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Abstract

Superpositions of Ornstein-Uhlenbeck processes allow a flexible de-
pendence structure, including long range dependence for OU-type pro-
cesses. Their complex asymptotic is governed by three effects: the
behavior of the Lévy measure both at infinity and at zero, and the
behavior at zero of the measure governing the dependence. We estab-
lish almost sure rates of growth depending on the characteristics of
the process and prove a Marcinkiewicz–Zygmund type SLLN for the
integrated process.
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Keywords: supOU processes, infinitely divisible random measure,

Marcinkiewicz–Zygmund type strong law of large numbers, almost sure
properties, rate of growth

1 Introduction

A superposition of Ornstein-Uhlenbeck type processes (supOU process) [1]
is a strictly stationary process {X(t), t ∈ R} given by

X(t) =

∫∫

(0,∞)×(−∞,t]
e−x(t−s)Λ(dx,ds), (1)
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where Λ is a homogeneous infinitely divisible independently scattered ran-
dom measure on (0,∞) ×R such that for A ∈ B ((0,∞) ×R)

logEeiθΛ(A)

= (π × Leb) (A)

(
iθa− θ2

2
b +

∫

R

(
eiθy − 1 − iθy1(|y| ≤ 1)

)
λ(dy)

)
,

(2)

π is a measure on (0,∞) such that
∫
(0,∞) x

−1π(dx) < ∞, and (a, b, λ) is
a Lévy-Khintchine triplet of some infinitely divisible distribution such that∫
|z|>1 log |z|λ(dz) < ∞. The generating quadruple (a, b, λ, π) completely

determines the distribution of the supOU process.
The one-dimensional marginal distributions of the supOU processes are

self-decomposable and correspond to Lévy driven Ornstein–Uhlenbeck pro-
cesses with (a, b, λ) being the characteristic triplet of the driving Lévy pro-
cess. However, supOU processes have more complex dependence structure
than Lévy driven Ornstein–Uhlenbeck processes. Indeed, if EX(t)2 < ∞,
the correlation function of X is the Laplace transform of π. See [1, 2, 3] for
more details.

In this paper we investigate the almost sure behavior of the integrated
supOU process

X∗(t) =

∫ t

0
X(u)du. (3)

The motivation for studying the almost sure rate of growth comes from
limiting properties established recently in a series of papers [15, 18, 20] that
we partly review now.

Depending on the generating quadruple (a, b, λ, π), four types of limiting
processes may appear as the limit of normalized integrated supOU process.
Suppose that π has a density p which is regularly varying at zero

p(x) ∼ αℓ(x−1)xα, as x → 0, (4)

for some α > 0 and ℓ slowly varying at infinity. This implies that the
correlation function is (−α)-regularly varying at infinity. In particular, for
α ∈ (0, 1) the correlation function is non-integrable which is typically re-
ferred to as long-range dependence. If for the finite variance integrated
supOU process (4) holds, then for some slowly varying function ℓ̂

{
X∗(T t) −EX∗(T t)

TH ℓ̂(T )

}
fdd−→ {Z(t)} , as T → ∞, (5)

if one of the following holds:
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(i) α > 1, in which case H = 1/2 and Z is Brownian motion,

(ii) b = 0, α ∈ (0, 1) and
∫
|z|≤1 |z|1+αλ(dz) < ∞, in which case H =

1/(1 + α) and Z is stable Lévy process,

(iii) b = 0, α ∈ (0, 1) and λ ({x ∈ R : |x| > z}) ∼ cz−β as z → 0 with
1 + α < β < 2, in which case H = 1 − α/β and Z is β-stable process
with dependent increments,

(iv) b > 0 and α ∈ (0, 1), in which case H = 1 − α/2 and Z is fractional
Brownian motion.

The convergence in (5) is in the sense of convergence of finite dimensional
distributions, however, the weak convergence can been shown in some cases
[18, Theorem 3.5]. For the infinite variance case, the type of the limit de-
pends additionally on the regular variation index of the marginal distribution
[19].

In addition to interesting limit theorems, integrated supOU processes
exhibit somewhat unexpected behavior of moments. Indeed, if, in addition
to the assumptions of the limit theorem (5), the supOU process is not purely
Gaussian and has finite exponential moments, then ([18, Theorems 4.1-4.4];
see also [15])

lim
t→∞

logE|X∗(t) −EX∗(t)|q
log t

=

{
Hq, 0 ≤ q ≤ α

1−H ,

q − α, q ≥ α
1−H ,

(6)

where H is the self-similarity parameter of the limiting process Z in (5).
Such behavior of moments is termed intermittency (see [15, 16]) and re-
sembles a similar phenomenon appearing in solutions of some stochastic
partial differential equations (SPDE) (see e.g. [6, 7, 8, 14, 26, 29, 44]). For
self-similar processes the moments always grow as tHq, hence a self-similar
process can never be intermittent. Intermittency in limit theorems of the
form (5) implies that higher order moments do not converge (see [15]). We
note that the moment assumption simplifies the analysis, but for proving
intermittency it is enough to assume moments are finite up to some finite
order [15, p. 2043].

To gain some intuition behind (6), it is instructive to consider a sequence
of independent random variables {Y (n), n ∈ N}, with N = {1, 2, . . .}, given
by

Y (n) =

{
nH , with probability 1 − n−α,

n, with probability n−α,
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that has the same behavior of moments as in (6). Another similarity be-
tween the two is that one can show using the Paley–Zygmund inequality [26,
Lemma 7.3] (see also [21]) that for any ε > 0 and δ > 0 we eventually have

P
(
|X∗(t) −EX∗(t)| > ct1−ε

)
≥ t−α−δ. (7)

Therefore, the probability that the normalized integrated supOU process ex-
hibits increasingly large values decreases as a power function of time. This
small fraction of probability space where X∗(t) is unduly large provides the
main contribution to higher order moments resulting in moment intermit-
tency (6). In particular, classical large deviation results with exponentially
decaying probabilities do not typically hold in limit theorems for supOU
processes [21].

For α < 1, the normalized sequence {Y (n)/nH , n ∈ N} is a textbook ex-
ample of a sequence converging in probability but not almost surely. Namely,
the probabilities P(Y (n) ≥ n) are not summable and by the second Borel–
Cantelli lemma Y (n) ≥ n happens infinitely often.

In this paper we answer the question whether the same is true for paths
of integrated supOU processes. Namely, we wonder whether the normalized
integrated supOU process exhibits physical intermittency, meaning that at
large times it exhibits increasingly tall peaks (see e.g. [6, 27, 28, 44]). We
show that this not so and prove a Marcinkiewicz–Zygmund type strong
law of large numbers for the integrated process. In contrast to the classical
Marcinkiewicz–Zygmund SLLN, our moment condition depends on both the
Lévy measure λ and the measure governing the dependence, π. The precise
results are given in Section 2. In particular, for any ε > 0, we have

lim sup
t→∞

|X∗(t) −EX∗(t)|
tH+ε

= 0 a.s.

We conclude that the paths of normalized integrated supOU process do not
exhibit increasingly large values infinitely often, even though (6) and (7)
would suggest differently at first. This can be compared with the recently
observed phenomenon of dissipation in SPDEs [27, 28].

Our results provide a rare example of a law of the iterated logarithm type
and limsup type results for processes with strong dependence. Such results
are typically known only for Gaussian [35, 43] or self-similar processes, like,
for example, the law of iterated logarithm for fractional Brownian motion,
limsup results for α-stable Lévy processes [39], linear fractional stable pro-
cesses [40], or for general self-similar processes (see [30, 40]). Beyond the
class of self-similar processes, let us mention that for the Lévy processes the
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rate of growth depends on the regular variation index of the Lévy measure
at infinity (see [39, Section 48] and the references therein).

One may view supOU processes as aggregation of Lévy driven Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck processes with random mean reverting parameter. Such models
have been extensively studied ever since the seminal paper [22] when it
was realized that by aggregating simpler processes one may obtain complex
dependence properties like long-range dependence (see e.g. [32, 34, 37] and
the references therein). However, pathwise behavior of such processes has
been unknown so far. Moreover, limiting behavior of supOU processes is
similar to that of trawl processes [2, 17, 36, 41]. Hence, our results may
pave the way for establishing similar pathwise results for similar classes of
processes.

We note also that supOU processes have been used in various applica-
tions, mainly in finance where they provide a model for stochastic volatility
(see e.g. [4, 9, 13]). In this context, the integrated process (3) is the inte-
grated volatility. SupOU processes have also been applied in other areas,
like e.g. in astrophysics [24].

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 contains the main results.
In Section 3 we give some preliminary facts needed for the proofs and also
discuss moments and tail behavior of the integrated process. The proofs of
the main results are given in Sections 4-6.

Throughout the paper c will denote a constant that may change from
row to row and for any measure Q on R we denote

mp(Q) =

∫

R

xpQ(dx),

and for its tail Q(r) = Q((r,∞)), r > 0.

2 The almost sure growth

The random measure Λ in (1) has a modification with the Lévy–Itô decom-
position ([3, Theorem 2.2]). We assume to work with this modification so
that

Λ(dx,ds) = aπ(dx)ds + ΛG(dx,ds) +

∫

|z|≤1
z(µ − ν)(dx,ds,dz)

+

∫

|z|>1
zµ(dx,ds,dz),

(8)
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where ΛG is Gaussian random measure defined as in (2) with generating
quadruple (0, b, 0, π) and µ is a Poisson random measure on (0,∞) ×R×R

with intensity measure

ν(dx,ds,dz) = π(dx)ds λ(dz).

Remark 1. The supOU processes were introduced in [1] with a slightly dif-
ferent parametrization (−xt+ s in the exponent in (1)). Representation (1)
is a moving average representation, which was first used in [11] (see also
[12]). The conditions

∫
(0,∞) x

−1π(dx) < ∞ and
∫
|z|>1 log |z|λ(dz) < ∞ are

necessary and sufficient for the existence of X by Theorem 3.1 in [1]. See
also [12, Proposition 2.1] and [3] with the unnecessary assumption that π is
a probability measure.

The integrated process (3) may be written in the form

X∗(t) =

∫ t

0
X(u)du =

∫∫

(0,∞)×R

ft(x, s)Λ(dx,ds),

where

ft(x, s) =

{
x−1(1 − e−xt)exs, s ≤ 0,

x−1(1 − e−x(t−s))1(s ≤ t), s > 0.

The use of the stochastic Fubini theorem is justified in [20, Lemma 4.1]. By
(8), we have

X∗(t) = a

∫

(0,∞)

∫

R

ft(x, s)π(dx)ds +

∫

(0,∞)

∫

R

ft(x, s)ΛG(dx,ds)

+

∫

(0,∞)

∫

R

∫

|z|≤1
zft(x, s)(µ − ν)(dx,ds,dz)

+

∫

(0,∞)

∫

R

∫

|z|>1
zft(x, s)µ(dx,ds,dz).

Since ∫

(0,∞)

∫

R

ft(x, s)π(dx)ds = tm−1(π),

the behavior of the deterministic part is clear. Hence, in the following we
assume that a = 0 whenever

∫
|z|≤1 |z|λ(dz) < ∞, and when

∫
|z|≤1 |z|λ(dz) <

∞ then a =
∫
|z|≤1 zλ(dz), so that there is no centering. In particular, if∫

|z|>1 |z|λ(dz) < ∞, then

EX∗(t) =

{
tm−1(π)

∫
R
zλ(dz), if

∫
|z|≤1 |z|λ(dz) < ∞,

tm−1(π)
∫
|z|>1 zλ(dz), if

∫
|z|≤1 |z|λ(dz) = ∞.
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Moreover, we assume for the moment that there is no Gaussian component
in the generating quadruple.

The technique of the proof depends on whether the Poisson random
measure needs compensation or not. Hence, we split the results in these two
cases.

Theorem 1. Assume that a =
∫
|z|≤1 |z|λ(dz) < ∞ and b = 0.

(i) If for some γ ∈ (0, 2)

∫∫

(0,∞)×R

|z|γ
xγ

1(|z| > x)π(dx)λ(dz) < ∞, (9)

and if γ = 1 additionally m−1−δ(π) < ∞ for some δ > 0, then

lim
t→∞

X∗(t) − 1(γ ≥ 1)EX∗(t)

t1/γ
= 0 a.s.

(ii) If (9) holds for γ = 2, then

lim sup
t→∞

|X∗(t) − tEX∗(t)|√
2t log log t

=
√

VarX∗(1) a.s.

If
∫
|z|≤1 |z|λ(dz) < ∞ and m0(π) < ∞, then for any γ > 0 the condition

(9) is equivalent to the conditions
∫
(0,1) x

−γπ(dx) < ∞ and
∫
|z|>1 |z|γλ(dz) <

∞. Assuming that
∫
|z|≤1 |z|λ(dz) < ∞ and m0(π) = ∞, the equivalence

also holds if γ ≥ 1, while for γ < 1, (9) is equivalent to the finiteness of the
following three integrals:

∫
(0,1) x

−γπ(dx) < ∞,
∫
|z|>1 |z|γλ(dz) < ∞, and

∫

(1,∞)

∫

|z|>x

|z|γ
xγ

λ(dz)π(dx) < ∞.

The classical Marcinkiewicz–Zygmund theorem, see e.g. [23, Theorem
6.7.1], states that if iid random variables have finite moment of order γ ∈
(1, 2), then the centered partial sum is o(n1/γ) almost surely. It follows from
Corollary 1 below that (9) implies that E|X∗(1)|γ < ∞. However, (9) is
stronger than the moment assumption alone, as it is also affected by the
behavior of π and λ near 0.
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For the
∫
|z|≤1 |z|λ(dz) = ∞ case, we introduce the following indices

β0 = inf

{
β ≥ 0 :

∫

|z|≤1
|z|βλ(dz) < ∞

}
,

η∞ = sup

{
η ≥ 0 :

∫

|z|>1
|z|βλ(dz) < ∞

}
,

α0 = sup

{
α ≥ 0 :

∫

(0,1]
x−α−1π(dx) < ∞

}
.

(10)

The constant β0 is the Blumenthal–Getoor index of the Lévy measure λ and
η∞ is the tail index of the marginal distribution of the driving Lévy process.
Assumption

∫
|z|≤1 |z|λ(dz) = ∞ implies that β0 ≥ 1, while β0 ≤ 2, as λ is a

Lévy measure.
In what follows, we put β = β0 if

∫
|z|≤1 z

β0λ(dz) < ∞, otherwise β > β0
arbitrarily close. Similarly, η ≤ η∞, α ≤ α0 with equality if the correspond-
ing quantity is finite. Following this notation, if β ≤ 1 + α, then (9) is
equivalent to γ ≤ 1 + α and γ ≤ η.

Theorem 2. Assume that
∫
|z|≤1 |z|λ(dz) = ∞, a = 0 and b = 0.

(i) If (9) holds for some γ ∈ (0, 2] and if γ = 1 additionally m−1−δ(π) <
∞ for some δ > 0, then

lim sup
t→∞

|X∗(t) − 1(γ ≥ 1)EX∗(t)|
t1/γ log t

≤ 1 a.s.

(ii) If β ≥ 1 + α, then for any γ < 1/(1 − α/β) and γ ≤ η

lim
t→∞

t−1/γX∗(t) = 0 a.s.

To summarize the main results, let R(t) = log |X∗(t)|/ log t denote the
rate of growth of the integrated process. Then it follows from Theorems 1
and 2 that a.s.

lim sup
t→∞

R(t) ≤





1
2 , if α ≥ 1 and η ≥ 2,
1
η , if α ≥ 1 and η < 2, or α < 1 and η ≤ 1 + α,
1

1+α , if α < 1, η > 1 + α and β ≤ 1 + α,

1 − α
β , if α < 1, η > 1 + α and β > 1 + α.
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By comparing with the limit theorem in (5) and the limit theorems for the
infinite variance case [19], one can see that the bounds are optimal, up to
a slowly varying terms. We can conclude that the almost sure growth is of
the same order as in the weak limits even tough from (7) one would expect
differently.

Finally, for completeness we consider the purely Gaussian case, that is
when a = 0, b > 0, λ ≡ 0. In this case, the following law of iterated
logarithm follows from general results on Gaussian processes and combined
with asymptotic analysis of the variance.

Theorem 3. Assume that a = 0, b > 0 and µ ≡ 0,

(i) If m−2(π) < ∞, then

lim sup
t→∞

|X∗(t)|√
2bm−2(π)t log log t

= 1 a.s.

(ii) If π has a density p such that p(x) ∼ αℓ(x−1)xα for some α ∈ (0, 1)
and ℓ slowly varying at infinity, then

lim sup
t→∞

|X∗(t)|
σ̃ℓ(t)

1

2 t1−
α
2

√
2 log log t

= 1 a.s.

where σ̃2 = b Γ(1+α)
(2−α)(1−α) .

3 Preliminaries

As the positive and negative jumps are independent, for the proofs of The-
orems 1 and 2, it will be enough to consider supOU processes for which
the Poisson random measure has only positive jumps, i.e. λ((−∞, 0)) = 0.
Since we consider the Gaussian case separately, we assume that there is no
Gaussian component.

The following statement is Theorem 4.1 in [1]. We state it because of
the explicit form of the Lévy measure η∗t .

Lemma 1 ([1, Theorem 4.1]). The random variable X∗(t) is infinitely di-
visible with characteristic function

EeiθX
∗(t) = exp

{
iAθ +

∫

(0,∞)
(eiθy − 1 − iθy1(y ≤ 1))η∗t (dy)

}
,

9



with an explicit constant A ∈ R, where

η∗t (B) = ν ({(x, s, z) : ft(x, s)z ∈ B}) .

Furthermore,

η∗t (r) = η∗t ((r,∞)) =

∫

(0,∞)
x−1π(dx)

∫ ∞

xr

1−e−xt

λ(z)
1

z − xr
dz.

Proof. The first part follows from [38, Theorem 2.7]. Note that for r > 0

{(x, s, z) : ft(x, s)z > r}

=

{
(x, s, z) : z >

xr

1 − e−xt
, x−1 log

xr

z(1 − e−xt)
< s ≤ 0

}

∪
{

(x, s, z) : z >
xr

1 − e−xt
, 0 < s < t + x−1 log

(
1 − xr

z

)}
,

thus

η∗t (r)

=

∫

(0,∞)
π(dx)

∫

( xr

1−e−xt ,∞)
λ(dz)

1

x

(
log

z(1 − e−xt)

xr
+ tx + log

(
1 − xr

z

))

=

∫

(0,∞)
x−1π(dx)

∫

( xr

1−e−xt ,∞)
λ(dz) log

(
(ext − 1)

( z

xr
− 1
))

=

∫

(0,∞)
x−1π(dx)

∫ ∞

xr

1−e−xt

λ(z)
1

z − xr
dz,

where the last equality follows after integration by parts.

Note that if m0(π) < ∞, then m−β(π) < ∞ for all β ∈ [0, 1].

Corollary 1. Let t > 0 and β > 0. If β ≥ 1, or β ∈ (0, 1) and m−β(π) < ∞,
then EX∗(t)β < ∞ if and only if

∫
(1,∞) z

βλ(dz) < ∞. If β ∈ (0, 1) and

m−β(π) = ∞, then EX∗(t)β < ∞ if

∫

(1,∞)
x−βπ(dx)

∫ ∞

x
zβ−1λ(z)dz < ∞.
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Proof. By [39, Theorem 25.3], EX∗(t)β < ∞ if and only if
∫∞
1 rβ−1η∗t (r)dr <

∞. By Lemma 1,
∫ ∞

1
η∗t (r)rβ−1dr

=

∫ ∞

1
dr

∫

(0,∞)
π(dx)

∫ ∞

0
dz

rβ−1λ(z)

x(z − xr)
1

(
z >

xr

1 − e−xt

)

=

∫

(0,∞)
x−1π(dx)

∫ ∞

x/(1−e−xt)
dzλ(z)zβ−1x−β

∫ 1−e−xt

x/z

uβ−1

(1 − u)
du.

(11)

The integral with respect to u is an increasing function in z, therefore in
each case EX∗(t)β < ∞ implies

∫∞
1 zβ−1λ(z)dz < ∞, which further implies∫

(1,∞) z
βλ(dz) < ∞.

For the converse, note that

sup
0≤x≤1

x−β

∫ 1−e−xt

0
uβ−1(1 − u)−1du < ∞,

while ∫ 1−e−xt

0
uβ−1(1 − u)−1du ≤

∫ 1

e−xt

u−1du = xt.

Substituting back into (11), we obtain
∫ ∞

1
η∗t (r)rβ−1dr ≤ c

∫

(0,1]
x−1π(dx)

∫ ∞

1/t
λ(z)zβ−1dz

+ t

∫

(1,∞)
x−βπ(dx)

∫ ∞

x
λ(z)zβ−1dz,

and the finiteness of the integral follows.

Thus, in most cases the behavior of π does not have effect on the existence
of the moments. However, it does have effect on the existence of exponential
moments.

Lemma 2. Let ε0 = sup{s ≥ 0 : π((0, s)) = 0}, and

K0(t) =
1 − e−ε0t

ε0
,

with K0(t) = t for ε0 = 0. If EesX
∗(t) < ∞, for s > 0 then

∫
(1,∞) e

zyλ(dz) <

∞ for any y < K0(t)s. On the other hand, if
∫
(1,∞) e

zK0(t)sλ(dz) < ∞, then

EesX
∗(t) < ∞.

11



Proof. From [39, Theorem 25.3] we see that EesX
∗(t) < ∞ if and only if∫

(1,∞) e
srη∗t (dr) < ∞, which holds if and only if

∫∞
1 sesrη∗t (r)dr < ∞. Using

Lemma 1 we have
∫ ∞

1
esrη∗t (r)dr =

∫ ∞

1
dr

∫

(0,∞)
π(dx)

∫ ∞

xr

1−e−xt

esrx−1λ(z)(z − xr)−1dz

=

∫

(0,∞)
x−2π(dx)

∫ ∞

0
dz

∫ 1−e−xt

x/z
eszu/xλ(z)(1 − u)−1du1

(x
z
< 1 − e−xt

)

=

∫

(0,∞)
x−2π(dx)

∫ 1

0
(1 − u)−1du

∫ ∞

0
λ(z)ezsu/xdz1

(x
z
< u < 1 − e−xt

)
.

From the last formula we see that if the integral on the left-hand side is
finite, then

∫∞
1 λ(z)ezydz < ∞ for y < s(1 − e−xt)/x, where x ∈ supp(π).

Since (1 − e−xt)/x is decreasing in x, the first result follows.
Assuming

∫
(1,∞) e

zK0(t)sλ(dz) < ∞, we have

∫ ∞

1
esrη∗t (r)dr ≤ c

∫

(0,∞)
x−2π(dx)

∫ 1−e−xt

0
(1 − u)−1du = ct,

where here, and in the following c is a finite positive constant, not depending
on relevant quantities, and its value may change from line to line.

Lemma 4.2 in [20] states that if λ is (−γ)-regularly varying at infinity,
which we denote by λ ∈ RV−γ , then EX∗(t)q = ∞ for all q > γ, which
suggests power-law tail. The following statement makes this observation
precise, by obtaining the exact asymptotics of the tail.

Lemma 3. Assume that λ ∈ RV−γ for some γ > 0. Further assume that
there is ε > 0 such that

∫

(0,1)
x−1−επ(dx) +

∫

(1,∞)
xε−γπ(dx) < ∞. (12)

Then as r → ∞

η∗t (r) ∼ λ(r)

∫

(0,∞)
x−γ−1

∫ 1−e−xt

0
yγ−1(1 − y)−1dy π(dx).

Note that the second integral (12) is automatically finite (i) for any γ > 0
and ε < γ if m0(π) < ∞, or (ii) for any γ > 1 and ε < γ − 1.

12



Proof. Assuming λ(z) = ℓ(z)/zγ for some ℓ slowly varying at infinity, we
have

∫ ∞

xr

1−e−xt

λ(z)

z − xr
dz = (xr)−γ

∫ 1−e−xt

0
yγ−1(1 − y)−1ℓ(xr/y)dy.

Note that

lim
x↓0

x−γ

∫ 1−e−xt

0
yγ−1(1 − y)−1dy = tγγ−1.

Thus, by Lemma 1

η∗t (r) =
ℓ(r)

rγ

∫

(0,∞)
x−γ−1

∫ 1−e−xt

0
yγ−1(1 − y)−1 ℓ(xr/y)

ℓ(r)
dy π(dx)

∼ λ(r)

∫

(0,∞)
x−γ−1

∫ 1−e−xt

0
yγ−1(1 − y)−1dy π(dx),

where the last asymptotic equality follows from Potter bounds, the integra-
bility assumption, and Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem.

4 Proof of Theorem 1

We will first consider the case when λ((−∞, 0)) = 0. Note that through this
section we assume that

∫
(0,1] zλ(dz) < ∞ and that a =

∫
(0,1] zλ(dz), hence

there is no centering. The integrated process then has the form

X∗(t) =

∫

(0,∞)

∫

R

∫

(0,∞)
zft(x, s)µ(dx,ds,dz),

and we can decompose it as

X∗(t) =

∫

(0,∞)

∫

(−∞,0]

∫

(0,∞)
zx−1(1 − e−xt)exsµ(dx,ds,dz)

+

∫

(0,∞)

∫

(0,t]

∫

(0,∞)
zx−1µ(dx,ds,dz)

−
∫

(0,∞)

∫

(0,t]

∫

(0,∞)
zx−1e−x(t−s)µ(dx,ds,dz)

=:X∗
−(t) + X∗

+,1(t) −X∗
+,2(t).

(13)

We now consider each of the terms separately. We see that X∗
+,1 is a sub-

ordinator. In what follows we show that it is the main term, while X∗
− and

X∗
+,2 are negligible.

13



Let (ξk, τk, ζk)k≥0 denote the points of the Poisson random measure µ.
Then

X∗
−(t) =

∑

τk≤0

ζk
ξk

(1 − e−ξkt)eξkτk .

Lemma 4. Let γ ∈ (0, 2]. For γ > 1 suppose that
∫
(0,1) x

−γπ(dx) < ∞ and∫
(0,∞) zλ(dz) < ∞. Then

lim
t→∞

X∗
−(t)

t1/γ
= 0 a.s.

Proof. Let first γ ∈ (0, 1] and note that since 1 − e−x ≤ x we have

t−1X∗
−(t) ≤ t−1

∑

τk<0

ζk
ξk

eτkξkξkt ≤
∑

τk<0

ζke
τkξk .

If the latter sum is finite a.s., then Lebesgue’s dominated convergence the-
orem gives the result. The latter sum exists if and only if

∫∫∫

(0,∞)3
(ze−sx ∧ 1)ν(dx,ds,dz) < ∞.

Simple calculation gives that
∫∫∫

(0,∞)3
(ze−sx ∧ 1)ν(dx,ds,dz)

=

∫

(0,∞)
x−1π(dx)

(∫

(0,1]
zλ(dz) +

∫

(1,∞)
(1 + log z)λ(dz)

)
,

thus the statement follows.

For γ > 1, since X∗
−(t) is a Poisson integral, we have

EX∗
−(t) =

∫∫∫
z

x
(1 − e−tx)exsν(dx,ds,dz)

= m1(λ)

∫

(0,∞)
x−2(1 − e−tx)π(dx).

By the assumption and Lebesgue’s dominated convergence theorem

∫

(0,∞)
x−2(1 − e−tx)π(dx) = t2−γ

∫

(0,∞)
x−γ 1 − e−tx

(tx)2−γ
π(dx)

= t2−γo(1), t → ∞,
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as the fraction in the integrand is bounded and tends to 0. Summarizing,
as t → ∞

EX∗
−(t) = t2−γo(1).

Therefore, by Markov’s inequality

P(X∗
−(t) > εt1/γ) ≤ EX∗

−(t)

εt1/γ
≤ t2−γ−γ−1

o(1),

and by the Borel–Cantelli lemma, for a > 0 such that γ + γ−1 − 2 > 1/a,
with tn = na

lim
n→∞

t−1/γ
n X∗

−(tn) = 0.

The convergence now follows by monotonicity, as for t ∈ [tn, tn+1]

t−1/γX∗
−(t) ≤ t−1/γ

n X∗
−(tn+1) = t

−1/γ
n+1 X∗

−(tn+1)

(
tn+1

tn

)1/γ

→ 0.

Remark 2. Under the stronger assumption

∫∫

(0,∞)2

(
1(z < x)

z

x2
+ 1(z ≥ x)

1

x

(
1 + log

z

x

))
π(dx)λ(dz) < ∞, (14)

supt≥0 X
∗
−(t) < ∞ a.s. Indeed, supt≥0 X

∗
−(t) ≤∑τk≤0

ζk
ξk
eξkτk , which is finite

a.s. if and only if (14) holds.

Next we handle the main term.

Lemma 5. Assume that for some γ ∈ (0, 2)

∫∫

(0,∞)2

( z
x

)γ
1(z > x)π(dx)λ(dz) < ∞. (15)

Then

lim
t→∞

X∗
+,1(t) − 1(γ ≥ 1)tm1(λ)m−1(π)

t1/γ
= 0 a.s. (16)

If (15) holds with γ = 2, then the law of iterated logarithm holds, i.e.

lim sup
t→∞

|X∗
+,1(t) − tm1(λ)m−1(π)|

√
2t log log t

=
√

m2(λ)m−2(π) a.s.
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Proof. Note that X∗
+,1(t) is a subordinator with characteristic function

EeiuX
∗
+,1(t) = exp

{
t

∫
(eiuy − 1)η1(dy)

}
,

where the Lévy measure η1 is given by

η1((r,∞)) = η1(r) = π × λ ({(x, z) : z > rx}) =

∫

(0,∞)
λ(rx)π(dx).

Thus EX∗
+,1(1)γ < ∞ if and only if

∫
(1,∞) r

γη1(dr) < ∞ which holds if and

only if (15) holds. Therefore, the Marcinkiewicz–Zygmund strong law of
large numbers implies that (16) holds whenever (15) holds with 0 < γ < 2.
Indeed, if γ < 1, then by monotonicity the result follows from the usual
partial sum version ([23, Theorem 6.7.1]). For γ ∈ [1, 2), Theorem 2.1 in
[42], the process version of the Marcinkiewicz–Zygmund SLLN, gives the
result since

EX∗
+,1(1) =

∫ ∞

0
η1(r)dr = m1(λ)m−1(π).

The statement for γ = 2 follows from the law of iterated logarithm for
Lévy processes (see Proposition 48.9 in [39]) and the fact that

Var(X∗
+,1(1)) =

∫∫∫

(0,∞)×(0,1]×(0,∞)

z2

x2
ν(dx,ds,dz) = m2(λ)m−2(π),

see e.g. [31, Theorem 2.7].

We note that in case of infinite mean (γ < 1) more precise integral tests
are known, see [5, Theorem III.13].

It remains to consider X∗
+,2. For t > 0, r > 0, r2 > r1 > 0 introduce the

notation

D(r, t) =
{

(x, s, z) :
z

x
e−x(t−s) > r, s ∈ (0, t), x > 0, z > 0

}
,

D(r1, r2, t) =
{

(x, s, z) :
z

x
e−x(t−s) ∈ (r1, r2], s ∈ (0, t), x > 0, z > 0

}
.

Lemma 6. For t > 1 and 0 < r1 < r2 < ∞

ν(D(r1, r2, t)) ≤ t

∫

(0,t−1]
λ(r1x)π(dx) + log

r2
r1

∫

(t−1,∞)
x−1λ(r1x)π(dx).
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Proof. Since z
xe

−xu ∈ (r1, r2] if and only if (i) z
x ∈ (r1, r2] and x−1 log z

r1x
>

u, or (ii) z
x > r2 and x−1 log z

r2x
≤ u < x−1 log z

r1x
, we have

ν(D(r1, r2, t)) =

∫∫
1(r1x < z ≤ r2x)

(
t ∧ x−1 log

z

r1x

)

+ 1(z > r2x)

(
t ∧ x−1 log

z

r1x
− t ∧ x−1 log

z

r2x

)
π(dx)λ(dz)

≤
∫∫

1(r1x < z)

(
t ∧ x−1 log

r2
r1

)
π(dx)λ(dz).

Bounding the expression in the bracket by t for x ∈ (0, t−1] and by x−1 log r2
r1

for x ∈ (t−1,∞), we obtain the statement.

If γ = 1, we need an extra assumption:

∃δ > 0 : m−1−δ(π) < ∞. (17)

Corollary 2. Assume (15) with γ ∈ [1, 2], and for γ = 1 also assume (17).
There exists C = C(π, λ, γ) such that for any 0 ≤ a < b

ν(D(na, nb, n)) ≤
{
Cn2−γ−a log n, γ > 1,

Cn1−a−δ/2, γ = 1.

Proof. Note that (15) with γ ∈ [1, 2] implies that m−γ(π) < ∞ and m1(λ) <
∞. For γ > 1 we have

n

∫

(0,n−1]
π(dx)

∫

(nax,∞)
λ(dz) ≤ n

∫

(0,n−1]
n−ax−1π(dx)m1(λ)

≤ m1(λ)n1−a

∫

(0,n−1]
x−γn1−γπ(dx)

= m−γ(π)m1(λ)n2−γ−a,

and similarly,

∫

(n−1,∞)
x−1π(dx)

∫

(nax,∞)
λ(dz) ≤ n−a

∫

(n−1,∞)
x−2π(dx)m1(λ)

≤ m−γ(π)m1(λ)n2−γ−a.

The statement now follows from Lemma 6. For γ = 1 the proof is the same,
only in the dπ integral we need x−1−δ.
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Lemma 7. Suppose that γ ∈ (0, 1), or γ ∈ [1, 2] and (15) holds. If γ = 1,
assume additionally that (17) holds. Then

lim
t→∞

t−1/γX∗
+,2(t) = 0 a.s.

Proof. If γ < 1 the statement follows from Lemma 5 since X∗
+,1(t) ≥ X∗

+,2(t).
Therefore we assume that γ ≥ 1.

Put Yn =
∑

τk∈[n−1,n)
ζk
ξk

. Then Y1, Y2, . . . is an iid sequence with the

same distribution as X∗
+,1(1), thus EY γ

1 < ∞ by (15). Therefore,

n−1/γ max
i≤n

Yi → 0 a.s. (18)

(see e.g. [10, Theorem 3.5.1]). Furthermore, maxτk<n
ζk
ξk

≤ maxi≤n Yi.
First we prove that

lim
n→∞

n−1/γX∗
+,2(n) = 0 a.s. (19)

Assume that γ > 1. Let c0 = γ +γ−1−2 > 0, and choose a0 so that 2−γ <
a0 < 2 − γ + c0/2, and let m = ⌊2a0/c0⌋, with ⌊·⌋ standing for the lower
integer part. Let N be an integer large enough to have N(2− γ− a0) < −1.
Define the sets

An,0 = {µ(D(na0 , n)) > N},
An,i+1 = {µ(D(nai+1 , nai , n)) > 2C log nn2−γ−ai+1}, i = 0, . . . ,m,

(20)

where ai+1 = ai− c0/2 for i = 0, 1, . . . ,m−1, am+1 = 0, and C = C(π, λ, γ)
is the constant in Corollary 2. With this choice am = a0−mc0/2 ∈ (0, c0/2).

We use the Poisson tail bounds (see [8, Lemma 3.1])

P(Nλ ≥ n) ≤ λn

n!
,

P(Nλ ≥ x) ≤ e−0.19x, x ≥ 2λ,
(21)

where Nλ stands for a Poisson random variable with parameter λ. By Corol-
lary 2 (with a = a0 and b = ∞) and (21)

P(An,0) ≤ CnN(2−γ−a0)(log n)N ,

and, similarly for i = 1, 2, . . . ,m + 1 using the second bound in (21)

P(An,i) ≤ exp
{
−0.19 · 2C log nn2−γ−ai

}
.
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Clearly, all these bounds are summable, therefore, by the first Borel–Cantelli
lemma the events (An,i)n≥1,i=0,1,...,m+1 occur finitely many times almost
surely.

The contribution of the points (ξk, τk, ζk) for which ζk/ξke
−ξk(n−τk) ∈

(nai+1 , nai ], τk < n, if n is large enough so that An,i+1 does not occur, is for
i = 0, 1, . . . ,m

≤ nai2C log nn2−γ−ai+1 ≤ 2C log nn1/γ−c0/2, (22)

by the choice of c0, where the last inequality is in fact equality for i 6= m
(as am − am+1 = am ∈ (0, c0/2).

The events in (20) take care of the contributions larger than 1. Next we
deal with the small contributions. Introduce the events

Bn,k = {µ(D(2−k−1, 2−k, n)) > bn,k}, k = 0, 1, . . . (23)

with

bn,k = 6 log(n(k + 1)) + 2n

∫

(0,n−1]
π(dx)

∫

(2−k−1x,∞)
λ(dz)

+ 2

∫

(n−1,∞)
x−1π(dx)

∫

(2−k−1x,∞)
λ(dz).

By Lemma 6 and (21) we have

P(Bn,k) ≤ exp {−6 · 0.19 · log(n(k + 1))} ≤ (n(k + 1))−1.1,

which is summable for k ≥ 0, n ≥ 1. The first Borel–Cantelli lemma imply
that all these events occur finitely many times a.s. Note that in bn,k the
term 6 log(n(k + 1)) ensures the summability of the probabilities even if the
other terms in bn,k are small.

The sum of small contributions such that ζj/ξje
−ξj(n−τj) ∈ (2−k−1, 2−k],

τj < n, for k = 0, 1, . . . and n large enough so that Bn,k does not occur, is
bounded by

∞∑

k=0

2−kbn,k ≤ c log n + 2n

∫

(0,n−1]
π(dx)

∞∑

k=0

2−k

∫

(2−k−1x,∞)
λ(dz)

+ 2

∫

(n−1,∞)
x−1π(dx)

∞∑

k=0

2−k

∫

(2−k−1x,∞)
λ(dz).
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The infinite sum can be bounded as

∞∑

k=0

2−k

∫

(2−k−1x,∞)
λ(dz) =

∫

(0,∞)

∞∑

k=0

2−k
1(z > 2−k−1x)λ(dz)

≤ 2

∫

(0,∞)

(
1 ∧ zx−1

)
λ(dz) ≤ cx−1.

Substituting back, and using that
∫
(0,n−1] x

−1π(dx) ≤ n1−γm−γ(π), and

∫

(n−1,∞)
x−2π(dx) ≤ n2−γm−γ(π),

we have
∞∑

k=0

2−kbn,k ≤ c log n + cn2−γ . (24)

Summarizing, by (22) and (24) the contribution of the terms in X∗
+,2(n)

can be bounded by

X∗
+,2(n) ≤ W + N max

1≤k≤n
Yk + c log nmn2−γ+c0/2 + cn2−γ ,

where the random variable W is coming from the Borel–Cantelli lemma, and
the second term comes from An,0. By (18) all the terms are o(n1/γ), thus
(19) follows.

For t ∈ (n, n + 1), using (18)

t−1/γX∗
+,2(t) ≤ n−1/γ

(
X∗

+,2(n) + Yn+1

)
→ 0 a.s.

as claimed.

For γ = 1 the same idea works. Recall δ > 0 from (17), and let c0 = δ/2,
a0 ∈ (1 − δ/2, 1 − δ/4), m = ⌊4a0/δ⌋. Choose an integer N such that
N(1 − a0 − δ/2) < −1. Define the events An,i’s similarly as in (20),

An,0 = {µ(D(na0 , n)) > N},
An,i+1 = {µ(D(nai+1 , nai , n)) > 2C n1−δ/2−ai+1}, i = 0, . . . ,m,

where ai+1 = ai− c0/2 for i = 0, 1, . . . ,m− 1, am+1 = 0, and C = C(π, λ, 1)
is the constant in Corollary 2. As above, An’s occur finitely many times a.s.,
and the contribution is o(n). For the small jumps define Bn,k’s as in (23).
The only difference is that by assumption (17)

∫

(0,n−1]
x−1π(dx) ≤ n−δm−1−δ(π),
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and ∫

(n−1,∞)
x−2π(dx) ≤ n1−δm−1−δ(π).

Proof of Theorem 1. If λ((−∞, 0)) = 0, then the proof follows from Lemmas
4, 5, 7 and decomposition (13). For γ < 2, we can further decompose the
terms in (13) by considering µ1(z > 0) and µ1(z < 0) separately and apply
Lemmas 4, 5, and 7. For γ = 2 we can do the same except that for X∗

+,1 we
use Proposition 48.9 in [39] without assuming λ((−∞, 0)) = 0.

5 Proof of Theorem 2

We shall first prove the theorem by assuming that λ is supported on (0, 1].
At the very end we will then combine this with Theorem 1 to give proof of
Theorem 2.

If
∫
(0,1] zλ(dz) = ∞, then centering is needed and we have

X∗(t) =

∫∫∫

(0,∞)×(−∞,t)×(0,1]
ft(x, s, z)(µ−ν)(dx,ds,dz) =: X∗

+(t)−X∗
−(t),

where

X∗
+(t) =

∫∫∫

(0,∞)×(0,t)×(0,1]

z

x

(
1 − e−x(t−s)

)
(µ − ν)(dx,ds,dz),

X∗
−(t) =

∫∫∫

(0,∞)×(−∞,0)×(0,1]

z

x

(
1 − e−xt

)
exs(µ− ν)(dx,ds,dz).

The following statement ensures that the paths are sufficiently smooth, so
that it is enough to prove almost sure limits on the integers.

Lemma 8. There exists a modification of X∗
± such that for any θ < 1/2

sup
n

E

(
sup

s 6=t,s,t∈[n,n+1]

|X∗
+(t) −X∗

+(s)| + |X∗
−(t) −X∗

−(s)|
|t− s|θ

)2

< ∞.

Proof. For t1 < t2 we have

X∗
+(t2) −X∗

+(t1)

=

∫∫∫

(0,∞)×(0,t1)×(0,1]

z

x

(
e−x(t1−s) − e−x(t2−s)

)
(µ − ν)(dx,ds,dz)

+

∫∫∫

(0,∞)×[t1,t2)×(0,1]

z

x

(
1 − e−x(t2−s)

)
(µ− ν)(dx,ds,dz),
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therefore, by Theorem 1 in [33]

E
(
X∗

+(t2) −X∗
+(t1)

)2

≤ 2

∫∫∫

(0,∞)×(0,t1)×(0,1]

z2

x2
e−2x(t1−s)

(
1 − e−x(t2−t1)

)2
ν(dx,ds,dz)

+ 2

∫ ∫∫

(0,∞)×[t1,t2)×(0,1]

z2

x2

(
1 − e−x(t2−s)

)2
ν(dx,ds,dz)

=: I1 + I2.

Writing ∆t = t2− t1, evaluating the ds integral, and using that 1− e−y ≤ y,
the first term on the right-hand side can be bounded as

I1 ≤ 2(∆t)2
∫∫

(0,∞)×(0,1]

z2

2x
(1 − e−2xt1)λ(dz)π(dx) ≤ m2(λ)m−1(π)(∆t)2.

For the second term we have

I2 = 2m2(λ)

∫

(0,∞)
x−2π(dx)

∫ ∆t

0
(1 − e−xu)2du

≤ 2m2(λ)∆t

∫

(0,∞)
x−2(x∆t ∧ 1)2π(dx)

≤ 2m2(λ)m−1(π)(∆t)2.

Summarizing

E(X∗
+(t2) −X∗

+(t1))2 ≤ 3m2(λ)m−1(π)(t2 − t1)
2. (25)

Similarly, for X∗
− we have

E
(
X∗

−(t2) −X∗
−(t1)

)2

≤ 2

∫∫∫

(0,∞)×(−∞,0)×(0,1]

z2

x2
e2xse−2xt1

(
1 − e−x∆t

)2
ν(dx,ds,dz)

= m2(λ)

∫

(0,∞)

1

x3
e−2xt1

(
1 − e−x∆t

)2
π(dx)

≤ m2(λ)m−1(π)(∆t)2.

The claim follows from a version of Kolmogorov’s continuity theorem
([25, Theorem 4.3] with [a, b] = [n, n + 1], γ = p = 2, θ < 1/2). Note that
(25) holds for any t1, t2 ∈ (0,∞), which implies that the bound above is
uniform in n.
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Lemma 9. Assume that for a process {Y (t), t ∈ R}

sup
n∈N

E

(
sup

t∈[n,n+1]
|Y (t) − Y (n)|

)2

< ∞,

and for an increasing function a(n) for which
∑

n a(n)−2 < ∞ we have
limn→∞ Y (n)/a(n) = 0 a.s. Then limt→∞ Y (t)/a(t) = 0 a.s.

Proof. By Markov’s inequality

P

(
sup

t∈[n,n+1]
|Y (t) − Y (n)| > a(n)ε

)
≤

E
(

supt∈[n,n+1] |Y (t) − Y (n)|
)2

a(n)2ε2
,

thus the first Borel-Cantelli lemma implies the statement.

We shall frequently use the following estimates

∫

(y,1]
zuλ(dz) ≤ yu−β

∫

(0,1]
zβλ(dz), u ≤ β,

∫

(0,y]
zuλ(dz) ≤ yu−β

∫

(0,1]
zβλ(dz), u ≥ β,

∫

(y,1]
x−vπ(dx) ≤ y1+α−v

∫

(0,1]
x−1−απ(dx), v ≥ 1 + α,

∫

(0,y]
x−vπ(dx) ≤ y1+α−v

∫

(0,1]
x−1−απ(dx), v ≤ 1 + α,

(26)

with α and β defined in the paragraph below (10).
We decompose X∗

+ and X∗
− further. For κ ∈ (0, 1], put

A(t;κ) =
{

(x, s, z) :
z

x

(
1 − e−x(t−s)

)
≤ tκ, s ∈ (0, t], x > 0, z ∈ (0, 1]

}
,

B(t;κ) =
{

(x, s, z) :
z

x
exs
(
1 − e−xt

)
≤ tκ, s ≤ 0, x > 0, z ∈ (0, 1]

}
,

and define the truncated processes

X∗
+,<,κ(t) =

∫∫∫

A(t;κ)

z

x

(
1 − e−x(t−s)

)
(µ− ν)(dx,ds,dz),

X∗
+,>,κ(t) =

∫∫∫

A(t;κ)c

z

x

(
1 − e−x(t−s)

)
(µ− ν)(dx,ds,dz),
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and

X∗
−,<,κ(t) =

∫∫∫

B(t;κ)

z

x
exs(1 − e−xt)(µ − ν)(dx,ds,dz),

X∗
−,>,κ(t) =

∫∫∫

B(t;κ)c

z

x
exs(1 − e−xt)(µ − ν)(dx,ds,dz).

Note that the truncated processes do depend on κ. The truncation level
κ = 1 means no truncation, that is X∗

±,<,1(t) = X∗
±(t).

Lemma 10. For |θ| ≤ 4t−κ

logEeθX
∗
+,<,κ(t) ≤

{
cθ2tβ−α+κ(2−β), if α ≤ β − 1,

cθ2t1+κ(1−α)+ , if α ≥ β − 1,

and

logEeθX
∗
−,<,κ(t) ≤

{
cθ2tβ−α+κ(2−β), if α ≤ β,

cθ2tκ(2−α)+ , if α ≥ β.

Proof. For the moment generating function we have

EeθX
∗
±,<,κ(t) = exp

{∫ (
eθy − 1 − θy

)
Π±

t (dy)

}
,

where the Lévy measures Π±
t are given by

Π+
t (D) = ν

({
(x, s, z) ∈ A(t;κ) :

z

x

(
1 − e−x(t−s)

)
∈ D

})
,

Π−
t (D) = ν

({
(x, s, z) ∈ B(t;κ) :

z

x
exs(1 − e−xt) ∈ D

})
,

for any Borel set D. The moment generating function is finite for any θ ∈ R,
see e.g. [39, Section 26]. Using the inequality eu − 1 − u ≤ 4u2 for |u| ≤ 4,
and that Π+

t ((tκ,∞)) = 0, we obtain for |tκθ| ≤ 4

logEeθX
∗
+,<,κ(t) ≤

∫
4θ2y2Π+

t (dy)

=

∫∫∫
4θ2

z2

x2
(1 − e−xu)21

( z
x

(
1 − e−xu

)
≤ tκ

)
ν(dx,du,dz)

≤ 4θ2
∫∫∫ [

1(xu ≤ 1, zu ≤ 2tκ)z2u2

+ 1 (xu > 1, z ≤ 2tκx) z2x−2

]
ν(dx,du,dz)

=: 4θ2(I1 + I2).
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For I1 we have from (26)

I1 ≤
∫ 1

0
udu

∫

(0,1]
z2λ(dz)m−1(π) +

∫ t

1
u2du

∫

(0,u−1]
π(dx)

∫

(0,2tκ/u]
z2λ(dz)

≤ c

(
1 +

∫ 2tκ

1
u1−αdu + 1(2tκ < t)

∫ t

2tκ
u1−α+β−2tκ(2−β)du

)

≤ c
(

1 + 1(α < 2)tκ(2−α) + 1(α = 2) log t

+ [1(κ < 1, β = α) log t + t(β−α)+ ]tκ(2−β)
)
,

and for I2

I2 ≤
∫

(t−1,∞)
tx−2π(dx)

∫

(0,2tκx]
z2λ(dz)

≤ c1(2tκ < t)t1+κ(2−β)

∫

(t−1,t−κ/2]
x−βπ(dx) + ct

∫

(t−κ/2,∞)
x−2π(dx)

≤ c
(
1(1 + α ≥ β)t1+κ(1−α) + 1(1 + α ≤ β)tβ−α+κ(2−β) + t1+κ(1−α)+

)

≤
{
ctβ−α+κ(2−β), α ≤ β − 1,

ct1+κ(1−α)+ , α ≥ β − 1,

proving the first statement.
Similarly, for X∗

−,<,κ if |tκθ| ≤ 4

logEeθX
∗
−,<,κ(t) ≤

∫
4θ2y2Π−

t (dy)

=

∫∫∫
4θ2

z2

x2
e2xs(1 − e−xt)21 (B(t;κ)) ν(dx,ds,dz)

≤ 4θ2
∫∫∫ [

1(xt ≤ 1, exs ≤ 2tκ−1z−1)z2t2e2xs

+ 1

(
xt > 1, exs

z

x
≤ 2tκ

)
z2x−2e2xs

]
ν(dx,ds,dz)

=: 4θ2(J1 + J2).

Again by (26) we get

J1 ≤ t2
∫

(0,t−1]
x−1π(dx)

[∫

(0,2tκ−1]

1

2
z2λ(dz) +

∫

(2tκ−1,1]
2t2(κ−1)λ(dz)

]

≤ ct2−α
[
t−(2−β)(1−κ) + t−(2−β)(1−κ)

]
= ctβ−α+κ(2−β),
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and

J2 ≤
∫

(t−1,∞)

1

2x3
π(dx)

∫

(0,1]
z2λ(dz)

[
1(2tκx ≥ z) +

(2tκx)2

z2
1(2tκx < z)

]

≤ c1(2tκ < t)

∫

(t−1,t−κ/2]
x−3(tκx)2−βπ(dx) + c

∫

(t−κ/2,∞)
x−3π(dx)

≤ c
(
1(α < β)tβ−α+κ(2−β) + 1(α ≥ β)tκ(2−α)+

)
.

Corollary 3. For any κ ∈ (0, 1] such that

κ ≥





1 − α
β , if α ≤ β − 1,

1
1+α , if β − 1 ≤ α ≤ 1,
1
2 , if α ≥ 1,

it holds that

lim sup
t→∞

|X∗
±,<,κ(t)|
tκ log t

≤ 1

4
a.s.

Proof. Fix ε > 0. Applying Markov’s inequality together with Lemma 10
with θ = 4t−κ, we obtain

P(X∗
+,<,κ(t) > (1/4 + ε)tκ log t) = P

(
eθX

∗
+,<,κ(t) > eθ(1/4+ε)tκ log t

)

≤
{

exp
{
cθ2tβ−α+κ(2−β) − θ(1/4 + ε)tκ log t

}
≤ ct−(1+4ε), α ≤ β − 1,

exp
{
cθ2t1+κ(1−α)+ − θ(1/4 + ε)tκ log t

}
≤ ct−(1+4ε), α ≥ β − 1.

Thus, by the Borel–Cantelli lemma the convergence takes place on the sub-
sequence tn = n and the result follows by Lemma 8. For X∗

−,<,κ the same
argument applies.

Lemma 11. If for some γ ≥ 1

∫∫

(0,∞)×(0,1]

( z
x

)γ
1(z > x)π(dx)λ(dz) < ∞,

then almost surely µ(A(t; 1/γ)c) = 0 and µ(B(t; 1/γ)c) = 0 for t large
enough.
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Proof. We have

ν({(x, s, z) : z > xn1/γ , s ∈ (n, n + 1)}) =

∫∫
1(z > xn1/γ)π(dx)λ(dz),

thus

∞∑

n=1

ν({(x, s, z) : z > xn1/γ , s ∈ (n, n + 1)})

≤
∫∫ ∞∑

n=1

1(z > xn1/γ)π(dx)λ(dz)

≤
∫∫ ( z

x

)γ
1(z > x)π(dx)λ(dz) < ∞,

by the assumption. Therefore, the Borel–Cantelli lemma implies that for n
large enough

µ({(x, s, z) : z > xn1/γ , |s| ∈ (n, n + 1)}) = 0,

from which the statement follows.

Next we handle the compensation of X∗
±,>,κ.

Lemma 12. For any κ ∈ (0, 1)

∫∫∫

A(t;κ)c

z

x

(
1 − e−x(t−s)

)
ν(dx,ds,dz)

≤
{
ctβ−α−κ(β−1), α ≤ β − 1,

ct1−κα, α ≥ β − 1,

(27)

and

ν(A(t;κ)c) ≤
{
ctβ−α−κβ, α ≤ β − 1,

ct1−κ(1+α), α ≥ β − 1,
(28)

while for the negative jumps

∫∫∫

B(t;κ)c

z

x
(1 − e−xt)exsν(dx,ds,dz)

≤ ctβ−α−κ(β−1),

(29)

and
ν(B(t;κ)c) ≤ c log t tβ−α−κβ. (30)
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Proof. Let K denote the left-hand side in (27). Then

K ≤
∫∫∫ [

zu1(ux ≤ 1, zu > tκ) +
z

x
1(ux > 1, z > tκx)

]
ν(dx,du,dz)

=: I1 + I2.

Since in I1 necessarily u ≥ tκ, we have by (26)

I1 ≤
∫ t

tκ
udu

∫

(0,u−1]
π(dx)

∫

(tκ/u,1]
zλ(dz)

≤ ct−κ(β−1)

∫ t

tκ
uβ−1−αdu

≤





ctβ−α−κ(β−1), α < β,

c log t tκ(1−α), α = β,

ctκ(1−α), α < β.

Similarly, for I2 we have

I2 ≤ t

∫

(t−1,t−κ]
x−1π(dx)

∫

(tκx,1]
zλ(dz)

≤
{
ctβ−α−κ(β−1), α ≤ β − 1,

ct1−κα, α ≥ β − 1,

and (27) follows. In exactly the same way we obtain (28). The only difference
is that in both I1 and in I2 a factor t−κ appear.

Denoting by L the left-hand side of (29), we similarly have

L ≤
∫∫∫ [

ztexs1(xt ≤ 1, ztexs > tκ)

+
z

x
exs1(xt > 1, zexs > tκx)

]
ν(dx,ds,dz)

=: J1 + J2.

In both J1 and J2 we bound the ds integral by x−1, thus we obtain by using
(26)

J1 ≤ t

∫

(0,t−1]
x−1π(dx)

∫

(tκ−1,1]
zλ(dz) ≤ ctβ−α−κ(β−1),

28



and

J2 ≤
∫

(t−1,t−κ]
x−2π(dx)

∫

(tκx,1]
zλ(dz) ≤

{
ctβ−α−κ(β−1), α ≤ β,

ctκ(1−α), α ≥ β,

proving (29). The estimate (30) follows in the same way, except that we
bound the ds integral by (1 − κ)x−1 log t.

Lemma 13. Assume that 1 +α ≤ β. Then for any κ > 1− α
β almost surely

µ(A(t;κ)c) = 0 and µ(B(t;κ)c) = 0 for t large enough.

Proof. Fix κ′ ∈ (1 − α/β, κ). Then for some δ = δ(κ′) > 0, by (28) in
Lemma 12

ν(A(t;κ′)c) ≤ ct−δ.

Thus if dδ > 1, by the Borel–Cantelli lemma µ(A(nd, κ′)c) = 0 a.s. for n
large enough. Assume that µ(A(t;κ)c) ≥ 1 for some t ∈ ((n−1)d, nd]. Then
there exists a point (ξ, τ, ζ) ∈ A(t;κ)c, such that, if n is large enough,

tκ ≤ ζ

ξ

(
1 − e−ξ(t−τ)

)
≤ ζ

ξ

(
1 − e−ξ(nd−τ)

)
≤ ndκ′

,

which is a contradiction. Therefore µ(A(t;κ)c) = 0 for t large enough, as
claimed.

The same proof works for B(t;κ)c since the extra log t factor in (30)
plays no role here.

We now combine the previous results to obtain the statement for λ sup-
ported on [−1, 1].

Corollary 4. Assume that
∫
|z|≤1 |z|λ(dz) = ∞, a = 0, b = 0 and λ is

supported on [−1, 1]. Then

lim sup
t→∞

|X∗(t)|
t log t

≤ 1 a.s. (31)

Furthermore, if for some γ ∈ [1, 2]
∫

(0,∞)

∫

|z|≤1

|z|γ
xγ

1(|z| > x)λ(dz)π(dx) < ∞, (32)

then

lim sup
t→∞

|X∗(t)|
t1/γ log t

≤ 1 a.s.

If β ≥ 1 + α, then for any γ < 1/(1 − α
β )

lim
t→∞

X∗(t)

t1/γ
= 0 a.s.
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Proof. Assume first that λ is supported on (0, 1]. Then (31) follows from
Corollary 3 with κ = 1. Note that κ = 1 corresponds to no truncation, thus
X∗

±,<,1(t) = X∗
±(t).

Next assume (32). Using Corollary 3 and Lemma 12 with κ = 1/γ, and
Lemma 11, the result follows.

For β ≥ 1 + α the result follows from Corollary 3 and Lemma 12 with
κ = 1 − α

β , and from Lemma 13.
For λ supported on [−1, 1], we apply the previous to µ1(z > 0) and

µ1(z < 0) separately.

Proof of Theorem 2. If we make a decomposition based on µ1(|z| ≤ 1) and
µ1(|z| > 1), we obtain the results by applying Corollary 4 and Theorem 1,
respectively.

6 Proof of Theorem 3

Proof of Theorem 3. We will use a general result for Gaussian processes
from [35]. Since X is Gaussian, we have that

EeiθΛ(A) = e−
b
2
θ2(π×Leb(A))

and by Proposition 2.6. in [38]

logEeiθX
∗(t) = − b

2
θ2
∫

(0,∞)

∫ t

0

(
1 − e−xu

)
x−2duπ(dx).

Thus X∗ is a mean 0 Gaussian process with

Q(t) :=
1

2
Var(X∗(t)) =

b

2

∫

(0,∞)

∫ t

0

(
1 − e−xu

)
x−2duπ(dx).

Hence, Q is non-decreasing and Q(0) = 0.

(i) If m−2(π) < ∞, then

Q(t) =
b

2
t

∫

(0,∞)

1 + tx− e−tx

tx
x−2π(dx) ∼ b

2
tm−2(π),

as t → ∞. Now the result follows by Theorem 1.1 in [35] with v(t) =
b
2tm−2(π) (see also Remark 1.3 in [35]).
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(ii) As in [18, Eq. (5.8)], we can write Q(t) in the form

Q(t) =
b

2

Γ(1 + α)

(2 − α)(1 − α)
ℓ1(t)t2−α,

with ℓ1 slowly varying at infinity such that ℓ1(t) ∼ ℓ(t). By Potter’s
bounds, for δ < α/3, there is s0 > 0 such that

(
t

s

)2−α−δ

Q(s) ≤ Q(t) ≤
(
t

s

)2−α+δ

Q(s), t ≥ s > s0.

Moreover,

Q(t) ≤ b

2

∫

(0,∞)

∫ t

0
udux−1π(dx) =

b

4
m−1(π)t2.

Thus, the assumptions of Theorem 1.1 in [35] hold with v = Q.
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