∫
B∩{µ(t)=m}∩{Sm=s}

E[∆N |S0, Z0, . . . , Sm, Zm,1{Zm+1>t}]dP

=
∞∑
m=0

∑
s 6=r

∫
B∩{µ(t)=m}∩{Sm=s}

Ngst(Zm)dP

≤
∞∑
m=0

∑
s 6=r

∫
B∩{µ(t)=m}∩{Sm=s}

sup
s 6=r,z

Ngst(z)dP

=

∫
B

sup
s 6=r,z

Ngst(z)dP =

∫
Ft(B)

sup
s 6=r,z

Ngst(z)dPFt(f)

Arguments for the first four lines are identical to those in (a). Then we can bound the

integrand by the deterministic supremum which is furthermore independent of m.

Then again, we combine the integration areas and apply transformation theorem. In

total we thereby obtain E [∆N | Ft = f ] ≤ sups 6=r,z
Ngst(z), PFt(f)-a.s.. In the same

manner we obtain an analogous result for ∆A und and the proof is completed.

Lemma B.2

There is a constant C > 0, independent of t and ω, such that, for sufficiently small

h > 0, |E[M(t+ h)−M(t)|Ft]| ≤ Ch2.

Before we approach the proof of Lemma B.2, we want to point out how it enables
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establishing the martingale property for M :

∣∣E[M(t+ h)−M(t)
∣∣Ft]∣∣ ≤ k∑

j=1

∣∣∣∣E [M (
t+

jh

k

)
−M

(
t+

(j − 1)h

k

)∣∣∣∣Ft]∣∣∣∣
=

k∑
j=1

∣∣∣∣E [E [M (
t+

jh

k

)
−M

(
t+

(j − 1)h

k

)∣∣∣∣Ft+ (j−1)h
k

]∣∣∣∣Ft]∣∣∣∣
≤

k∑
j=1

C

(
1

k

)2

=
C

k
.

(25)

∣∣E[M(t + h) −M(t)|Ft]
∣∣, itself independent of k, therefore is bounded by C/k for

arbitrary k and must equal zero. So E[M(t + h) −M(t)|Ft] equals zero, too, and

martingale property has been shown – provided we can prove Lemma B.2.

Proof of Lemma B.2: We show four sub-statements. All of those are valid for suffi-

ciently small h > 0.

Statement 1: There is a constant C, independent of t and d, such that

E[∆N |Zm = t− d, Sm = r, Tm+1 > d] =

∫ d+h

d
f rst−d(u)du

Srt−d(d)
+RN(t, d, h),

where |RN(t, d, h)| ≤ Ch2.

Statement 2: There is a constant C, independent of t and d, such that

E[∆A|Zm = t− d, Sm = r, Tm+1 > d] =

∫ d+h

d
f rst−d(u)du

Srt−d(d)
+RA(t, d, h),

where |RA(t, d, h)| ≤ Ch2.

Statement 3: There is a constant C, independent of t and d, such that

E[∆N |Zm = t− d, Sm = s, Tm+1 > d] ≤ Ch2, for all s 6= r.
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Statement 4: There is a constant C, independent of t and d, such that

E[∆A|Zm = t− d, Sm = s, Tm+1 > d] ≤ Ch2, for all s 6= r.

Statements 1 and 2, together with part (a) of Lemma B.1, prove the lemma on the

event {Y (t) = 1}. Statements 3 and 4, together with part (b) of Lemma B.1, prove

it on the event {Y (t) = 0}.

Proof of Statement 1: First we have

E[∆N |Zm = t− d, Sm = r, Tm+1 > d]

=
∞∑
k=1

P (∆N ≥ k|Zm = t− d, Sm = r, Tm+1 > d).
(26)

Due to {∆N ≥ k} ⊂ {µ(t + h) − µ(t) ≥ k} we can bound the kth summand by

C̃khk according to Lemma 2.1 where C̃ is independent of t, d. Therefore the series

except the first summand is bounded by
∑∞

k=2 C̃
khk = (C̃2h2)/(1− C̃h) ≤ C̄h2 for

h small. For the first summand in (26) we have

P (∆N ≥ 1|Zm = t− d, Sm = r, Tm+1 > d)

= P (Zm+1 ≤ t+ h, Sm+1 = s|Zm = t− d, Sm = r, Tm+1 > d)

+ P (“X jumps ≥ 2-times in (t, t+ h], ≥ 1-times from r to s”|Zm = t− d,

Sm = r, Tm+1 > d). (27)

The event of the second probability, which for the sake of simplicity was only de-

scribed in words here, is a subset of {µ(t+h)−µ(t) ≥ 2} and, hence, by Lemma 2.1
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bounded by C̃h2 for small h. It remains to investigate the first summand of (27).

P (Zm+1 ≤ t+ h, Sm+1 = s|Zm = t− d, Sm = r, Tm+1 > d)

=
P (d < Tm+1 ≤ d+ h, Sm+1 = s|Zm = t− d, Sm = r)

P (Tm+1 > d|Zm = t− d, Sm = r)

=

∫ d+h

d
f rst−d(u)du

Srt−d(d)
,

according to the definitions of f rst−d and Srt−d. This proves Statement 1.

Proof of Statemant 2: Due to

∆A =

∫ t+h

t

α(u,D(u))Y (u)du =
∞∑
l=0

∫ t+h

t

α(u, u− Zl)1(Zl,Zl+1](u)1{Sl=r}du

we obtain

E[∆A|Zm = t− d, Sm = r, Tm+1 > d]

=
∞∑
l=0

∫ t+h

t

E
[
α(u, u− Zl)1(Zl,Zl+1](u)1{Sl=r}

∣∣Zm = t− d, Sm = r, Tm+1 > d
]
du

=
∞∑
l=m

∫ t+h

t

E
[
α(u, u− Zl)1(Zl,Zl+1](u)1{Sl=r}

∣∣Zm = t− d, Sm = r, Tm+1 > d
]
du,

(28)

because for l < m one of the indicator functions equals zero, given the condition.

For l > m the lth summand can be bounded according to (L) by

∫ t+h

t

E
[
α(u, u− Zl)1(Zl,Zl+1](u)1{Sl=r}

∣∣Zm = t− d, Sm = r, Tm+1 > d
]
du

≤ C1

∫ t+h

t

P
(
Zl ≤ u

∣∣Zm = t− d, Sm = r, Tm+1 > d
)
du

≤ C1

∫ t+h

t

P
(
µ(u)− µ(t) > l −m

∣∣Zm = t− d, Sm = r, Tm+1 > d
)
du

≤ C1

∫ t+h

t

C̄ l−m
2 hl−mdu ≤ C̃ l−m+1hl−m+1 (29)
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for h small, taking advantage of Lemma 2.1. Therefore the series (28) from index l =

m+1 upwards can be bounded for small h by
∑∞

l=m+1 C̃
l−m+1hl−m+1 ≤ (C̃2h2)/(1−

C̃h) ≤ C̄h2. For the first summand, i.e. l = m, we obtain

∫ t+h

t

E
[
α(u, u− Zm)1(Zm,Zm+1](u)1{Sm=r}

∣∣Zm = t− d, Sm = r, Tm+1 > d
]
du

(i)
=

∫ t+h

t

α(u, u− t+ d)P (Tm+1 > d− t+ u|Zm = t− d, Sm = r, Tm+1 > d)du

(ii)
=

∫ t+h

t

∫ t+h
t

f rst−d(u− t+ d)

Srt−d(u− t+ d)

Srt−d(u− t+ d)

Srt−d(d)
du

(iii)
=

∫ d+h

d
f rst−d(u)du

Srt−d(d)
.

For (i) first recognize 1(Zm,Zm+1](u) = 1{Zm≤u}1{Tm+1>t−Zm}. All factors that are mea-

surable with respect to the condition are extracted from the conditional expectation

whereby both of those indicators equal one. The remaining indicator is rewritten

as a conditional probability. Next, remember the definition of α, see Lemma 2.

Together with

P (Tm+1 > d− t+ u|Zm = t− d, Sm = r, Tm+1 > d)

=
P (Tm+1 > d− t+ u|Zm = t− d, Sm = r)

P (Tm+1 > d|Zm = t− d, Sm = r)
,

and the definition of Srt−d (ii) is explained. Finally, we reduce the fraction and

perform linear substitution for (iii). Thus, Statement 2 is proven.

Proof of Statement 3: For s 6= r we observe, according to Lemma 2.1,

P (∆N ≥ k|Zm = t− d, Sm = s, Tm+1 > d)

≤ P (µ(t+ h)− µ(t) ≥ k + 1|Zm = t− d, Sm = s, Tm+1 > d) ≤ C̃k+1hk+1, k ≥ 1.

This is explained by the idea that for Sm 6= r at least 2k ≥ k + 1 jumps have to

take place in order to have k jumps from r to s. Due to (26) with s instead of r we

47



obtain, for small h,

E[∆N |Zm = t− d, Sm = s, Tm+1 > d] ≤
∞∑
k=1

C̃k+1hk+1 =
C̃2h2

1− C̃h
≤ Ch2.

That shows Statement 3.

Proof of Statement 4: We can repeat the argumentation from the proof of Statement

2 with the difference that the summand l = m in (28) equals zero this time, because

1{Sm=r} is constantly zero given the condition. This suffices as proof of Statement 4

with which the proof of Lemma B.2 is completed, too.

C Uniform consistency of σ̂2
x (Theorem 3.3)

Uniform consistency in probability of a nonparametric estimator is a rather old

research topic (for a survey for kernel density estimation see Wied and Weißbach,

2012). It was followed by almost sure uniform consistency (for an example including

censoring see e.g. Weißbach, 2006). Recall the definition of σ̂2
x in Theorem 3.1.

Furthermore we adopt from Nielsen and Linton (1995) the definition

σ̃2
x := C −2

x

1

n
b2

n∑
i=1

∫
K2
b (x−Xi(s))d〈Mi〉(s)

= C −2
x

1

n
b2

n∑
i=1

∫
K2
b (x−Xi(s))α(Xi(s))Yi(s)ds

decompose

sup
x
|σ̂2
x − σ2

x| ≤ sup
x
|σ̂2
x − σ̃2

x|+ sup
x
|σ̃2
x − Eσ̃2

x|+ sup
x
|Eσ̃2

x − σ2
x|.

It suffices to prove convergence of all right-hand side terms. Since the proof of

Nielsen and Linton (1995), Theorem 2, already covers supx |Cx − ϕ(x)| →P 0, it

is sufficient to show convergence of supx |C 2
x σ̂

2
x − C 2

x σ̃
2
x|, supx |C 2

x σ̃
2
x − EC 2

x σ̃
2
x| and
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supx |EC 2
x σ̃

2
x − ϕ2(x)σ2

x|. This is because from fn → f uniformly, gn → g uniformly,

and inf g > 0, it follows, that, also uniformly, fn/gn → f/g .

For the first two of these terms, Lemma 1 of Nielsen and Linton (1995) shall be

applied. Since point-wise convergence has been established in Nielsen and Linton

(1995), we restrict ourselves to the proof of (L2). Within (L2) w.l.o.g. we only

consider the case j = 1. Therefore let x∗ = (t, d∗). For this we have

E
[
C 2
x σ̂

2
x − C 2

x σ̃
2
x − (C 2

x∗σ̂
2
x∗ − C 2

x∗σ̃
2
x∗)
]2

(i)
= E

[
1

n
b2

n∑
i=1

∫ {
K2
b (x−Xi(s))−K2

b (x∗ −Xi(s))
}
dMi(s)

]2

(ii)
=

1

n2
b4

n∑
i=1

E
∫ {

K2
b (x−Xi(s))−K2

b (x∗ −Xi(s))
}2
d〈Mi〉(s)

(iii)
=

1

n
b4

∫
[0,1]2

{
K2
b (x− w)−K2

b (x∗ − w)
}2
α(w)ϕ(w)dw (30)

(vi)
=

1

n
b−2

∫ (1−x)/b

−x/b

{
K2(q)−K2

(
q +

x∗ − x
b

)}2

α(x− bq)ϕ(x− bq)dq

(v)

≤ const · 1

n
b−4|d∗ − d|2.

Definitions of σ̂2
x, σ̃2

x and Mi provides (i). For (ii) we exploit that for general cen-

tred martingales X we have EX(T )2 = E〈X〉(T ), that
∫
HdM is such martingale,

and that 〈
∫
HdM〉 =

∫
H2d〈M〉 for martingales M , which are are the difference

between a counting process and its compensator (see e.g. Fleming and Harrington,

2011, chapter 2). Furthermore we independence of observations is utilized, which

makes sure that we can ignore mixed terms, since these summands have expectation

zero. Next, d〈Mi〉(s) = α(Xi(s))Yi(s)ds, together with (13), results in (iii) and the
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substitution q = (x− w)/b provides (iv). Now consider

∣∣∣∣K2(q)−K2

(
q +

x∗ − x
b

)∣∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣k2(q1)− k2

(
q1 +

d∗ − d
b

)∣∣∣∣ 2∏
j=2

k2(qj)

≤ C̃b−1|d∗ − d|
2∏
j=2

k2(qj),

which holds true according to (K”), and because x and x∗ only differ in the first

coordinate. Plugging this into the equation (v) follows by recognizing that all inte-

grands are continuous and the integration area remains compact due to the compact

support of K.

Thus, (L2) is shown due to (B’) for C 2
x σ̂

2
x − C 2

x σ̃
2
x. Further, we obtain

E
[
C 2
x σ̃

2
x − EC 2

x σ̃
2
x − (C 2

x∗σ̃
2
x∗ − EC 2

x∗σ̃
2
x∗)
]2

= V ar(C 2
x σ̃

2
x − C 2

x∗σ̃
2
x∗)

(i)
= V ar

(
1

n
b2

n∑
i=1

∫ {
K2
b (x−Xi(s))−K2

b (x∗ −Xi(s))
}
α(Xi(s))Yi(s)ds

)
(ii)

≤ 1

n
b4

∫
[0,1]2

{
K2
b (x− w)−K2

b (x∗ − w)
}2
α2(w)ϕ(w)dw,

where (i) is due to the definition of σ̃2
x plus d〈Mi〉(s) = α(Xi(s))Yi(s)ds, and (ii) due

to Formula (10) in Nielsen and Linton (1995). Because the last term is identical to

(30) up to the bounded factor α(w) inside the integral, (L2) is shown for C 2
x σ̃

2
x −

EC 2
x σ̃

2
x, too. Finally, |EC 2

x σ̃
2
x − ϕ2(x)σ2

x| is to be investigated. For this we have

|EC 2
x σ̃

2
x − ϕ2(x)σ2

x|
(i)
=

∣∣∣∣b2

∫
[0,1]2

K2
b (x− w)α(w)ϕ(w)dw − κd+1

2 α(x)ϕ(x)

∣∣∣∣
(ii)
=

∣∣∣∣∫
[−1,1]2

K2(q) {α(x− bq)ϕ(x− bq)− α(x)ϕ(x)} dq
∣∣∣∣ ,

where (i) is explained by the different definitions and (13). (ii) is true for large n,

hence, small b, due to the substitution q = (x − w)/b, the fact that the support of

K is [−1, 1]2, and the definition of κ2. Because the integrand’s leading factor, K2,
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is bounded, uniform convergence on X to zero follows by Lemma A.3.
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