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Abstract

We introduce a counting process to model the random occurrence in time of car traffic

accidents, taking into account some aspects of the self-excitation typical of this phenomenon.

By combining methods from probability and differential equations, we study this stochastic

process in terms of its statistical moments and large-time trend. Moreover, we derive analytic-

ally the probability density functions of the times of occurrence of traffic accidents and of the

time elapsing between two consecutive accidents. Finally, we demonstrate the suitability of

our modelling approach by means of numerical simulations, which address also a comparison

with real data of weekly trends of traffic accidents.
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1 Introduction

Understanding the occurrence of accidents is important in terms of increased travel time due
to congestion, material damage to vehicles, and – most importantly – the safety of travellers.
Although the number of road fatalities has decreased in most European countries over the last
fifty years, road accidents are still a serious problem and have become an increasingly important
issue in today’s controversial topics. In particular, traffic accidents lead to congestion and are
therefore a cause of stress and increased travel times, as well as of higher vehicle emissions.

There is a large variety of mathematical perspectives on traffic accidents. Considering traffic
flow models based on first order hyperbolic conservation laws, traffic accidents were introduced in
[7, 8, 9]. These works consider coupled models where traffic flow and traffic accidents influence
each other in a bidirectional way. This idea was transferred to second order traffic dynamics in [2].
Using machine learning techniques, investigations on the prediction of traffic accidents [5, 21], the
number of accidents on particular road segments [6], and also further accident-related parameters
such as their severity [1] have been carried out. Further approaches involve Bayesian networks
[15, 22] and kinetic models [4].

Conversely, a probabilistic modelling of car traffic accidents is still largely missing. In order
to motivate it, we observe in Figure 1 some typical time trajectories of the number of accidents
based on British accident data1. Each curve represents one week in 2020 and, as it is apparent
from the plot, features a different growing trend and several jumps. Instead of investigating the
detailed causes of such trends, a probabilistic modelling approach should aim to explain aggregately
the origin of time trajectories qualitatively similar to those of Figure 1 out of more elementary
universal principles. One of them is, for instance, the self-adaptation of the process based on
previous accidents, in particular the fact that new accidents get more probable after an accident
has occurred – the so-called self-excitation of the process.

1https://data.gov.uk/dataset/cb7ae6f0-4be6-4935-9277-47e5ce24a11f/road-safety-data – Accessed 11th

September 2024.
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Figure 1: Weekly evolution in time of the number of accidents in an area in the UK for all weeks
of 2020. For further details on the data, see Section A.3.

To describe mathematically the jump intensity of counting processes like the one reported in
Figure 1, different approaches exist in the literature. When considering the occurrence of traffic
accidents from a statistical point of view, Poisson models are a frequent choice [3, 10]. Nevertheless,
as data comparisons depict, their applicability is limited due to larger variances in real world data
than those models predict (over-dispersion). In [14, 20] this issue is further elaborated and first
approaches to bypass it are presented.

Building on [9], where the influence of previous accidents on the probability of further acci-
dents was investigated using a Hawkes process, in this paper we follow instead the idea that, as
mentioned before, accidents are driven by some self-excitation property. This property, first con-
sidered for earthquakes [11], has been investigated in the context of traffic accidents in [12, 16] for
a data validation in London and the US. We refer to [13] for a simulation-driven investigation of
statistical properties and a maximum-likelihood analysis of accident parameters. However, since
the Hawkes process has a jump intensity that typically decays rapidly in time, it is only useful
for the description of short-term accident patterns and not for the explanation of the main effects
depicted in Figure 1.

To overcome this difficulty, while keeping an eye on the amenability of our model to insightful
analytical investigations, we propose a stochastic counting process featuring a generalised version
of the self-excitation property recalled above. In particular, its jump probability consists of a time-
dependent background intensity supplemented by a term proportional to the cumulative number
of accidents occurred up to the current time, the so-called self-excitation intensity. For both
terms we consider prototypical assumptions and derive the corresponding characteristics of the
stochastic process. Specifically, by combining methods from probability and differential equations
in a spirit reminiscent of that of the kinetic theory, we estimate the large-time trend of the
process, the behaviour of its statistical moments, and, under certain assumptions, we even provide
an explicit expression of its law. Particularly relevant are moreover the time instants of occurrence
of traffic accidents as well as the time elapsing between two consecutive accidents (interaccident
time). For both quantities, which are random variables linked to the main counting process, we
provide explicit probabilistic characterisations, showing that in general their distributions do not
follow those typically postulated in the more standard probabilistic descriptions mentioned above.
This is in line with the observed mismatch of e.g., Poisson models when employed to describe
mathematically traffic accidents.

In more detail, the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 introduces our stochastic process
modelling the occurrence of car accidents and investigates the basic properties of its probability
distribution. Making use of such results, Section 3 addresses the study of the distribution of ac-
cident and interaccident times. Next, for different choices of the background and self-excitation
intensity functions complying with the theory previously developed, Section 4 provides a compu-
tational analysis of the accident process based on simulated data, which confirms and visualises
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Figure 2: A prototypical trajectory of the process {Nt, t ≥ 0}.

the theoretical predictions. It also addresses a real data study aimed at identifying proper choices
of the intensity functions which make our model reproduce qualitatively the benchmark trends
displayed in Figure 1. Finally, Section 5 summarises the main contributions of the paper.

2 Modelling the accident distribution

Let us consider a stream of vehicles along a generic stretch of road. We denote by {Nt, t ≥ 0}
the stochastic process counting the number of accidents over time; in particular, Nt ∈ N is the
random variable yielding the cumulative number of accidents occurred up to time t > 0, being
N0 = 0 the (deterministic) initial condition.

Upon introducing a small time step 0 < ∆t ≪ 1, we consider the following discrete-in-time
evolution rule of Nt:

Nt+∆t = Nt +H∆t
t , (1)

where H∆t
t ∈ N is a random variable counting the number of accidents which occur in the time

interval (t, t+∆t]. We assume the following probabilistic model:

Prob(H∆t
t = h) =











1− λ∗(t)∆t + o(∆t) if h = 0

λ∗(t)∆t + o(∆t) if h = 1

o(∆t) if h ≥ 2,

h ∈ N, (2)

where the function λ∗ : [0, +∞) → R+, to be specified, is the intensity of the process {Nt, t ≥ 0}.
The process {Nt, t ≥ 0} just defined belongs to the class of the counting processes. Figure 2

displays a prototypical trajectory of it, which is piecewise constant in the set of positive integers.
The process jumps from one positive integer to the next one at some random times {Tk}k≥1,
0 < T1 < T2 < . . . < Tk−1 < Tk < . . ., called jump (or arrival) times. The time between two
consecutive jump times, during which the process remains in a specific state (integer value), is
called a holding (or interarrival) time and is defined as ∆Tk := Tk − Tk−1. Typical examples of
counting processes are the renewal processes, which feature independent and identically distributed
holding times. For example, if in (2) one considers a constant intensity λ∗ > 0 one obtains a
renewal process {Nt, t ≥ 0} whose holding times are independent and exponentially distributed
with parameter λ∗, i.e. a Poisson process (cf. Section A.2 in the Supplementary Material).

In our case, however, we need to consider more elaborated forms of the intensity λ∗ to include
in the model the self-excitation property of car accidents mentioned in the Introduction. This
typically destroys the independence and identical distribution of the holding times, so that the
resulting counting process {Nt, t ≥ 0} is no longer a renewal process and needs therefore to be
analysed in a dedicated manner.

In applications ranging e.g., from seismology to epidemiology and mathematical finance the
prototype of self-exciting stochastic processes is the Hawkes process [11], in which the intensity
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λ∗(t) depends on the history of the process {Ns, s ≥ 0} up to time t as follows:

λ∗(t) = λ(t) +

∫ t

0

µ(t− s) dNs, (3)

where λ, µ : [0, +∞) → R+ are the so-called background and self-excitation intensities, respect-
ively. The integral appearing in (3) is a stochastic integral with respect to the process {Nt, t ≥ 0}.
Using the fact that the latter is piecewise constant with jumps of unitary amplitude, the intensity
λ∗ may be written equivalently as

λ∗(t) = λ(t) +
∑

k :Tk≤t

µ(t− Tk) (4)

at least for a continuous self-excitation intensity function µ. In particular, if µ is constant we
obtain the special form

λ∗(t) = λ(t) + µNt. (5)

In order to bypass the complications of a non-local (in time) probabilistic model like (3), taking
inspiration from (5) here we define instead

λ∗(t) = λ(t) + µ(t)Nt, (6)

so as to allow for a variable self-excitation intensity but with a local-in-time effect. Notice that,
in general, (6) is not the intensity of a Hawkes process but still takes into account the aggregate
history of the process {Nt, t ≥ 0} up to time t through the term proportional to Nt. Moreover,
it reduces to a Hawkes process in the special case of constant µ. On the whole, (1), (2), (6) fully
characterise our discrete-in-time stochastic accident model.

Now, let

f(n, t) := Prob(Nt = n), n ∈ N. (7)

From the stochastic model (1), (2), (6) we may obtain an evolution equation for f in the continuous
time limit ∆t → 0+ by invoking classical arguments of the kinetic theory, cf. e.g., [18]. To this
purpose, let ϕ : N → R be an arbitrary test function and let us denote by 〈·〉 the expectation
operator. Taking the expectation of the quantity ϕ(Nt+∆t) we get, from (1), (2),

〈ϕ(Nt+∆t)〉 = 〈ϕ(Nt +H∆t
t )〉 = 〈ϕ(Nt)〉+

〈

λ∗(t)
(

ϕ(Nt + 1)− ϕ(Nt)
)〉

∆t+ o(∆t),

whence
〈ϕ(Nt+∆t)〉 − 〈ϕ(Nt)〉

∆t
=
〈

λ∗(t)
(

ϕ(Nt + 1)− ϕ(Nt)
)〉

+ o(1)

and formally, in the limit ∆t → 0+,

d

dt
〈ϕ(Nt)〉 = 〈λ∗(t)

(

ϕ(Nt + 1)− ϕ(Nt)
)

〉.

Using f to compute the remaining expectations we find further

d

dt

∞
∑

i=0

ϕ(i)f(i, t) =

∞
∑

i=0

(λ(t) + µ(t)i)
(

ϕ(i+ 1)− ϕ(i)
)

f(i, t), (8)

where we have used (6) to express λ∗ in terms of λ, µ. This equation is required to hold for every
test function ϕ, therefore it can be considered the weak form of the evolution equation for the
distribution function f .

Recovering the corresponding strong form is a matter of choosing ϕ conveniently. In particular,
let us fix n ∈ N and let us consider a test function ϕ such that ϕ(n) = 1 while ϕ(i) = 0 whenever
i 6= n. Then from (8) we get

∂tf(n, t) =
(

λ(t) + µ(t)(n− 1)
)

f(n− 1, t)−
(

λ(t) + µ(t)n
)

f(n, t) (9)
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for n = 0, 1, 2, . . . , which provides a set of evolution equations for the probabilities {f(n, t), n ∈
N}, i.e. the law of Nt for each t ≥ 0.

Assuming that at the initial time no accidents have occurred yet, the natural initial condition
for (9) at t = 0 is

f(n, 0) =

{

1 if n = 0

0 if n > 0,
(10)

which corresponds to N0 having a law given by δ0(n).

Remark 2.1. For subsequent developments, it may be convenient to understand f(n, t) as defined
formally also for negative integers n, hence on the whole Z, with f(n, t) = 0 for all n < 0 and all
t ≥ 0. Notice that (9) evaluated at n < 0 is consistent with this interpretation, indeed it returns
∂tf(n, t) = 0 for all n < 0.

2.1 Basic properties of the distribution function f

We begin by investigating some elementary properties of the distribution function f , which can
be deduced directly from the initial-value problem (9)-(10).

Let us define

Λ(t) :=

∫ t

0

λ(s) ds, M(t) :=

∫ t

0

µ(s) ds. (11)

Assumption 2.2. We assume that λ, µ are bounded in every interval [0, t], t > 0. Then so are
Λ, M .

Notice that, owing to Assumption 2.2, the mappings t 7→ Λ(t), t 7→ M(t) are continuous.
Moreover, since λ, µ are non-negative, they are also non-decreasing.

From (9), for n = 0 and taking Remark 2.1 into account we get ∂tf(0, t) = −λ(t)f(0, t),
whence, owing to (10),

f(0, t) = e−Λ(t). (12)

For n > 0, rewriting (9) as

∂t

(

eΛ(t)+M(t)nf(n, t)
)

= eΛ(t)+M(t)n
(

λ(t) + µ(t)(n− 1)
)

f(n− 1, t)

and integrating over [0, t], t > 0, we obtain instead the recursive relationship

f(n, t) = e−(Λ(t)+M(t)n)

∫ t

0

eΛ(s)+M(s)n
(

λ(s) + µ(s)(n − 1)
)

f(n− 1, s) ds, (13)

n = 1, 2, . . . , whence we may prove that (9) is consistent with its solutions being probability
distributions:

Proposition 2.3. Assuming (10), it results

0 ≤ f(n, t) ≤ 1,
∞
∑

i=0

f(i, t) = 1

for all n ∈ N and all t > 0.

Proof. First, we show that 0 ≤ f(n, t) ≤ 1 for all n ∈ N and all t > 0. For n = 0, this is evident
from (12). Assume now that for a certain n > 0 we have 0 ≤ f(n− 1, t) ≤ 1 for all t > 0. Then
from (13) we see straightforwardly that f(n, t) ≥ 0 for all t > 0 and moreover:

f(n, t) ≤ e−(Λ(t)+M(t)n)

∫ t

0

eΛ(s)+M(s)n
(

λ(s) + µ(s)(n− 1)
)

ds

5



= e−(Λ(t)+M(t)n)

[

(

eΛ(s)+M(s)n
∣

∣

∣

t

0
−
∫ t

0

eΛ(s)+M(s)nµ(s) ds

]

whence, considering that Λ(0) = M(0) = 0 by definition, cf. (11),

= 1− e−(Λ(t)+M(t)n)

[

1 +

∫ t

0

eΛ(s)+M(s)nµ(s) ds

]

≤ 1.

The thesis follows then by induction on n.
Second, we show that

∑∞
i=0 f(i, t) = 1 for all t > 0. From (8) with ϕ ≡ 1 we discover

d
dt

∑∞
i=0 f(i, t) = 0, whence the thesis follows owing to (10).

We may take advantage of the weak form (8) of the evolution equation for f to study some
representative statistical quantities of the process {Nt, t ≥ 0}.

Let

m(t) :=

∞
∑

n=0

nf(n, t) (14)

be the mean number of accidents at time t. Choosing ϕ(i) = i in (8) we obtain that m satisfies
the equation

dm

dt
= λ(t) + µ(t)m (15)

complemented with the initial condition m(0) = 0, cf. (10), whence we determine explicitly

m(t) = eM(t)

∫ t

0

e−M(s)λ(s) ds. (16)

Owing to Assumption 2.2, it results m(t) < +∞ for all t > 0. Moreover, if λ, µ ∈ L1(R+) then,
letting

Λ∞ :=

∫ +∞

0

λ(t) dt, M∞ :=

∫ +∞

0

µ(t) dt, (17)

we obtain

m(t)
t→+∞−−−−→ m∞ := eM∞

∫ +∞

0

e−M(s)λ(s) ds. (18)

Since e−M∞ < e−M(s) ≤ 1 for all s > 0, we observe that

Λ∞ ≤ m∞ ≤ eM∞Λ∞, (19)

thus m∞ is finite and in general non-zero.
Let now

E(t) :=

∞
∑

n=0

n2f(n, t)

be the energy of the distribution f at time t. With ϕ(i) = i2 in (8) we get that its evolution is
ruled by the equation

dE

dt
= 2µ(t)E +

(

2λ(t) + µ(t)
)

m+ λ(t) (20)

with initial condition E(0) = 0, cf. (10), whence

E(t) = e2M(t)

∫ t

0

e−2M(s)
[(

2λ(s) + µ(s)
)

m(s) + λ(s)
]

ds. (21)
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If we consider again the case λ, µ ∈ L1(R+) we may estimate

E(t)
t→+∞−−−−→ E∞ := e2M∞

∫ +∞

0

e−2M(s)
[(

2λ(s) + µ(s)
)

m(s) + λ(s)
]

ds

≤ e2M∞ [(2Λ∞ +M∞)m∞ + Λ∞]

≤ e2M∞ [(2Λ∞ +M∞)eM∞ + 1]Λ∞,

(22)

where we have used that m(t) ≤ m∞ for all t > 0 (becausem(t) is non-decreasing, indeed from (15)
it results dm

dt
≥ 0) along with the upper bound in (19). Therefore, the energy is asymptotically

finite. Moreover, plugging (16), (18) into (22) and using again repeatedly e−M∞ < e−M(s) for all
s ≥ 0 we obtain

E∞ ≥ e2M∞

∫ +∞

0

e−2M(s)
(

2λ(s) + µ(s)
)

(

eM(s)

∫ s

0

e−M(r)λ(r) dr

)

ds+ eM∞m∞

≥
∫ +∞

0

(2λ(s) + µ(s))Λ(s) ds + eM∞Λ∞ ≥ Λ2
∞ + eM∞Λ∞.

(23)

The finiteness of both m∞ and E∞ implies that the internal energy, viz. the variance, of the
distribution f , defined as σ2

∞ := E∞ − m2
∞, is asymptotically finite. In addition to this, (19)

and (23) entail
σ2
∞ ≥

(

Λ∞ + eM∞ − e2M∞Λ∞
)

Λ∞. (24)

When 0 < σ2
∞ < +∞ the asymptotic profile towards which f may converge in time neither shrinks

on a single value of n (the case σ2
∞ = 0) nor spreads on the whole N (the case σ2

∞ = +∞). In
other words, if the limit internal energy of the system is positive and finite the process {Nt, t ≥ 0}
may display interesting asymptotics.

From (24), assuming Λ∞ > 0 (which amounts to excluding the case λ ≡ 0), we see that a

sufficient condition for σ2
∞ > 0 is (1 − e2M∞)Λ∞ + eM∞ > 0, namely Λ∞ < eM∞

e2M∞−1
. Hence,

for fixed M∞ ≥ 0, if Λ∞ is sufficiently small a non-vanishing asymptotic internal energy may be
guaranteed. Notice that if M∞ = 0, i.e. if µ ≡ 0 (no self-excitation), then σ2

∞ > 0 for every
Λ∞ ≥ 0.

2.2 Estimates on f and characterisation of the tail

Besides (12), from the recursive relationship (13) it is in general hard to obtain an explicit expres-
sion of f(n, t) for n ≥ 1 and t > 0. Nonetheless, we can establish a useful estimate, which in some
regimes depicts quite accurately the trend of f .

Theorem 2.4. It results

f(n, t) ≤ e−Λ(t)

n!

(

Λ(t) +M(t)(n− 1)
)n

(25)

for every n ∈ N, n ≥ 1, and every t > 0.

Proof. We proceed by induction on n.
Using (12), from (13) we compute explicitly

f(1, t) = e−(Λ(t)+M(t))

∫ t

0

eM(s)λ(s) ds ≤ e−Λ(t)

∫ t

0

λ(s) ds = Λ(t)e−Λ(t),

where we have used that M is non-decreasing, thus M(s) ≤ M(t) for all s ≤ t. This proves
that (25) holds for n = 1.

We assume now that (25) holds for a certain n ≥ 1 and test it for n+ 1:

f(n+ 1, t) = e−(Λ(t)+M(t)(n+1))

∫ t

0

eΛ(s)+M(s)(n+1)(λ(s) + µ(s)n)f(n, s) ds

7



≤ e−Λ(t)

n!

∫ t

0

(λ(s) + µ(s)n)
(

Λ(s) +M(s)n
)n

ds

=
e−Λ(t)

n!

∫ t

0

1

n+ 1
· d

ds

(

Λ(s) +M(s)n
)n+1

ds

=
e−Λ(t)

(n+ 1)!

(

Λ(t) +M(t)n
)n+1

.

We conclude that (25) holds for every n ∈ N, n ≥ 1, and every t > 0.

From Theorem 2.4 we may characterise the tail of the distribution f(·, t) at every t > 0, i.e.
the trend of f(n, t) for n large (and t fixed). By Stirling’s formula we have n! ∼

√
2πn

(

n
e

)n
when

n → ∞, whence

f(n, t) ≤ e−Λ(t)

n!

(

Λ(t) +M(t)(n− 1)
)n ∼ e−Λ(t)

√
2π

· (eM(t))n√
n

(26)

for n sufficiently large. Since M(t) is non-decreasing and M(0) = 0, the equation eM(t) = 1 may
admit a solution. If this is the case, we denote t∗ := min{t > 0 : eM(t) = 1}. Then, for every
t < t∗ the distribution f(·, t) decays quicker than exponentially when n → ∞, thereby exhibiting
a slim tail. For t = t∗, it decays at least like 1√

n
. Finally, for t > t∗, if M(t) is not constantly

equal to 1
e
the asymptotic estimate (26) does not allow us to predict the shape of the tail for n

large, because (eM(t))n√
n

→ +∞ when n → ∞. Conversely, if M(t) < 1
e
for every t ≥ 0 then t∗ does

not exist and at all times f(·, t) features a slim tail analytically estimated by (26).
On the whole, the ultimate characterisation of the tail of f(·, t) may be obtained as a con-

sequence of the following fact:

Theorem 2.5. Assume λ, µ ∈ L1(R+). Then f has statistical moments of any order uniformly
bounded in time.

Proof. Let

Mk(t) :=

∞
∑

i=0

ikf(i, t), k ∈ N,

be the k-th statistical moment2 of f at time t. Taking ϕ(i) = ik in (8) we obtain that Mk obeys
the equation

dMk

dt
=

∞
∑

i=0

(λ(t) + µ(t)i)
(

(i + 1)k − ik
)

f(i, t).

Writing (i+ 1)k =
∑k

j=0

(

k

j

)

ij =
∑k−1

j=0

(

k

j

)

ij + ik we further obtain

dMk

dt
=

k−1
∑

j=0

(

k

j

) ∞
∑

i=0

(

λ(t)ij + µ(t)ij+1
)

f(i, t) =

k−1
∑

j=0

(

k

j

)

(λ(t)Mj + µ(t)Mj+1)

=

k−2
∑

j=0

(

k

j

)

(λ(t)Mj + µ(t)Mj+1) + kλ(t)Mk−1 + kµ(t)Mk.

Multiplying both sides by e−kM(t) yields

d

dt

(

e−kM(t)Mk

)

= e−kM(t)







k−2
∑

j=0

(

k

j

)

(λ(t)Mj + µ(t)Mj+1) + kλ(t)Mk−1







,

2With reference to Section 2.1, we have for instance M1 = m, M2 = E.
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whence, integrating on [0, t], t > 0,

Mk(t) = ekM(t)Mk(0) +

∫ t

0

ek(M(t)−M(s))

×







k−2
∑

j=0

(

k

j

)

(

λ(s)Mj(s) + µ(s)Mj+1(s)
)

+ kλ(s)Mk−1(s)







ds.

In particular, M0(0) = 1 whereas Mk(0) = 0 for all k > 0 because f(n, 0) = δ0(n).
Clearly,M0 ≡ 1 is uniformly bounded. Assume now that the first k moments of f are uniformly

bounded in time, i.e. that there exist constants Cj > 0, j = 0, . . . , k, such that Mj(t) ≤ Cj for
all t ≥ 0. Then also Mk+1 is uniformly bounded in time, indeed:

Mk+1(t) =

∫ t

0

e(k+1)(M(t)−M(s))

{

k−1
∑

j=0

(

k + 1

j

)

(

λ(s)Mj(s) + µ(s)Mj+1(s)
)

+ (k + 1)λ(s)Mk(s)

}

ds,

where we have taken into account that Mk+1(0) = 0 for every k ≥ 0, and further

≤ e(k+1)M∞

∫ +∞

0







k−1
∑

j=0

(

k + 1

j

)

(λ(s)Cj + µ(s)Cj+1) + (k + 1)λ(s)Ck







ds

= e(k+1)M∞

k−1
∑

j=0

(

k + 1

j

)

(Λ∞Cj +M∞Cj+1) + (k + 1)Λ∞Ck =: Ck+1,

in view of (17) along with M(t) ≤ M∞ for all t ≥ 0 because M is non-decreasing.
By induction on k, we conclude that all moments of f are uniformly bounded in time.

Theorem 2.5 implies straightforwardly:

Corollary 2.6. If λ, µ ∈ L1(R+) then f(·, t) has a slim tail for all t > 0.

Proof. Indeed, f(·, t) has finite statistical moments of any order for all t > 0.

The slim tail of f(·, t) indicates that, at every time, the occurrence of a large total number of
accidents up to that time is a quite unlikely event. Indeed, for n̄ ∈ N we have Prob(Nt ≥ n̄) =
∑∞

n=n̄ f(n, t) and the larger n̄ the smaller this quantity owing to the slimness of the tail of f .

2.3 The case of λ, µ constant

When λ, µ > 0 are constant the intensity λ∗ takes the special form (5). The process {Nt, t ≥ 0}
becomes then a particular instance of a genuine Hawkes process, for which the theory developed so
far may be further specialised. We refer the interested reader to Section A.1 of the Supplementary
Material.

3 Accident times

After investigating the distribution function of the number of accidents Nt, we turn our attention
to the law of the jump times {Tk}k≥1, which in this context we rename accident times. Next, we
will investigate also the law of the holding times {∆Tk}k≥1, that here we call interaccident times
as they represent the time elapsing between an accident and the subsequent one. See Figure 2.
We will ascertain that, due to the self-excitation of the process {Nt, t ≥ 0}, the interaccident
times are not identically distributed, hence that {Nt, t ≥ 0} is indeed not a classical renewal
process. Despite this technical difficulty, we will provide analytical results which characterise
quite explicitly the (probabilistic) occurrence of car accidents in time.
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3.1 Law of the accident times

Formally, we may define the time of occurrence of the k-th accident, k ∈ N, k ≥ 1, as

Tk := inf{t ≥ 0 : Nt = k},

whence we deduce that the event {Tk ≤ t} is the same as {Nt ≥ k}. Therefore:

Prob(Tk ≤ t) = Prob(Nt ≥ k) = 1−
k−1
∑

n=0

Prob(Nt = n) = 1−
k−1
∑

n=0

f(n, t).

Letting gk = gk(t) be the probability density function (pdf) of the random variable Tk, we may

write gk(t) =
d
dt
Prob(Tk ≤ t) = −∑k−1

n=0 ∂tf(n, t) and further, expressing ∂tf(n, t) via (9),

gk(t) = λ(t)

k−1
∑

n=0

(

f(n, t)− f(n− 1, t)
)

+ µ(t)

k−1
∑

n=0

(

nf(n, t)− (n− 1)f(n− 1, t)
)

.

These telescopic sums may be evaluated explicitly. Taking also Remark 2.1 into account we get
finally

gk(t) =
(

λ(t) + µ(t)(k − 1)
)

f(k − 1, t). (27)

It is instructive to check explicitly that such a gk is a pdf:

Proposition 3.1. Assume λ 6∈ L1(R+) and either µ ∈ L1(R+) or µ constant. Then gk given
by (27) is a pdf in R+ for every k ∈ N, k ≥ 1.

Proof. Clearly, gk(t) ≥ 0 for all t ≥ 0. Thus, the key point is to show that it has unitary integral
in R+.

With k = 1 we have explicitly g1(t) = λ(t)f(0, t) = λ(t)e−Λ(t) in view of (12) and we may

compute
∫ +∞
0 g1(t) dt = 1− e−Λ∞ = 1, since Λ∞ = +∞ owing to the assumption λ 6∈ L1(R+).

We now assume that gk has unitary integral in R+ for a certain k ∈ N and we check the
analogous property for gk+1. First, combining (9) and (27) we notice that ∂tf(k, t) = gk(t) −
gk+1(t), whence, integrating in time,

lim
t→+∞

f(k, t)− f(k, 0) = 1−
∫ +∞

0

gk+1(t) dt.

Because of (12) it results f(k, 0) = 0 for every k ≥ 1 whereas (25) together with the present

assumptions on λ, µ imply lim
t→+∞

f(k, t) = 0. Hence
∫ +∞
0 gk+1(t) dt = 1 and the thesis follows by

induction on k.

Remark 3.2. The assumptions of Proposition 3.1 are sufficiently representative of the cases of
interest in this work but they are not the most general possible. For instance, if λ is non-integrable

then µ may be in turn a non-integrable function, not necessarily constant, such that e−
Λ(t)
n M(t) →

0 when t → +∞, in such a way that from (25) one still has f(k, t) → 0 when t → +∞.

On the other hand, if λ is integrable then Λ∞ < +∞ and
∫ +∞
0

g1(t) dt = 1 − e−Λ∞ < 1. In
this case, g1, and likewise the other gk’s, is not a pdf because there is a non-zero probability that
T1 = +∞, i.e. that the first accident never occurs (notice that

∫ +∞
0 g1(t) dt = Prob(T1 < +∞)).

Such a probability can be computed as

Prob(T1 = +∞) = Prob(Nt = 0 for arbitrarily large t) = lim
t→+∞

f(0, t) = e−Λ∞ ,

i.e. precisely the value to be added to Prob(T1 < +∞) to obtain Prob(T1 ≤ +∞) = 1.
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3.2 Law of the interaccident times

The discussion set forth about the law of the Tk’s is propaedeutical to the investigation of the
interaccident times

∆Tk := Tk − Tk−1, k ∈ N, k ≥ 1.

As already mentioned, ∆Tk expresses the time elapsing between the occurrence of the (k − 1)-th
and the k-th accident or, in other words, the waiting time of the k-th accident after the (k− 1)-th
has occurred.

For the sake of convenience, throughout this section we assume that λ, µ are such that the gk’s
are the pdf’s of the Tk’s as stated by Proposition 3.1. Letting conventionally T0 = 0, we observe
that ∆T1 ≡ T1, therefore

∆T1 ∼ g1(t) = λ(t)e−Λ(t) (28)

cf. (12) and (27). In particular, the law of ∆T1 is unaffected by µ, which is reasonable considering
that the self-excitation of the accident process may play a role only after the very first accident
has occurred, hence not in the time interval [0, T1).

The determination of the laws of the ∆Tk’s for k > 1 is much less straightforward, due to the
statistical dependence among the Tk’s. Notice indeed that Tk−1, Tk are clearly not independent
because e.g., Tk−1 ≤ Tk.

To obtain the law of ∆Tk we proceed by determining first the joint law of the pair (Tk−1, Tk),
whose pdf we denote by gk−1,k = gk−1,k(s, t) with (s, t) ∈ R2

+. Let gTk|Tk−1
= gTk|Tk−1

(t|s) be the
pdf of Tk conditioned to Tk−1. Then

gk−1,k(s, t) = gTk|Tk−1
(t|s)gk−1(s). (29)

Since gk−1 is provided by (27), the only quantity to be really found is gTk|Tk−1
. First, we consider

that gTk|Tk−1
(t|s) = ∂t Prob(Tk ≤ t|Tk−1 = s). Consequently, we compute:

Prob(Tk ≤ t|Tk−1 = s) = Prob(Nt ≥ k|Tk−1 = s) = 1−
k−1
∑

n=0

Prob(Nt = n|Tk−1 = s).

Clearly, if t ≤ s then Prob(Tk ≤ t|Tk−1 = s) = 0, therefore we may focus on the case t > s only.
On the other hand, for t > s it results Prob(Nt = n|Tk−1 = s) = 0 for every n < k − 1, hence
finally

Prob(Tk ≤ t|Tk−1 = s) = 1− Prob(Nt = k − 1|Tk−1 = s). (30)

This formula shows that a key quantity in our computation is the law of Nt conditioned to Tk−1.
Therefore, we make now a small detour to tackle the problem of determining Prob(Nt = n|Tk = s)
for k, n ∈ N and 0 ≤ s < t.

Equation (9), together with the initial condition (10), provides Prob(Nt = n) for every n ∈ N

and t > 0. If, upon fixing s > 0 and k ∈ N, we replace (10) with the condition

f(n, s) =

{

1 if n = k

0 if n 6= k
(31)

we may interpret the solution to (9) for t ∈ (s, +∞) precisely as Prob(Nt = n|Tk = s). Indeed,
the new initial condition (31) establishes that the evolution of the system begins at time t = s
when the k-th accident occurs, i.e. that Tk = s. In order to stress this interpretation, we introduce
the notation

fTk=s(n, t) := Prob(Nt = n|Tk = s),

which solves (9) for t > s with initial condition (31). Clearly, fTk=s(n, t) = 0 for t > s and n < k.
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In (30) we need in particular fTk−1=s(k− 1, t), which from (9) with n = k− 1 and fTk−1=s(k−
2, t) = 0 solves







∂tfTk−1=s(k − 1, t) = −
(

λ(t) + µ(t)(k − 1)
)

fTk−1=s(k − 1, t), t > s

fTk−1=s(k − 1, s) = 1,

thus fTk−1=s(k − 1, t) = e−(Λ(t)−Λ(s))−(M(t)−M(s))(k−1) for t > s while fTk−1=s(k − 1, t) = 0 for
t < s. Consequently,

gTk|Tk−1
(t|s) = ∂t Prob(Tk ≤ t|Tk−1 = s),

which, owing to (30), becomes

= −∂t Prob(Nt = k − 1|Tk−1 = s) = −∂tfTk−1=s(k − 1, t)

=

{

(

λ(t) + µ(t)(k − 1)
)

e−(Λ(t)−Λ(s))−(M(t)−M(s))(k−1) if t > s

0 if t < s

and finally, recalling (29) and invoking (27) to express gk−1(s),

gk−1,k(s, t) =











(

λ(s) + µ(s)(k − 2)
)(

λ(t) + µ(t)(k − 1)
)

×e−(Λ(t)−Λ(s))−(M(t)−M(s))(k−1)f(k − 2, s) if t > s

0 if t < s.

(32)

We remark that here f(k − 2, s) is the solution to (9) for n = k − 2 with initial condition (10).
The following check is in order:

Lemma 3.3. Assume λ 6∈ L1(R+). Then (32) defines a pdf in R2
+ for every k ∈ N, k ≥ 2.

Proof. Clearly, gk−1,k(s, t) ≥ 0 for all s, t ∈ R+, therefore we only have to prove that gk−1,k has
unitary integral in R2

+:

∫ +∞

0

∫ +∞

0

gk−1,k(s, t) ds dt =

∫ +∞

0

(

λ(s) + µ(s)(k − 2)
)

eΛ(s)+M(s)(k−1)f(k − 2, s)

×
(
∫ +∞

s

(

λ(t) + µ(t)(k − 1)
)

e−Λ(t)−M(t)(k−1) dt

)

ds

=

∫ +∞

0

(

λ(s) + µ(s)(k − 2)
)

eΛ(s)+M(s)(k−1)f(k − 2, s)

×
(

−e−Λ(t)−M(t)(k−1)
∣

∣

∣

+∞

s
ds;

considering that e−Λ(t)−M(t)(k−1) ≤ e−Λ(t) → 0 for t → +∞ because, by assumption, Λ(t) → +∞
when t → +∞ and recalling (27) we obtain finally

=

∫ +∞

0

gk−1(s) ds

and the thesis follows from Proposition 3.1.

Let now τ ≥ 0. The joint pdf gk−1,k allows us to obtain the law of the interaccident time ∆Tk

as:

Prob(∆Tk ≤ τ) = Prob(Tk ≤ Tk−1 + τ) =

∫ +∞

0

∫ s+τ

0

gk−1,k(s, t) dt ds

12



=

∫ +∞

0

(

λ(s) + µ(s)(k − 2)
)

eΛ(s)+M(s)(k−1)f(k − 2, s)

×
(
∫ s+τ

s

(

λ(t) + µ(t)(k − 1)
)

e−Λ(t)−M(t)(k−1) dt

)

ds

= −
∫ +∞

0

(

λ(s) + µ(s)(k − 2)
)

e−(Λ(s+τ)−Λ(s))−(M(s+τ)−M(s))(k−1)

× f(k − 2, s) ds

+

∫ +∞

0

(

λ(s) + µ(s)(k − 2)
)

f(k − 2, s) ds

= 1−
∫ +∞

0

(

λ(s) + µ(s)(k − 2)
)

e−(Λ(s+τ)−Λ(s))−(M(s+τ)−M(s))(k−1)

× f(k − 2, s) ds,

whence, denoting by hk the pdf of ∆Tk, we compute finally

hk(τ) =
d

dτ
Prob(∆Tk ≤ τ)

=

∫ +∞

0

(

λ(s) + µ(s)(k − 2)
)(

λ(s+ τ) + µ(s+ τ)(k − 1)
)

× e−(Λ(s+τ)−Λ(s))−(M(s+τ)−M(s))(k−1)f(k − 2, s) ds,

(33)

for τ ≥ 0 and k ∈ N, k ≥ 1. Since we do not have, in general, a closed expression of f(k− 2, s), we
cannot be more explicit than this in the expression of hk. Notice, however, that since in general
hk depends on k the ∆Tk’s are not identically distributed.

Remark 3.4. Equation (33) shows that hk is non-negative. Moreover, it results
∫ +∞
0

hk(τ) dτ =
Prob(∆Tk ≤ +∞) − Prob(∆Tk ≤ 0) and clearly Prob(∆Tk ≤ +∞) = 1 while Prob(∆Tk ≤ 0) =
Prob(∆Tk = 0), because interaccident times are non-negative by construction. Also, ∆Tk cannot
be zero for Tk−1, Tk are distinct accident times by definition. Hence finally Prob(∆Tk ≤ 0) = 0
and hk is indeed a pdf.

3.3 Aggregate interaccident time and its law

A further quantity of interest, which is often studied also experimentally, is what we might call the
aggregate interaccident time. This quantity is meant to represent the size of a generic interaccident
time, regardless of whether it is the first, second, . . . , k-th interaccident time in a series of accidents
up to a certain time horizon, viz. final time, T > 0.

We formalise mathematically this concept by introducing a new random variable ∆TK ∈ R+,
being K ∈ N, K ≥ 1, in turn a random variable, which models a random sampling of the ∆Tk’s
within the time horizon T > 0. For τ ≥ 0, the event {∆TK ≤ τ} refers therefore to the occurrence
of any two accidents with a temporal gap at most equal to τ within the time frame [0, T ].

Notice that

Prob(∆TK ≤ τ) =
∞
∑

k=1

Prob(∆TK ≤ τ |K = k) Prob(K = k)

=

∞
∑

k=1

Prob(∆Tk ≤ τ) Prob(K = k),

therefore the pdf of ∆TK , say h = h(τ), is obtained as:

h(τ) =
d

dτ
Prob(∆TK ≤ τ) =

∞
∑

k=1

hk(τ) Prob(K = k), (34)
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namely as a weighted average of the pdf’s {hk}∞k=1 of the random variables ∆Tk.
The point is how to construct the random variable K, in particular the values {Prob(K =

k)}∞k=1 defining its law. This amounts to modelling the process by which a generic interaccident
time ∆Tk is randomly sampled within the time horizon T . In particular, one should take into
account that the smaller k the more probable the occurrence of the (k − 1)-th and k-th accidents
within the time frame [0, T ]. Proportionally to T , it should then be more probable to sample
interaccident times ∆Tk with k small than with k large.

This discussion leads us to envisage a model in which the probability to sample a certain
interaccident time ∆Tk, hence K = k, is proportional to the probability that the k-th accident
occurs within the time horizon T :

Prob(K = k) = C Prob(Tk ≤ T ) = C

∫ T

0

gk(t) dt,

where C > 0 is a proportionality constant. To find it, we impose

1 =

∞
∑

k=1

Prob(K = k) = C

∫ T

0

∞
∑

k=1

gk(t) dt

and recalling (27)

= C

∫ T

0

(

λ(t)

∞
∑

k=1

f(k − 1, t) + µ(t)

∞
∑

k=1

(k − 1)f(k − 1, t)

)

dt;

Proposition 2.3 and (14) imply then

= C

∫ T

0

(

λ(t) + µ(t)m(t)
)

dt

and furthermore, owing to (15),

= C

∫ T

0

dm(t)

dt
dt = C(m(T )−m(0)) = Cm(T ),

where we have taken the initial condition (10) into account. Thus C = 1
m(T ) , so that in conclusion

we set Prob(K = k) := Prob(Tk≤T )
m(T ) and we define

h(τ) =
1

m(T )

∞
∑

k=1

hk(τ) Prob(Tk ≤ T )

=
1

m(T )

∞
∑

k=1

hk(τ)

∫ T

0

(

λ(t) + µ(t)(k − 1)
)

f(k − 1, t) dt

(35)

for τ ≥ 0.

Remark 3.5. Since the hk’s are pdfs, cf. Remark 3.4, and in view of the construction of the law
of K, also h turns out to be a pdf straightforwardly.

3.4 The case of λ, µ constant

To detail further the theory of accident and interaccident times when λ, µ are positive constants
and {Nt, t ≥ 0} becomes a particular Hawkes process, we refer the interested reader to Section A.2
of the Supplementary Material.

14



0 20 40 60

time

0

100

200

300

400
m

e
a
n
 a

c
c
id

e
n
ts

Mean of accidents

0 20 40 60

time

0

0.05

0.1

0.15

f(
5
,t
)

Time evolution f(5,t)

0 20 40 60

time

0

2000

4000

6000

v
a
ri
a
n
c
e
 a

c
c
id

e
n
ts

Variance of accidents

0 20 40 60

time

0

0.05

0.1

0.15

f(
3
0
,t
)

Time evolution f(30,t)

0 20 40 60 80

n

0

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.1

f(
n
,1

0
)

Distribution f(n,10)

0 50 100 150 200

n (changed scale!)

0

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.1

f(
n
,4

5
)

Distribution f(n,45)

Accident study for (t)=0.04

Figure 3: The temporal evolution of the mean and variance of the number of accidents (first
column) together with the accident distribution function for µ(t) = 0.04 and two different choices
of λ(t), for fixed n (second column) and fixed t (third column).

4 Numerical experiments

This section provides a numerical study of the results obtained in Sections 2 and 3. Throughout
this section, we use the following discretisations: For the distribution function f describing the
probability of n accidents at time t defined in (7) we consider a time grid {tj}j∈N with constant
stepsize ∆t = tj+1 − tj . The temporal evolution for fixed n is described by the ODE in (9), which
is discretised using an explicit Euler scheme:

fn,j+1 = fn,j +∆t ((λ(tj) + µ(tj)(n− 1))fn−1,j − (λ(tj) + µ(tj)n)fn,j) ,

for a sufficiently small stepsize ∆t > 0. The mean number of accidents given in (16) and of the
energy given in (21) are discretised applying a rectangular rule with stepsize ∆t = 1

100 to the
integral. The same technique is used for the computation of Λ(t) and M(t) defined in (11). The
variances can be derived by computing the difference between the energy and the squared mean.

4.1 Numerical study for different choices of λ and µ

We provide examples for different choices for λ(t) and µ(t) as defined in (6). In particular, we
study the form of the distribution function in (7) for fixed numbers of accidents n and times t.
We also investigate the evolution in time of the mean and the variance of accidents.

The accident evolution is significantly different when either λ(t) or µ(t) belongs or not to
L1(R+) (cf. Theorem 2.5, Corollary 2.6, Proposition 3.1 and Lemma 3.3). For the background
intensity λ we consider two different choices: λ(t) = 0.8(sin t + 1) (marked in blue), which is

non-integrable, and λ(t) = 4e−
√
t (marked in red), which is integrable.

For the excitation intensity, as a representative of a non-integrable function on the positive real
axis we consider in Figure 3 a constant µ. The rationale of this choice is that previous accidents
have a constant-in-time impact on the probability of further accidents. This is different from a
standard Hawkes process, where typically the past history of the process has a lower and lower
impact as time progresses, see e.g., [9]. The panels of the first column of Figure 3 show the temporal
evolution of the mean and the variance of the number of accidents. For both the sinusoidal (blue)
and the exponentially decaying (red) background intensity function, the mean and the variance
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Figure 4: The temporal evolution of the mean and variance of the number of accidents (first
column) together with the accident distribution function for µ(t) = e−t and two different choices
of λ(t), for fixed n (second column) and fixed t (third column).

increase in time. In particular, also in the second case, where the background intensity decays to
zero, the non-decaying self-excitation intensity drives globally the accident evolution.

The panels of the second column consider instead the distribution function (7) for a fixed
number of accidents n = 5 (upper panel) and n = 30 (lower panel). With the sinusoidal background
intensity (blue), reaching n = 30 accidents takes much longer than reaching n = 5 accidents with
also more uncertainty in the latter case, as the lower peak of the distribution function suggests.
With the exponentially decaying background intensity (red), f(30, t) is a widely spread function.

In the third column we fix the time to t = 10 (upper panel) and t = 45 (lower panel) and
examine the probability of the number of accidents occurred up to t. For the sinusoidal background
intensity, more accidents are likely compared to the exponentially decaying background intensity,
which is consistent with the observations in the first column.

In Figure 4 we repeat the same numerical experiments choosing the L1-self-excitation intensity
µ(t) = e−t. In the first column, with the sinusoidal background intensity we observe a growth of the
mean number of accidents that is linear on average with superimposed sinusoidal fluctuations and
no longer convex as in the first example. With the exponentially decaying background intensity,
the mean increases and then approaches some maximum value close to 10. Similar observations can
be made for the variance, thereby underpinning the theoretical result on the uniform boundedness
of the moments of f for λ, µ ∈ L1(R+), cf. Theorem 2.5.

In the second column, with the exponentially decaying background intensity the distribution
function f(5, ·) of n = 5 accidents is non-vanishing as t → +∞. As the probability of further
accidents vanishes as t → +∞, a strictly positive probability of having exactly n = 5 accidents
remains. Conversely, for n = 30 accidents the curve stays very close to zero for all times, as 30
accidents are very unlikely to happen. This is also emphasised in the third column, where one can
observe that the red curve moves only slightly rightwards. In particular, Corollary 2.6 predicts
slim tails of f(n, 10) and f(n, 45), which will be further elaborated in Section 4.2.

As a last example, in Figure 5 we present the borderline case of a self-excitation intensity
µ /∈ L1(R+) that is however close to being integrable, in particular µ(t) = 1

4t+1 . Although this µ is
non-integrable like the one considered in Figure 3, the resulting accident process resembles rather
that of Figure 4. However, unlike Figure 4, the mean number of accidents grows unboundedly
in time and furthermore f(30, t) with the exponentially decaying background intensity (red) does
not stay close to zero for all times.
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Figure 5: The temporal evolution of the mean and variance of the number of accidents (first
column) together with the accident distribution function for µ(t) = 1

4t+1 and two different choices
of λ(t), for fixed n (second column) and fixed t (third column).

Figure 6: Comparison of the distribution function in time (left) and the number of accidents
(right) for µ(t) = 0.04 together with bounds (25) (left) and (26) (right).

4.2 Validation of the bounds on the distribution function

This section aims to show the quality of the estimates obtained in Section 2.2. For this, we refer
to the two first examples of the previous section with the different self-excitation intensities µ,
each combined with the two background intensities λ seen before. We anticipate that, for fixed
n, the bound established in Theorem 2.4 and (25) turns out to be numerically a good estimate
in time of the tail of the distribution function. The analysis is carried out in the left panels of
Figures 6, 7. The bounds are plotted in dashed lines in cyan (for the sinusoidal λ) and magenta
(for the exponential λ). The vertical axis shows the logarithmic values of f and its bounds, in order
to better illustrate the tail behaviour. In the right panels of the same figures we plot instead the
bound in n for two fixed time instants, also on the logarithmic scale. Instead of using the bound
from Theorem 2.4 and (25), here we use the approximate description of the bound developed
in (26), which is more intuitive than (25).
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Figure 7: Comparison of the distribution function in time (left) and the number of accidents
(right) for µ(t) = e−t together with bounds (25) (left) and (26) (right).

Figure 6 refers to the case of the constant self-excitation intensity µ(t) = 0.04. As also presented
in Figure 3, for fixed n we have diminishing values of f(n, ·) when t → +∞, which is accompanied
by the diminishing bound for the sinusoidal case (blue). Considering the bound in (26) for fixed
time t on the right of Figure 6, we choose t = 9.09 to obtain eM(t) < 1 for both background
intensities. Although the bounds in cyan and magenta decrease, they describe only loosely the
tail behaviour for n → ∞, as their decay is much too slow. For t = 10.19 we have eM(t) > 1 and
increasing bounds, however the probability of having many accidents in a finite time still decreases
as n → ∞.

For the exponentially decaying self-excitation intensity µ(t) = e−t we provide the analogous

illustrations of the bounds in Figure 7. Choosing λ(t) = 4e−
√
t the observations for the bound in

t are similar to the example considered in Figure 6. Conversely, sharper bounds are observed with
this λ (magenta) for fixed numbers of accidents n = 5 and n = 30. Considering the bound in n,
Corollary 2.6 states slim tails of the distribution function f(·, t) for fixed t, due to the integrability
of λ and µ. This is also observed in Figure 7. For t = 0.35 condition eM(t) < 1 holds in both
examples and the bounds are decreasing but at a significantly lower rate than the distribution
functions f itself. Conversely, for t = 1.45 we are in the case eM(t) > 1 and the bound is even
increasing.

The bound behaviour in the case of the self-excitation intensity µ(t) = 1
4t+1 are structurally

very similar to the presented examples.

4.3 Aggregate interaccident time

Following the discussion of Section 3.3, we provide a comparison of the aggregate interaccident
time obtained by a simulation of {Nt, t ≥ 0} using a thinning procedure [17] and by the pdf h
defined in (34), (35). As derived in (39), with a constant background intensity λ and without
self-excitation the aggregate interaccident time is exponentially distributed. For this reason, we
always compare the results to the pdf of the best-fit exponential distribution. This allows us to
evaluate how close the obtained distributions are to the most basic case. The distributions depend
on the time horizon, which is chosen as T = 80 (see e.g., (35)).

Figure 8 presents four examples of the pdf of the aggregate interaccident time for different
choices of λ and µ. The illustration to the top left shows constant λ(t) = 0.08 and µ(t) = 0.01, for
which in Section A.2 and in (38) we obtained an explicit form of h. The exponential distribution
that fits the accident process best is very close to h, which allows us to conclude that for constant
λ and µ as well as a sufficiently large time horizon the distribution of the aggregate interaccident
times is close to an exponential distribution.
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Figure 8: Histogram and pdf for the aggregate interaccident times for different choices of λ and µ
compared to the pdf of a best-fit exponential distribution.

Figure 9: Comparison of real data and the model for choices in equation (36).

A similar conclusion can be drawn from the illustration in the top right of Figure 8, where λ
is unchanged while µ(t) = 1

4t+1 . The distribution is different from the first one, but can still be
approximated quite well by an exponential distribution. This is no longer true for the examples in
the bottom row of Figure 8, when considering a time-varying background intensity. The histogram
and the pdf h differ significantly from the exponential best-fit. In the last example (bottom right),
we choose λ(t) = 4 exp(−

√
t) ∈ L1(R+), which also leads to a pdf significantly different from an

exponential distribution. The reason here is that the probability of further accidents vanishes
as t → +∞ (see Figure 5) leading to a very long interaccident time. Therefore, the pdf in
this example has a stronger tail than in the previous examples and therefore it does not fit an
exponential distribution.

4.4 Motivation for the choice of λ and µ based on real data

Finally, we return to Figure 1 and attempt to identify background intensity functions λ and self-
excitation intensity functions µ that fit real data. We show a suitable choice for both functions and
refer to the Supplementary Material in Section A.3 for a full study. Using British accident data
from 2020, we compare the evolution of the number of accidents in one week to our probabilistic
model (1), (2), (6). We choose

λ(t) = C̃ · 0.003413
(

5

4
+ sin

( π

740
(t− 540)

)

)

, µ(t) =
c3

t+ 50
, (36)
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consider both a scenario with medium self-excitation intensity (C̃ = 1
3 , c3 = 0.85) and one with

weak self-excitation intensity (C̃ = 1
2 , c3 = 0.6). We include also a comparison with a scenario

with no self-excitation (C̃ = 1, c3 = 0). In Figure 9 we visualise the evolution of Nt for each of
these three choices together with the real data. We observe that the model without self-excitation
shows a too small variance of the number of accidents, while the models with self-excitation are
very close to the real data. The study in Section A.3 of the Supplementary Material shows that,
especially for other choices of µ, the model has additional features that are not present in the
data, such that the functions in (36) outperform other choices.

5 Conclusions

Motivated by real data for traffic accidents, we have derived a special stochastic process that
considers its own history, proving both analytically and numerically that it mimics qualitatively
well the typical time evolution of the number of accidents. Its investigation has allowed for a
deep study also of additional features, noticeably the statistics of the times of occurrence of the
accidents and of the times elapsing between two consecutive accidents. Numerical experiments
have revealed further interesting phenomena, that go beyond the theoretical results.
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Appendix A Supplementary Material

A.1 The accident process in the case of λ, µ constant

When λ, µ > 0 are constant the intensity λ∗ takes the special form (5). The process {Nt, t ≥ 0}
becomes then a particular instance of a genuine Hawkes process. For this reason, it is interesting
to address this case in some detail, considering furthermore that now λ, µ 6∈ L1(R+) and hence
several results obtained so far may no longer hold.

First, we notice that Λ(t) = λt, M(t) = µt, which provides the following representations of the
mean m, energy E, and variance σ2 of the distribution f :

m(t) =
λ

µ

(

eµt − 1
)

,

E(t) =
λ

µ2

(

(λ+ µ)e2µt − (2λ+ µ)eµt + λ
)

,

σ2(t) = E(t)−m2(t) =
λ

µ
eµt
(

eµt − 1
)

.

From here, we see thatm, E, σ2 → +∞ when t → +∞, therefore in this case we expect a spreading
of the distribution f(·, t) on N over time, with accidents becoming more and more numerous.

Thanks to the simplification brought by the constant coefficients λ, µ, we are even able to
provide the exact expression of f(n, t) for every n ∈ N and every t > 0:

Theorem A.1. Assume λ, µ > 0 constant. Then

f(n, t) =
Γ(λ

µ
+ n)

n! Γ(λ
µ
)
e−λt

(

1− e−µt
)n

, n ∈ N, t > 0,

where Γ denotes the gamma function.

Proof. For fixed t > 0, we proceed by induction on n.
For n = 0 we get f(0, t) = e−λt, which coincides with (12) in the present case of λ constant.
We now assume that the formula holds for a certain n ∈ N and we check it for n+ 1. Recall-

ing (13), we obtain:

f(n+ 1, t) = (λ+ µn)e−(λ+µ(n+1))t

∫ t

0

e(λ+µ(n+1))sf(n, s) ds

= (λ+ µn)
Γ(λ

µ
+ n)

n! Γ(λ
µ
)
e−(λ+µ(n+1))t

∫ t

0

eµ(n+1)s
(

1− e−µs
)n

ds,

whence, invoking the binomial theorem to develop (1− e−µs)
n
,

= (λ+ µn)
Γ(λ

µ
+ n)

n! Γ(λ
µ
)
e−(λ+µ(n+1))t

n
∑

j=0

(

n

j

)

(−1)j
∫ t

0

eµ(n+1−j)s ds

= (λ+ µn)
Γ(λ

µ
+ n)

n! Γ(λ
µ
)
e−λt

n
∑

j=0

(

n

j

)

(−1)j
e−µjt − e−µ(n+1)t

µ(n+ 1− j)

and further, observing that 1
n!

(

n

j

)

1
n+1−j

= 1
(n+1)!

(

n+1
j

)

,

= (λ+ µn)
Γ(λ

µ
+ n)

(n+ 1)! Γ(λ
µ
)
e−λt

n
∑

j=0

(

n+ 1

j

)

(−1)j
e−µjt − e−µ(n+1)t

µ
.
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Now we exploit the property of the gamma function that Γ(z+1) = zΓ(z) for z ∈ C with ℜe z > 0.

In particular, letting z = λ
µ
+ n we have Γ(λ

µ
+ n) =

Γ(λ
µ
+n+1)

λ
µ
+n

, whence

=
Γ(λ

µ
+ n+ 1)

(n+ 1)! Γ(λ
µ
)
e−λt

n
∑

j=0

(

n+ 1

j

)

(−1)j
(

e−µjt − e−µ(n+1)t
)

=
Γ(λ

µ
+ n+ 1)

(n+ 1)! Γ(λ
µ
)
e−λt





n+1
∑

j=0

(

n+ 1

j

)

(−e−µt)j

−
n+1
∑

j=0

(

n+ 1

j

)

(−1)j · e−µ(n+1)t



 ,

where we have extended the sums up to n+1 because the terms corresponding to j = n+1 cancel
with one another. Since

∑n+1
j=0

(

n+1
j

)

(−1)j = (1 − 1)n+1 = 0, we get finally

=
Γ(λ

µ
+ n+ 1)

(n+ 1)! Γ(λ
µ
)
e−λt

(

1− e−µt
)n+1

and the thesis follows by induction.

From Theorem A.1, invoking Stirling’s formula Γ(x+1) ∼
√
2πx

(

x
e

)x
for x ∈ R, x → +∞ and

using it with x = λ
µ
+ n− 1, we obtain

f(n, t) ∼ n
λ
µ
−1

Γ(λ
µ
)
e−λt

(

1− e−µt
)n

(n → ∞),

whence we see that for every t > 0 the tail of the distribution f(·, t) is slim owing to the exponential
decay induced by the last factor in the expression above (notice that 0 < 1−e−µt < 1 for all t > 0).
Thus, at every t > 0 all statistical moments of f(·, t) are finite. At the same time, f(n, t) → 0
when t → +∞ for every n ∈ N, meaning that as time increases the probability mass spreads over
the whole N. As a result, the statistical moments of f(·, t) cannot be asymptotically bounded.
In particular, the trends of m, E examined before imply that the only asymptotically bounded
moment is the zeroth order one.

A.2 The accident times in the case of λ, µ constant

As we did in Section A.1, it is interesting to specialise the results about the accident times to the
case in which the background and self-excitation intensities λ, µ are positive constants.

In particular, combining Theorem A.1 and (27) we obtain that the pdf of the accident time Tk

reads

gk(t) =
(λ+ µ(k − 1))Γ(λ

µ
+ k − 1)

(k − 1)! Γ(λ
µ
)

e−λt
(

1− e−µt
)k−1

, t > 0, k ∈ N, k ≥ 1.

On the other hand, formula (33) for the pdf of the interaccident time ∆Tk becomes

hk(τ) = (λ + µ(k − 1))e−(λ+µ(k−1))τ

∫ +∞

0

(λ+ µ(k − 2))f(k − 2, s) ds,

i.e., owing to (27) and Proposition 3.1,

= (λ + µ(k − 1))e−(λ+µ(k−1))τ

∫ +∞

0

gk−1(s) ds
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= (λ + µ(k − 1))e−(λ+µ(k−1))τ , τ ≥ 0, k ∈ N, k ≥ 1. (37)

We conclude that when λ, µ > 0 are constant the k-th interaccident time ∆Tk is exponentially
distributed with parameter λ+ µ(k− 1). Nevertheless, also in this case the process {Nt, t ≥ 0} is
not a classical renewal (Poisson) process, because the ∆Tk’s are still not identically distributed as
the parameters of their exponential laws depend on k.

Finally, concerning the case of the aggregate interaccident time, from Section A.1 we deduce

m(T ) =
λ

µ

(

eµT − 1
)

,

therefore (35), together with Theorem A.1 and (37), implies

h(τ) =
µ

λ (eµT − 1)

∞
∑

k=1

hk(τ)(λ + µ(k − 1))

∫ T

0

f(k − 1, t) dt

=
e−λτ

(eµT − 1) Γ(λ
µ
+ 1)

∞
∑

k=0

(λ+ µk)2Γ(λ
µ
+ k)

k!
e−µkτ

∫ T

0

e−λt
(

1− e−µt
)k

dt.

(38)

As particular cases, which allow for deeper analytical computations, we consider:

i) If λ = µ, using that Γ(2) = 1, Γ(k) = (k− 1)!, and that the integral can be easily computed
by taking 1− e−µt as new integration variable, the expression above simplifies as

h(τ) =
µ

eµT − 1

∞
∑

k=1

k
[

e−µτ
(

1− e−µT )]k .

Letting x := e−µτ (1 − e−µT ), which is a number comprised in (0, 1) for every T > 0 and
τ ≥ 0, the infinite sum can be computed explicitly as

∞
∑

k=1

kxk = x
∞
∑

k=1

kxk−1 = x · d

dx

∞
∑

k=1

xk =
x

(1− x)2
,

whence finally

h(τ) =
µ

eµT
· e−µτ

[1 + (e−µT − 1) e−µτ ]
2 , τ ≥ 0.

ii) If λ > 0 and µ = 0 (no self-excitation), from (37) we deduce that every ∆Tk is exponentially
distributed with parameter λ, hence in particular that the hk’s are independent of k. As a
result, also ∆TK turns out to be exponentially distributed with parameter λ:

h(τ) = λe−λτ , τ ≥ 0. (39)

A.3 Motivation for the choice of λ and µ based on real data

This section extends the real data study, that has briefly been discussed in Section 4.4, for more
details and a larger variety of choices of the excitation intensity µ. Our study focuses on a
time horizon of one week, where t = 0 is Sunday midnight and t = 10079 is Saturday 11:59pm,
corresponding to a time unit of one minute. We assume N0 = 0 so that accidents from the
week before are neglected. The accident process {Nt, t ≥ 0} from our model (1), (2), and (6)
is compared with British accident data from 20203, where we considered all accidents within the
rectangle of [−2, 1] longitude and [51, 52] latitude, which is an area west of London. There are
2205 accidents in the dataset. In the further discussion, we assume 51 weeks per year.

3https://data.gov.uk/dataset/cb7ae6f0-4be6-4935-9277-47e5ce24a11f/road-safety-data – Accessed 11th

September 2024.
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For our model with background intensity λ from equation (6), we choose

λ(t) = C̃c0

(

5

4
+ sin

( π

740
(t− 540)

)

)

,

as in Section 4.4 which models intraday fluctuations with low risks for accidents at night and larger
risks in the afternoon, which have also been detected e.g. in [19]. The constant C̃ ∈ [0, 1] works
as a weighting parameter between the background noise and the excitation accidents. For C̃ = 1
the entire accident risk stems from the background noise and for C̃ = 0 there is no background
accident risk. We choose the constant c0 such that for C̃ = 1 and µ ≡ 0 it holds

2205

51
≈ E[N10080] =

∫ 10080

0

λ(t)dt =

∫ 10080

0

c0

(

5

4
+ sin

( π

740
(t− 540)

)

)

dt

⇒ c0 ≈ 0.003413,

representing an accident process without an excitation share that, in expectation, yields as many
accidents as on average in one week in the British data. Next, we introduce an excitation share
(C̃ 6= 1) and consider the following excitation functions

µ1(t) = c1, µ2(t) = c2e
− t

600 , µ3(t) =
c3

t+ 50
,

with constants c1, c2, c3 > 0. These are the excitation functions already considered Section 4, but
have been scaled for the particular application. We compare a scenario without excitation (C̃ = 1)
with frameworks with weak excitation (C̃ = 1

2 ) and medium excitation share (C̃ = 1
3 ), for each

excitation function µi, i = 1, 2, 3. The coefficients c1, c2, c3 have to be determined in all cases such
that E[N10080] ≈ 2205

51 . A Monte Carlo method leads to the following choices:

cweak
1 = 0.00015, cweak

2 = 0.0081, cweak
3 = 0.6

cmedium
1 = 0.0002, cmedium

2 = 0.0105, cmedium
3 = 0.85.

We start the analysis by choosing µ1, the time-constant excitation intensity function in Figure
10. To assess whether the background intensity functions and the excitation intensity functions
are suitable, we consider several illustrations. First, we compare the temporal evolutions of the
number of accidents in all of the 51 weeks in 2020 that happened in the considered area (see also
Figure 1). The data is compared to the accident process from our model with medium, weak and
no excitation (first row from left to right). To better compare the numbers of accidents after one
week we additionally provide histograms for N10080 in the three different cases and compare them
to the total number of accidents found in the data for all weeks in the data set.

Focusing on the temporal evolution of the number of accidents in one week, the increase of the
curves given by data follows, roughly speaking, a linear pattern. The total number of accidents in
a week ranges from 15 to 76 accidents per week, with the largest clustering around 45 accidents
per week. Looking at the accident process from our model without excitation (top right), we have
the style of a linear increase, but we observe a significantly narrower range of N10080, which lies
between 30 and 60. This observation of over-dispersion has been mentioned in the introduction
and underlines that a standard Poisson process without modification does not reproduce the real
world accident process. Including the excitation shares, we see that the range widens and leads to
outliers, especially for the medium excitation share. Note that on average all accident processes
yield the same number of accidents per week, only their distribution and temporal evolution differ.

We observe a convex structure in the temporal evolution, representing more accidents at the
end of the week than at the beginning of the week. This effect is not present in the data and adds an
unnatural property to the model. Considering the histograms, the model with medium excitation
share is the most appropriate, since the number of accidents is distributed almost symmetrically,
with a minimum around 15 and a maximum around 80. However, due to the convex structure of
the temporal evolution of Nt, the constant excitation function, is not an optimal choice.
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Figure 10: Real data study for µ1, the time-constant excitation function. Comparison of temporal
evolution of Nt and the histograms for N10080 with different choices of the weights to real data.

Next, we consider µ2, which decreases exponentially in time, and present the corresponding
illustration in Figure 11. The illustration of the evolution in time for the British data and without
excitation share are the same as in Figure 10, except for the scaling of the vertical axis, which
had to be adjusted due to the outliers in this model. Unlike before, the exponentially decaying
excitation function creates more weeks with total weekly numbers of accidents around 20 and
30. Additionally it also shows outliers, some of them resulting in values N10080 > 100 which are
significantly more accidents than can be found in the data. Furthermore, we observe a rather
concave shaped temporal evolution of Nt for both, the weak and medium excitation share. This
effect is converse to the one obtained in Figure 10, but is also not represented in the British
data. The histograms of N10080 do not show a symmetric distribution, but rather a right-skewed
distribution. Therefore, one can conclude that the exponentially decaying excitation function is
also not appropriate for the modelling of the evolution of the number of accidents, given the British
data set.

Last, we consider µ3, which is a rational function of degree 1 in time, in Figure 12. The study
in Section 4.4 already revealed a good alignment of our model with real data. The visualisation
of the generated Nt follows an approximately linear shape for each week which can also be found
in real data. Increasing the share of the excitation function, the weekly total numbers lie in a
wider range. For the weak share, the simulations are in good agreement with the real data. The
histogram of the weak excitation share is not perfectly symmetric, but it is still close to the one
based on the data set. Therefore, given the sinusoidally varying background intensity function,
the choice of a rational function of degree 1 as the excitation intensity function seems appropriate
to model a weekly accident process.

The excitation share can be used to identify weeks with high and low accident risk. If there
were few accidents at the beginning of the week, it is likely that there will also be fewer people
traveling and causing accidents in the next few days. On the other hand, if there are a lot of
accidents at times when there are a lot of accidents, it is likely that there will also be a lot of
accidents during the rest of the week. We do not add additional information on the likeliness
of accidents into the intensity function, but by construction the stochastic process self-adapts to
these situations. Since in the data we do not observe significantly fewer or more accidents at the
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Figure 11: Real data study for µ2, the exponentially decreasing excitation function. Comparison
of temporal evolution of Nt and the histograms for N10080 with different choices of the weights to
real data.

Figure 12: Real data study for µ3, the polynomially decreasing excitation function. Comparison
of temporal evolution of Nt and the histograms for N10080 with different choices of the weights to
real data.

beginning or the end of the weeks, the accident risk should remain more or less constant. As
the excitation share consists of the product of Nt and µ(t) by a linear increase of Nt, µ(t) must
compensate this increase to obtain a constant accident risk, which is done by a term proportional
to 1

t
, see µ3. In the case of the constant µ1, accidents at the end of the week are overemphasised,

since Nt increases monotonically, and so does the corresponding accident risk. For exponentially
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decaying µ2, the effect is reversed. The excitation function decreases faster than Nt increases,
creating the concave shape of Nt with too many accidents at the beginning of the week.

Summarising, for the particular chosen data set initially presented in Figure 12, the sinusoidal
choice of λ and the rational function µ3 is proved to be appropriate.
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