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Abstract. Laws of the iterated logarithm of “limsup” type are studied for multi-

dimensional selfsimilar processes { X (¢)} with independent increments having expo-

nent H. Tt is proved that, for any positive increasing function ¢(t) with tlim g(t) =
—00

o0, there is C' € [0,00] such that limsup | X (¢)|/(t7 g(|logt|)) = C a.s. as t — oo,
in addition, as ¢ — 0. A necessary and sufficient condition for the existence of g(t)
with C' = 1 is obtained. In the case where g(t) with C' = 1 does not exist, a criterion
to classify functions g(¢) according to C' = 0 or C' = oo is given. Moreover, various
“limsup” type laws with identification of the positive constants C are explicitly
presented in several propositions and examples. The problems that exchange the
roles of {X (¢)} and g(t) are also discussed.

1. Introduction

Since Lamperti (1962), the study of selfsimilar processes has been made by many
scholars. In a celebrated paper @ ), K. Sato introduced and characterized
selfsimilar processes with independent increments without assuming the stationar-
ity of increments. As far as the authors know, M. Yor and D. Madan, in the second
Lévy conference at Aarhus in 2002, called those processes Sato processes. This
naming is used in applications to mathematical finance, for example, in
m,gm . K. Sato called those processes selfsimilar additive processes in his
book [Satd (@) afterwards. In this paper, we discuss “limsup” type limit theo-
rems for multi-dimensional selfsimilar additive processes as time goes to infinity, in
addition, to zero. The four problems are proposed later on. They are motivated
and started from a pioneer paper (m for increasing random walks. Our
aim is to solve them. It is known by Satd (@i) that the marginal distribution at
any time of an H-selfsimilar additive process is selfdecomposable and conversely,
for any selfdecomposable distribution g and H > 0, there is a unique in law H-
selfsimilar additive process such that the marginal distribution at time 1 is the same
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as the distribution p. Thus the investigation on the tail behaviors of selfdecom-
posable distributions is crucial for the resolution of the problems. In particular,
the dominated variation and the evolution of generalized moments of an infinitely
divisible distribution play key roles. The greatest difficulty lies in the fact that an
infinitely divisible distribution and its Lévy measure do not always have the same
tail behaviors.

Historically, [Satd (1991) started to study the rate of growth of selfsimilar ad-
ditive processes in some increasing case. Following this, [Watanabd (1996) in-
vestigated “limsup” and “liminf” type limit theorems for the general increasing
case and Yamamurd (2003) treated the same problem in a certain class of two-
sided processes. As closely related results, the sample path behaviors of selfsimilar
Markov processes are investigated in |(Chaumont and Pardd (2006); [Pardo (2006);
Riverd (2003). A selfsimilar Markov process was introduced and characterized by
Lamperti (1972). [Sato and Yamamurd (1998, [2000) and [Yamamurao (2000a,b) stud-
ied recurrence-transience for selfsimilar addtive processes in detail. As a remarkable
fact, [Yamamuro (2000a) proved that all selfsimilar additive processes in dimensions
greater than or equal to three are transient. In dimensions 1 and 2, the attempt
to find a criterion of their recurrence-transience has not been successful. In recent
years, problems analogous to the present paper were discussed in a series of works
Watanabe (2002aJb, 2004, [2007) for shift selfsimilar additive random sequences.
They were applied to solve some classical problems of random fractals.

In what follows, let R? be the d-dimensional Euclidean space and S?~! be the
(d — 1)-dimensional unit sphere with the understanding that SY := {—1,1}. The
symbol |z| stands for the Euclidean norm of 2 in R? and (z, x) does for the Euclidean
inner product of z and z in R?. Let R, = [0, 00). We use the words “increase” and
“decrease” in the wide sense allowing flatness. Thus the word “monotone” means
either “increase” or “decrease”. A precise definition of a selfsimilar additive process
is given as below.

Definition 1.1. An R%valued stochastic process {X(¢) : ¢ > 0} on a probabil-
ity space (2, F, P) is called a selfsimilar additive process (or Sato process) with
exponent H > 0 if the following conditions are satisfied:

(d.1) {X ()} is selfsimilar with exponent H, that is,

(X (ct)} £ {H X (1)} for every ¢ > 0,

where the symbol 4 stands for the equality of finite dimensional distributions.
(d.2) {X(¢)} has independent increments, that is,

X(t1) — X(to), X(ta) — X(t1), -, X(tn) — X(tn-1)

are independent for any n and any choice of 0 <ty <t < --- < tp.

(d.3) {X(t)} has cadlag path, that is, almost surely X (¢) is right-continuous in
t > 0 and has left limits in ¢ > 0.

Instead of a selfsimilar additive process with exponent H, we sometimes say an
H -selfsimilar additive process.

Note that the stochastic continuity of { X (¢)} follows from (d.1) and (d.2) above
and that we do not assume the stationarity of increments. If the process { X (t)} has
stationary increments, that is, if the process is a Lévy process, then it is a strictly
a-stable Lévy process with a = 1/H. If there is ¢ € R? such that X (t) = tfc,
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then {X(¢)} is called deterministic. Otherwise it is called non-deterministic. The
process {X (t)} is called symmetric if {X(¢)} 4 {—=X(t)}. The process {X(t)} is
called Gaussian if the distribution of X (¢) is Gaussian at any time ¢ > 0, otherwise
it is called non-Gaussian.

Before [Satd (1991), |Getood (1979) gave the following two examples of selfsimilar
additive processes in relation to the d-dimensional Brownian motion. Let {B(t),t >
0} be a Brownian motion on R?, starting at the origin. Define the hitting time
process {T,,r > 0} and, for d > 3, the last exit time process {L,.,r > 0} as follows:
For r > 0,

T, :=inf{t >0:|B(t)| =r} and L, :=sup{t > 0: |B(t)| =r}.
Then it is proved by |Getoon (1979) that {T,,r > 0} and {L,,r > 0} are R,-

valued increasing 2-selfsimilar additve processes. Note that in the case d = 3,
{L,,r > 0} is a one-sided 1/2-stable Lévy process and, except this case, {T).,r >
0} and {L,,r > 0} are not Lévy processes. The explicit representations of the
distributions of 77 and L; are already known by |Ciesielski and Tayloy (1962) and
Getoorl (1979), respectively. Here we define a class G; of functions g (the so-called

g-functions) on R, as

Gy :={g(z) : g(x) is positive and increasing on [0, c0),
lim g(z) = oo}. (1.1)

Tr—00

Directly applying the key lemmas (Lemmas 3.1, 3.2, 4.3, and 4.5) of [Watanabe
(1996), we obtain the following results both as » — 0 and as r — co. Assertion (i)
below is also found in |Gruet and Shi (1995).

Theorem A. (i) We have

log |1 1
lim inf MTT == as
r 2
(i) Let k:=d/2—1. We have
. T, 2
lim sup -  a.s.

r2log |log | - J?

where jy, is the first positive zero of the Bessel function Ji(xz) of the first kind.
(iii) Let d > 3. We have
log |log r 1
%LT = 3 a.s.
(iv) Let d > 3 and g € G1. When we consider the case r — 0, we make an
additional assumption that x?g(|logx|) is increasing in x with 0 < z < 1. If
fooo(g(x))’(d/Q’l)dx < oo (resp. = 00), then

lim inf

T

lims =0 .= 8.
im sup o (resp. = ) a.s

(Hog ()

It is obvious that the laws in Theorem A are equivalent to the well known laws of
the iterated logarithm for the Brownian motion {B(¢)}. Thus we can give another
nice proof for the following classical laws both as ¢t — 0 and as t — oo.
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Corollary A. (i) We have
1

— sup
V/tlog|logt| o<s<t

(i) Let k:=d/2—1. We have

o log |log t| Jk
liminf {/ ————=— sup |B(s)| === a.s.
Vs Ogsgtl (s)] 3

(iii) Let d > 3. We have

|B(s)| =V2 a.s.

lim sup

1
———— inf|B(s)| = V2 as.
v/tlog|logt| t<s
(iv) Let d > 3 and g € G1. When we consider the case t — 0, we make an
additional assumption that x?g(|logx|) is increasing in x with 0 < z < 1. If
P(g(x))~4/2"Vdx < 0o (resp. = 00), then
0

g(|logt|)
t

lim sup

lim inf inf |B(s)| = oo (resp. =0) a.s.

t<s

In Corollary A, “supg<g<; |B(8)]” in (i) and “inf;<, |B(s)|” in (iv) can be replaced
by |B(t)]. Assertion (i), (ii), (iii) and (iv) above are due toKhintchine (1933), Taylor
(1967), Khoshnevisan et all (1994) and [Dvoretzky and Erdés (1951), respectively.
In particular, (ii) is called the Chung type law of the iterated logarithm. The order
of the assertions in Theorem A corresponds to that in Corollary A. Throughout
this paper, let {X(¢)} be an H-selfsimilar additive process on R%. We investigate
limsup behaviors of {X(¢)}.

By virtue of our key theorem (Theorem 2.1 in Sect.2), we obtain that for any
g € Gi, there is C' € [0, 00] such that

, (X ()]

hﬁsolip Tyllogt) C as. (1.2)
When 0 < C < oo, we take Cg(z) in place of g(x). Hence the cases to consider
are three cases where C' = 0, C = 1 and C = co. The law (1.2) is called to be
normal if C = 1. Now we propose four problems. As is seen in (i) of Corollary
A, the Gaussian case is already known. In the present paper, we focus on the
non-Gaussian case.

If we suppose that limsup,_,. g(x + 1)/g(x) < e for g € Gy, our key theorem
(Theorem 2.1) remains true with (1.2) replaced by

: | X
limsup —+————<=C a.s. 1.3
3 iy Tog ) )
Hence our theorems and propositions hold with (1.2) replaced by (1.3).

Problem 1. (Normalizability)

Suppose that {X(¢)} is given. What is a necessary and sufficient condition for
the existence of g € G; satisfying (1.2) with C' =1 ? Further, in what way can we
give this g € G 7



Limsup behaviors of selfsimilar additive processes 5

Problem 2. (Integral test for g)

Suppose that {X(¢)} is given and that there is no g € G; satisfying (1.2) with
C = 1. What criterion classifies functions g € G; into those satisfying (1.2) with
C = 0 and those satisfying (1.2) with C = o0 ?

Problem 3. (Possible types of g-functions in the normal laws)

Suppose that g € G is given. What is a necessary and sufficient condition in
terms of g € G; for the existence of {X(¢)} satisfying (1.2) with C =1 ? Moreover,
in what way can we give this {X(¢)} ?

Problem 4. (Integral test for {X (¢)})

Suppose that g € Gy is given and that there is no {X (¢)} satisfying (1.2) with
C = 1. What criterion classifies processes {X (¢)} into those satisfying (1.2) with
C = 0 and those satisfying (1.2) with C = o0 ?

In Sect.2, we answer Problems 1 and 2 in Theorems 2.2 and 2.3, and partially
but substantially answer Problems 3 and 4 in Theorems 2.4, 2.5 and 2.6. In ad-
dition, we present several interesting and explicit examples with identification of
the constant C' in (1.2). In Sect.3, we show some preliminary results on the tail
behaviors of multivariate infinitely divisible distributions. In Sect.4, we prove the
main results mentioned in Sect.2. In Sect.5, we prove Theorem 3.1 in Sect.3.

2. Answers to four problems

In this section, we answer the problems mentioned in Sect.1. We give the answers
only as t — oco. Those to the case t — 0 are similar and omitted.

Let N = {1,2,...}, Z = {0,£1,+2,...}, and Z, = {0,1,2,...}. For positive
measurable functions f(z) and g(z) on R', we define the relation f(z) ~ g(x) by
lim, 00 f(2)/g(x) = 1 and the relation f(x) < g(x) by 0 < liminf, o f(2)/g(z) <
limsup,_, . f(x)/g(z) < co. We denote the tail of a measure  on R by n(|z| > r),
that is, n(Jz| > r) := n({x : |x| > r}) and the right tail of a measure ¢ on R4 by
¢(x > ), namely, ((z > r) := (({ : > r}). For a measure  on R%, we define
the probability measure 7 by

1(dz) = (n(|z| > 1))~ 1{jz>1yn(de) (2.1)

only when 0 < n(|z| > 1) < oo. Denote by &, (dr) the Dirac mass at a € R?, that
is, the probability measure concentrated at a € R%. Let u and p be distributions
on R?. Denote by s * p the convolution of 1 and p and by p™* the nth convolution
power of p. Furthermore, we denote by fi(z) the characteristic function of . A
distribution 1 on R? is called non-degenerate if its support is not included in any
(d — 1)-dimensional hyperplane in R

In what follows, we use the terminology in [Satd (1999). Let p be an infinitely
divisible distribution on R, d > 1, with generating triplet (A4, v,~). Here A is the
Gaussian covariance matrix, v is the Lévy measure, and -y is the location parameter.
That is,

() = / explifz a)u(de) = exp(v(2), 2 € R (2.2)
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W(z) = /Rd (ez‘(z,z) — 1 — 1<y (2)iz, 2))v(de) + iy, z) — %(Az,z), (2.3)

where v is a measure on R? satisfying v({0}) = 0 and [5.(1 A |z[*)v(dz) < oo,
v € R? and A is a nonnegative-definite matrix. If v # 0, then p is said to be
non-Gaussian. Further, if A = 0, then p is said to be purely non-Gaussian.

Definition 2.1. A distribution x on R? is said to be selfdecomposable (or of class
L) if, for each b € (0,1), there is a distribution A, on R¢ such that

fi(2) = filb=) 2 (2). (2.4)

Note that A, in (2.4) is infinitely divisible. Selfdecomposable distribution were
introduced by [Lévyl (1954). They are infinitely divisible and their convolutions are
selfdecomposable again. Stable including Gaussian, Pareto, log-normal, logistic,
gamma, F, t, hyperbolic, half-Cauchy distributions are known to be selfdecom-
posable. In addition, so is a Weibull distribution with parameter 0 < o < 1 ( see
Remark 8.12 ofSato (1999) as to parameter «). The proofs of the selfdecomposabil-
ity of those distributions are not trivial, because the Lévy measures are not always
explicitly known. See Example 15.13 and Exercise 34.14 of |Satd (1999) and Ex-
amples 2.4 and 9.16 in Chapter V and 12.8 in Chapter VI of [Steutel and van Harn
(2004). In the following lemma, assertions (i) and (ii) is due to [Wolf (1980) for
d =1 and [Satd (1980) for d > 2, and assertion (iii) is due to [Satd (1982).

Lemma 2.1. Let p be a selfdecomposable distribution on RY.

(i) Let p be non-Gaussian but not purely non-Gaussian. Then there are Gaussian
distribution p1 and purely non-Gaussian selfdecomposable distribution po such that
Ho= p1* 2.

(i1) Let p be purely non-Gaussian. Then the Lévy measure v is expressed as

v(B) :/Sdilo(dg) /Ooolg(rf)kg(r)r_ldr (2.5)

for a Borel set B in RY. Here o is a finite non-zero measure on S~ and ke(r) is
a nonnegative function which is measurable in & € S% and decreasing in r > 0.
In the a-stable case with 0 < a < 2, ke(r) =r~ 2.

(iii) If p is non-degenerate, then it is absolutely continuous with respect to the
Lebesgue measure.

The selfsimilar additve processes {X (¢)} were characterized by ISatd (1991) as
follows.

Lemma 2.2. (i) Let {X(t)} be an H-selfsimilar additive process on R:. For any
t > 0, the distribution of X (t) is selfdecomposable.

(ii) Fiz H > 0. For any selfdecomposable distribution p, there is a unique in law
H -selfsimlar additive process {X (t)} with distribution p at time 1.
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In the rest of this paper, we assume that {X (¢)} is non-deterministic. Denote
by p the distribution of {X(1)}. In the non-Gaussian case, the Lévy measure v
of p is expressed as (2.5). The process {X(t)} is called non-degenerate if y is
non-degenerate. For [ € N, we define

pi(dz) == P(X(1) — X(e7!) € da). (2.6)
Then p; is infinitely divisible. The equation (2.4) holds with b = e~ and \, = p;.
Let 7, be the Lévy measure of p;. Note that [, _, log|xz|pi(dx) < oo, that is, p; has

finite log-moment by Theorem 25.3 of [Satd (1999). If u is non-degenerate, then it
is absolutely continuous by Lemma 2.1 (iii). Then we denote by p(z) the density
of p. Let m(d¢) be the uniform probability measure on S9~1. Let [ € N. Define
four functions G,(r), K(r), L(r), and M(r) on (0,00) as follows:

Gi(r) == P(IX(1) = X(e7")| > ) = pu(Ja] > ), (2.7)

K(r) = /S ke(ro(de), (2.8)

L(r) == P(r <|X1)| < 3Hr) = u(r < |z| < e37), (2.9)
and in the case where the measure p is non-degenerate, we define
M) = [ promide), (210)
Then the tail of the Lévy measure 7, of p; is expressed as
lH
"K
|z > r) = / T(S)ds. (2.11)

As {X (t)} is non-deterministic, G;(r) and L(r) are positive on (0, c0) but K(r) can
be 0 for some r > 0. In particular, it means the Gaussian case that K(r) = 0 for
all > 0.

Definition 2.2. Let K = R? or let £ = R,. A positive measurable function h(z)
on K is called submultiplicative on K if there is ¢ > 0 such that h(z+y) < ch(x)h(y)
for every z,y € K.

Remark 2.1. (i) If h(x) is submultiplicative on R, then so is h(|z|) on R

(ii) If h(z) is submultiplicative on R? then there are c;,co > 0 such that
h(z) < ¢y exp(ca|z|) for every z € RZ. See Lemma 25.5 of [Sata (1999). For exam-
ple, we consider a function h(x) = exp[c|z|*(log(|z| + 1))?] on R?, where ¢ > 0,
a >0 and —oo < 8 < co. Then h(z) is submultiplicative only in the case where
0 < a < 1 or the case where a = 1 and —oo < 8 < 0.

Definition 2.3. A positive measurable function h(z) on Ry is said to belong to
the class OR if h(cz) < h(z) for any ¢ > 0. In particular, h(x) is said of dominated
variation if it is monotone and h(2x) =< h(z). Then we write h € D.
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Here we remark that h(z) € D if and only if h(z) is monotone and h(z) € OR.

Definition 2.4. The functions
o) = [ ata. @)= [ o
0 0

on Ry are called Young conjugate functions if ¢(t) is positive on (0,00), right-
continuous and increasing with ¢(0) = 0 and lim;_, « q(t) = co.

For example, refer to pages 54 and 65 in|Binghan (1987) and toKruglov and Antonov
(1982) as to Definitions 2.3 and 2.4, respectively. Lastly, we introduce the impor-
tant classes of distributions.

Definition 2.5. Let ¢ be a distribution on R.

(a) The distribution ( is called to belong to the class S if (x((z > r) ~ 2{(x > r)
as r — oo.

(b) The distribution ( is called to belong to the class OS if (x((z > r) < {(x > r)
as r — oo.

Remark 2.2. A distribution p on Ry in the class S is called subexponential. Dis-
tributions in the class S are contained in the class OS. See also |[Embrechts (1997);
Shimura and Watanabe (2005).

Definition 2.6. Let p be a distribution on R?.

(a) Set ((x > r) := p(Jz| > r) for any » > 0. The distribution p is called to
belong to the class OS if ¢ € OS as a distribution on R;.

(b) The distribution p is called to belong to the class D if p(|z| > r) € D.

Recall the definition (1.1) of the class G;. For g € G1, we define
g Y (z) :==sup{y : g(y) < 2} for x >0 (2.12)

with the understanding that sup® = 0. Now we present the key theorem.

Theorem 2.1. Let g € G;.
(i) There is C € [0,00] such that (1.2) holds.
(ii) The equality (1.2) holds for some C € [0, 00] if and only if

[ Gganas = [ g6 lahtar)
0 R4

{<oo for 6> C and alll € N,

=00 for0<d<C and somel=1(0) € N. (2.13)

(iii) Suppose that g € Gy and g~ (|z|) is submultiplicative on R%. Then we have
(1.2) if and only if

© K(r)— K(ef 00 or
JTEOEED e {2 et o e
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In the case where limsup K (e"r) /K (r) < 1, (2.14) is also equivalent to the follow-

T—00

/Oo K(r)igfl(yl’”) dr{ <o ford>C, (2.15)

mng :

r =00 for0<d<C.

H

Remark 2.3. (i) Suppose further that limsup g(z + 1)/g(z) < e is satisfied for

Tr—r00

g € G1. By virtue of Proposition 4.2 in Sect.4, the theorem holds with (1.2) replaced
by (1.3).

(ii) We can choose g € Gy such that [, g7 (|z|)p1(dz) = 0o, because the support
of p; is unbounded. It follows from Theorem 2.1(ii) that

X(t
hmsupM =00 a.s. (2.16)

t—o0 tH
If lim g(z) < oo, then (1.2) always holds with C' = oo. Hence any problem is not
T—r00
left by assuming that lim g(z) = oo in the definition of G;.
T—r 00

(iii) We see from (2.13) that we can replace g(logt) in (1.2) by g(alogt) for any
a > 0 without changing the value of the constant C.

We answer the first part of Problem 1. In the non-Gaussian case, the tail behavior
of Gi(r) is determined by that of v. Thus we see from Lemmas 2.1 and Theorem
2.1 that the answer should be given in terms of the pair (o, k¢) or of the function
K (r). Moreover, by virtue of Lemma 2.2, the answer could be given by means of

78
Let F(r) be arbitrarily chosen out of G1(r), K(r), or L(r). Note that the condi-

tion K (r) ¢ OR includes the case where K (r) vanishes on (¢, 00) with some ¢ > 0.
In particular, the case ¢ = 0 is the Gaussian case.

Theorem 2.2. There exists g € Gy such that (1.2) holds with C = 1 if and only if
F(r) ¢ OR.

We answer Problem 2.

Theorem 2.3. Let g € G1. Suppose that F(r) € OR. Then (1.2) holds with C =0
or C = oo according as

/OOOF(g(x))dx < o0 or =o0. (2.17)

As a corollary, we give the strictly stable Lévy case which has been already
shown by [Khintchind (1938) for d = 1 and by Yamamurd (2005) for d > 2. See
also[Pruitt and Taylox (1983) for the non-strict case with d = 1. Denote by log,,, 7
n-fold iteration of the logarithmic function. Here we define a function L, o) (7)
forn €N, a >0, and € € R! by

Linae)(r) == (10g (1) 7))/ T (Qlogpy )M/ (2.18)
k=1



10 Toshiro Watanabe and Kouji Yamamuro

Corollary 2.1. Let g € Gy and {X(t)} be a strictly a-stable Lévy process with
0 < a<2. Then (1.2) holds with C =0 or C' = oo according as

/Ooo(g(x))_o‘d:v <oo or =o0. (2.19)

Here K(r) = cr™® with some ¢ >0 and H =1/a.
In particular, we have for n € N

) | X (8] =0a.s fore>D0,
h?i)soljp fl/o‘L(n,a,a)(f) =00 a.s. fore<O. (2:20)

By virtue of Theorems 2.2 and 2.3 and Corollary 3.2 in Sect.3, we obtain the
following corollary. It is useful in the case where the density of y is explicitly known
with d = 1.

Corollary 2.2. Suppose either that d = 1 or that {X(t)} is symmetric and non
degenerated with d > 2.
(i) There is g € Gy such that (1.2) holds with C =1 if and only if M(r) ¢ OR.
(ii) Let g € G1 and M(r) € OR. Then (1.2) holds with C = 0 or C = o
according as

/Ooo(g(x))dM(g(x))dx <oo or =oo. (2.21)

We give an example of Corollary 2.2. In the example, the density of Lévy mea-
sure is not simple. It was given by [Halgreen (1979).

Example 2.1. If 4 is a t-distribution on R! with parameter m > 0, namely,

plde) =T (mTH) (var () md”

When m = 1, p is the Cauchy distribution. Let g € G;. Then (1.2) holds with
C =0or C = oo according as [~ (g(z)) ™dx < 0o or = co. In particular, we have,
forn € N,

lim su | X (t)] [0 as. for € > 0,
t—)oop tH Ly m,e) (t) " oo as. fore<0.
We answer Problem 3, where the answer is partial but substantial. If g=1(|z]) is

not submultiplicative on R¢, the problem is not easy and not yet completely solved.
See Theorem 2.6 below.

Theorem 2.4. Let g € Gy. If there exists {X (t)} such that (1.2) holds with C' =1,
then g~(z) +logx ¢ OR. The converse is also true provided that g=*(|x|) is sub-
multiplicative on RY.

We answer Problem 4 substantially. The answer is similar to Corollary 5.2 of
Watanabe (2002a).
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Theorem 2.5. Let g € Gy such that g~ (z) + logz € OR. Then (1.2) holds with
C =0 or C = according as

/Rdg_l(|:v|)p1(d:v) < 00 or =o0. (2.22)

Now we show two propositions useful for answering to the second parts of Prob-
lems 1 and 3 besides Theorem 2.1.

Proposition 2.1. Let C € [0,00) and g € Gy.
(i) (1.2) holds if

/Rd g (67 ] yulde) { < ;Z:: S (2.23)

The converse is also true provided that [p. g~ (07 x|)u(dz) < oo for some 6 €
(0, 00).

(ii) Suppose that g='(|z|) is submultiplicative on R%. Then (1.2) holds if (2.15)
holds. The converse is also true provided that

/00 K(r)g " (6 'r)r~tdr < 0o for some § € (0,00). (2.24)
1

Remark 2.4. By virtue of Proposition 2.1, if (2.13) holds with C' = oo, then (2.23)
holds with C' = co. However, even if (2.13) holds for some C with 0 < C < o0, its
C does not always satisfy (2.23). For example, let g~1(x) = log(z + 1) for = > 1.
Then we can choose p such that (2.13) holds with C = 0 but (2.23) does with
C = 0. Moreover, there is K(r) such that K(r) ¢ OR but v € D, that is, u € D
by Corollary 3.1 in Sect.3. See Remark 4.1 of [Watanabe and Yamamurd (2010).
Thus we see from Theorem 2.2 that there is g € G; such that (2.13) holds with
0 < C < o0, but (2.23) holds with C' = cc.

Proposition 2.2. Let C € [0,00] and g € G.
(i) Suppose that p1 € OS. Then (1.2) holds if and only if

/O G, (59(:10))6[:10{ X heIte (2.25)

(i) Suppose that in € OS. Then (1.2) holds if and only if (2.14) holds.
(iil) Suppose that v € OS. Then (1.2) holds if (2.15) holds. The converse is also
true provided that (2.24) is satisfied.

Here we give an example of Propositions 2.1 and 2.2.

Example 2.2. Let C € [0,00] and g € G;. Suppose that u is the standard lognor-
mal distribution, namely,
1

dr) =
plde) = —o—
Then (1.2) holds if and only if (2.23) holds. In particular, we have

X(t
lim sup ®) = 1 as.

t—oo  H exp (1 /21og9) t)

exp(—(log £)?/2)dx on R,
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We investigate the law (1.2) in detail in the case where the g-function of the law
is expressed as g(t) = (log t)l/o‘/tp(log@) t) with some 0 < @ < 1 and some function
. Put a vV b:=max{a,b}.

Proposition 2.3. Let C € [0,00]. Suppose that f(z) is reqularly varying as x — oo
and exp(r® f(log(r Vv 1))) with 0 < o < 1 is increasing and submultiplicative on R .
Then

: | X(®)]
lim sup = a.s. (2.26)
t—oo tH(loge) t)1// f(a=tlog s t)H/>
if and only if
—log K
lim inf 12850 _ o (2.27)
roe 7@ f(logr)
equivalently
—1
i inf 18402 > 1) oo (2.28)

00 ro f(logr)

Recall the definition of Young conjugate: The functions h(z) and f(x) are Young
conjugate if h(z) = [ q(t)dt and f(z) = [ ¢ *(t)dt, where ¢(t) is positive on
(0, 00), right-continuous and increasing with ¢(0) = 0 and tlim q(t) = oo.

Proposition 2.4. Let C' € [0,00). Suppose that h and f are Young conjugate
functions. Then we have

: [ X(®)]
lim sup =C a.s. 2.29
t—oo tH(log)t)/f~ (logs) 1) (2.29)
if and only if
—1(_
limint " (Z108 K() _ or (2.30)
r—00 r
equivalently
lim inf 10821021 > 1) or (2.31)

e T (logr)
In particular, if h(r) is regularly varying with positive indezx, then (2.30) is equiva-
lent to

o lega(el > 1)
hrn—l>£f FT(log ) =C . (2.32)

Proposition 2.5. Let C € [0,00]. Then we have
. | X(®)]
lim sup =
oo tH(logg) 1)/ logs)t

if and only if C = inf{r > 0 : K(r) = 0} with the understanding that inf ) = oo,
equivalently

a.s. (2.33)

=Cc (2.34)
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Remark 2.5. If v # 0, then from Proposition 2.5 it follows that
X(t
lim sup X
t—oo tH(log)t)/logs)t
with Cy € (0,00]. If v = 0, then we have by the Gaussian type law of the iterated

logarithm
X(t
lim sup X @)l

t—oo H /log@)t

with Cy € (0,00). Thus there is a big difference in the “limsup” behaviors of { X (¢)}
between the Gaussian and the non-Gaussian case.

=(C7 a.s.

=Cy a.s.

We supplement Theorem 2.4 with the following theorem. Pay attention to Re-
mark 2.1 (ii). In the theorem, g~'(|x|) is not submultiplicative on R¢ for g € G;.
It shows that Problem 3 is more difficult than the analogous problem in [Watanabe
(20024). See Theorem 5.2 of [Watanabd (2002a).

Theorem 2.6. Let g € G;.
(i) There is {X (t)} such that (1.2) holds with C =1 in the following cases :
(1) For some c € (0,00),

g ' () < exp(cx?). (2.35)

(2) For some c € (0,00),
g (z) < exp(cx log x). (2.36)
(3) Suppose that f(x) is expressed as f(z) = [; q(t)dt on [0,00), where q(t) is

positive on (0, 00), right-continuous and i mcreasmg with q( ) =0 and thm q(t) = 0.
—00
Further, g(x) satisfies that
g Hx) < exp(zf(logx)). (2.37)

(ii) There is no {X (t)} such that (1.2) holds with C' =1 in the following cases:
(1) The function g satisfies that

g ' (x)

11520 oxp(ca?) = o0 for all ¢ € (0,00). (2.38)
(2) The function g satisfies that
-1

9 (x)
lim ——————— = ll 0 2.39
Jim I — oo for all e € (0.50) (2.39)

and

9" ()

lim ———~- =0 for all ¢ € (0,00). (2.40)

z—o0 exp(cx?)

Remark 2.6. There is not always {X ()} such that (1.2) holds with C' = 1 even
provided that g~!(z) + logz ¢ OR. For example, consider a function g € G
such that g=!(z) < exp(cox(log x)*) for some ag > 1 and ¢ € (0,00), and apply
Theorem 2.6 (ii).
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Finally, we give an example of Propositions 2.3 and 2.4. It is also related with
Proposition 2.5 and Theorem 2.6. The example shows that even if K (r) has the
same form of functions with parameters o and 3, there is a delicate difference in
the law (1.2) according as the parameters change their values. The difference es-
sentially comes from whether g~!(z) is submultiplicative on R for the g-function
of the law or not.

Example 2.3. Let d > 1, ¢, € [0,00], 0 < o, & < 00, and —c0 < 3, 5,7 < o0.
We consider the following two kinds of assumptions :

—log K
lim inf 1285 _ (2.41)
r—oo  r%(logr)8
and
lim inf ,_IOquxl > ) _ =
r=oo 1 (log )% (log gy )7

(2.42)

(i) Suppose either that 0 < a < 1 or that @« = 1 and 8 < 0. Ouly in this case,
-1
x

g ) is submultiplicative for the g-function of the law (2.43) below. We have

- | X ()] 8/a —1
lim su = offecVe as. 2.43
t—)oop tH (1Og(2) t)l/o‘/(log(g) t)ﬁ/a ( )
if and only if (2.41) holds, equivalently (2.42) holds with ¢/ = ¢, &' = a, §' = 8,
and 7/ = 0. In particular, if y is a Weibull distribution with parameter 0 < a < 1,
namely, pu(dz) = ax®1exp(—z%)dz on Ry, then (2.43) holds with ¢ = 1 and
8 =0.
(ii) Suppose that ¢ € (0,00] and either that & =1 and 8 > 0 or that o > 1 and
—00 < B < o0 Let Cy := ¢ for a = 1 and C := aB~¥/*(q — 1)(e-D/ac-1/a
for @ > 1. Then we have

lim sup —= |X(t()|71) Ta = Ci as.

t—oo t1(log() t)/((logs) )@ (logy) t)7)/@
if and only if (2.41) holds, equivalently (2.42) holds with ¢ = C;*, o/ =1
B'=(a—1)/a, and v = 5/a.

3. Results on tail behaviors

In this section, we give several preliminary results on the tail behaviors of in-
finitely divisible distributions on R%. The results below except for the lemmas are
new and of interest in theirselves. Theorem 3.1 below is proved only in Sect.5. As
in Sect.2, we denote by p the distribution of X (1). Then u is a selfdecomposable
distribution on R¢ except for the delta measures. We continue to use the notation
of Sect.2. The following definition is due to [Dharmadhikari and Joag-Dev (1988).

Definition 3.1. Let p be a distribution on R9.
(a) Let d = 1. The distribution p is called unimodal with mode a if

p(dx) = p(x)dx + ¢, (dx) (3.1)

where ¢ > 0, p(z) is increasing on (—oo,a) and decreasing on (a, 00).
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(b) Let d > 1. Suppose that p is absolutely continuous on R%. Then p is called
star-unimodal about 0 if

pldz) = p(a)da (3.2)

where p(r€) is decreasing in 7 on (0, 00) for every & € S471.

Definition 3.2. Let h(z) be a positive measurable function on R?. The function
h(z) is called quasi-submultiplicative on R? if the following conditions are satisfied:
(d.1) For any R > 0, sup|,|<g h(x) < oo
(d.2) For each € > 0, there are ¢, ca > 0 such that

h(z 4+ 1) < crh((1 + €)z)h(cay) for every z,y € R% (3.3)

Remark 3.1. (i) Let h(x) be quasi-submultiplicative on R%. Note that letting
y = 01in (3.3), we have the following :

(d.3) For any & > 1, there is ¢ > 0 such that h(x) < c3h(éz) for every z € RY.
(ii) Dividing into the two cases |y| < e|z| and |y| > ¢|z| for € > 0, we see that if the
function h(z) is positive and increasing on R, then h(|z|) is quasi-submultiplicative
on R4,

The following celebrated results (i) and (ii) are due toYamazata (1978) and [Wolf
(1978), respectively.

Lemma 3.1. Suppose that p is non-degenerate.
(i) If d =1, then p is unimodal.
(ii) If {X(t)} is symmetric, then p is star-unimodal about 0.

The following lemma is from Theorem 25.3 ofSatd (1999). Refer also to [Kruglov
(1971, [1972) and [Satd (1973).

Lemma 3.2. Let p be an infinitely divisible distribution on R% with Lévy measure
n. Furthermore, let h(z) be submultiplicative on R®. Then [, h(z)p(dz) < oo if
and only iff\w\>l h(z)n(dz) < oco.

Proposition 3.1. Let h(x) be quasi-submultiplicative on RY.

(i) If
/]Rd h(z)p(dx) < oo, (3.4)
then for any € € (0,1) and any | € N,
/Rd (1 + &)~ '2)pu(dz) < oc. (3.5)
(i) If
/ h(cx)pu(dzr) < oo and / h(z)p(dz) = 0o (3.6)
Rd

Rd
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for some ¢ € (0,00), then for any € € (0,1), there is l(¢) € N such that for any
integer | > (),

/Rd h((1 + &)z)pi(dz) = co. (3.7)

Proof: First we prove (i). Suppose that (3.4) holds. Define a subset A of (R%)N by
A= {(2;)32, ¢ o] < Ne?H2 for j > 1}

Here we choose N > 0 such that p;({z : || < N}) > 0. Since the log-moment of p;
is finite, we have

co 1= /Anli[lpl(dxn) > 0. (3.8)

Moreover, since h(x) is quasi-submultiplicative, we see from condition (d.1) of Def-
inition 3.2 that

cqg:i= sup h(—(14¢)” CQZ@ nH
(zn)EA

Hence we have

o [ H(+ 2 ) ()

<ec / h(z eanlxn)h (14¢)" ey Z n) H pi(dxy,)
R x A n=0 n=0
< 0104/ h(z e_"lezrn) H pi(dzxy,)
R4 XA n=0 n=0

<cres [ W e ) [ )
o M2 e 1

=c1ey4 /Rd h(z)p(dx) < oo

Thus we have (3.5).
Next we prove (ii). Let € > 0. Suppose that (3.6) holds for some ¢ € (0, 00). We
see that
E(MXD) < aB(h((1+e)(X(1) - X(e))h(c2X (™))
= aE(h1+e)(X(1)—X(e™))E (hc2X(e™))
= B M1+ (X1)—X(e ™)) E (hcee” "' X(1))) .
For all sufficiently large [, we have E (h(cze™'X(1))) < oo by (d.3) of Remark

3.1, so we obtain
E (h((1+)(X(1) — X(e71)) = 0.
Hence (3.7) holds. O
Lemmas 3.3 and 3.4 below show that it is possible that an infinitely divisible dis-

tribution and its Lévy measure do not have the same tail behaviors. The following
is due toSatd (1973). Let B, be the closed ball with center 0 and radius r. Denote
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by S(n) the support of a measure 1 on R%.

Lemma 3.3. Let p be an infinitely divisible distribution on R with Lévy measure
n. Let C :=inf{r > 0:S(n) C B,}. Then we have the following :

(i) If 0 <a < 1/C, then p(|z| > 1) = o(r—").

(ii) If a > 1/C, then r=*" = o(p(|z| > T)).

(iii) We have

i —togplzl>r) (3.9)

r—o0 rlogr

Let ¢(t) be a positive and right-continuous function on (0, 00). Define the func-
tion o(r) by logr = f“a(T t)dt. If q(t) = 1 on R, then o(r) = logr. The limit of
—logp(Jz| > 7))/ (re(r)) is d1scussed by [Kruglov and Antonov (1982) in the case
where ¢(t) is increasing:

Lemma 3.4. Let p be an infinitely divisible distribution on R% with Lévy measure
1. Suppose that h and f are Young conjugate functions. Let 0 < v < oo. Then we
have

. —logp(|z] > 1)

| f————— = 3.10

e rf~1(logr) 7 (3.10)
if and only if

h=t (=1
lim ng (108Nl > 1) (3.11)

r—00 r

We give a sufficient condition for which an infinitely divisible distribution and its
Lévy measure have the same tail behaviors in the relation “<”. The result is found
also in [Shimura and Watanabe (2005) in the case of an infinitely divisible distri-

bution on R . It is proved in Sect.5. Recall the definition (2.1) of 77 for a measure 7.

Theorem 3.1. Let p be an infinitely divisible distribution on RY with Lévy measure
n. Define a distribution ¢ on Ry by {(x > r) :=7(|x| > r) forr > 0.

(i) p € OS on R? if and only if there is a positive integer n such that 7™* € OS
on R, Moreover, if p € OS, then, for the above n,

plle] > ) = 7 (o] > 7). (3.12)
(i) If 7 € OS, then we have
p(lz] > r) < n(|z| > r). (3.13)

(i) p € OS if and only if there is a positive integer m such that ("™ € OS on
R4 and

p(lz] > 1) <™ (x > 7). (3.14)

(iv) Let h(x) be a nonnegative increasing function on R,. Suppose that 7 € OS
on RY. Then [,. h(|z|)p(dx) < oo if and only if Jpys1 P(l2)n(dz) < o0.
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Remark 3.2. In (i) and (iii) of Theorem 3.1, n and m are not always 1. See
Theorem 1.1 of [Shimura and Watanabe (2005). In (iii), we do not know whether
p € OS provided that there is a positive integer m > 2 such that ("™* € OS on R...

We give a result as to the class D. The class OS includes the class D. The fact is
found also in[Watanabd (1996) in the case of infinitely divisible distributions on R..

Corollary 3.1. Let p be an infinitely divisible distribution on R with Lévy measure
1. Then the following holds:

(i) p € D if and only if € D.

(ii) If 7 € D, then p(|z| > r) < n(lz| > r).

Proof: Let ¢ be the distribution on Ry defined in Theorem 3.1. Note that D C OS
on Ry and on RY. Thus assertion (ii) is obvious from Theorem 3.1 (ii). Next we
prove assertion (i). See Lemma 5.3 (ii) in Sect.5. We find from Theorem 3.1 (i)
that if 77 € D, then p € D. We obtain from Theorem 3.1 (iii) that if p € D, then
¢"™* € D on Ry for some m € N. Moreover we see from Proposition 1.1 (iii) and
2.5 (iii) of IShimura and Watanabe (2005) (Lemma 5.4 in Sect.5) that ("™* € D on
R, for some m € N if and only if ( € D on R;. Thus, if p € D, then ¢ € D and
thereby assertion (i) is true. O

Proposition 3.2. (i) G1(r) € OR if and only if L(r) € OR.
(ii) If L(r) € OR, then Gy(r) =< L(r).

Proof: Let b:=e  and § := e — 1. On the one hand, we see

wlzl >7) = P(X(e™)+X(1)—X(e )| >r)
Ple”™X(1)] > Vor) + P(IX(1) = X(e™)| > (1 = Vb)r)
p(lz| > r/Vb) + pr(Jz] > (1 = Vb)r).

IN

Hence we have
u(r < Ja| < v/VB) < pr(lal > (1 = VB)r)

We obtain that

p(r < o] < er) p(d=r < |z < b=UTH/ 2

N
o T

IN

pr(la] > (1= Vo)b9/2)
) =0

6p1(|z| > (1 — Vb)r). (3.15)

IN
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On the other hand, we see
(| >r) = P(1X(e” )+X() X(e™h)>r)
> P(IX(1) = X(e7H)| > e'r, [ X(e7h)| < or)
+P(|X (e7h) + X (1) = X(e7)| > 1 |X(1) = X (e ) < er)
= P(IX(1) = X(e” )l > e''r)P(|X(e7)| < dr)
+P(|X (e > ) P(IX(1) - X(e7H)] < effr)
= pi(|a| > er)u(lz] < 6r/b) + p(jz| > e r)pi (2] < er).
Hence we have
p(r < lzf < er) > pi(lz] > ef'r) {pu(lz] < 6r/b) — p(jx| > €r)} . (3.16)

By (3.15) and (3.16), L(r) := u(r < |z| < e3#r) € OR if and only if G1(r) :=
p1(|z] > r) € OR. Furthermore, if L(r) € OR, then L(r) < G1(r). O

Theorem 3.2. (i) The following are equivalent:

(1) G1(r) € OR, (2) K(r) € OR, (3) L(r) € OR.

(ii) If K(r) € OR, then G1(r) < K(r) < L(r).
Proof: Now (2.11) implies that n1(|z| > r) € OR is equivalent to K (r) € OR. Use
Corollary 3.1 with p = p; and n = 7;. Hence n;(|z| > r) € OR, namely, 77 € D
is equivalent to p; € D, namely, G1(r) := pi(|z] > r) € OR. Furthermore, if
K(r) € OR, namely, 71 € D, then G1(r) = p1(Jz| > r) < m (x| > r) < K(r). The
remaining proof is proved by Proposition 3.2. ([

Proposition 3.3. Suppose either that d =1 or that {X (t)} is symmetric and non
degenerated with d > 2.

(i) M(r) € OR if and only if L(r) € OR.

(ii) If M(r) € OR, then r*M (r) < L(r).

Proof: We have

3H

L(r) = p(r < |z| <e¥r) = / M (uw)u?tdu,

By Lemma 3.1, the proposition is obvious. O

4. Proof of the results

In this section, we prove the results mentioned in Sect.2. First of all, we present
two important propositions which lead to the key theorem, that is, Theorem 2.1.

Proposition 4.1. Let g € G; andl € N.
(i) If

| POX) = X ) > gl = o (4.1)
then

, X ()]
| —2>1 .S. 4.2
Husep tHg(logt) — @ (42)
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then

Proposition 4.2. Let g € Gy and | € N. Suppose that limsup g(z + 1)/g(x) < el.
) 1f o
| Px@) = X > gl = o, (1.5
then i
lir?jélp % >1 a.s. (4.6)
(i) 17
/OO POX(1) - X(e™)] > g(x))dz < oo, (4.7)
then ’
lim sup X ()] < (1 —e )L a.s. (4.8)

-0 tg(|logt])
for any Hy € (0, H).

In order to prove Propositions 4.1 and 4.2, we use some results of [Watanabe
(20024) for shift selfsimilar additive random sequences defined below.

Definition 4.1. Let ¢ > 1. An R?valued random sequence {Y (n),n € Z} on a
probability space (Q, F, P) is called a shift c-self-similar additive random sequence

if the following two conditions are satisfied:
(1) The sequence {Y (n),n € Z} has shift c-self-similarity, that is,

{(Y(n+1),neZ} L{cY(n),neZ}

where the symbol 4 stands for equality in the finite-dimensional distributions.
(2) The sequence {Y'(n),n € Z} has independent increments (or additivity), that
is, for every n € Z, {Y(k),k <n} and Y(n + 1) — Y (n) are independent.

In the rest of this section, we define the random sequence {Y(n),n € Z} by
Y (n) := X(e") for n € Z. Under the assumption that {X (¢)} is not purely Gauss-
ian, we decompose {X (t)} in law as the sum of two independent selfsimilar additive
processes {X;(t)} for j = 1,2 as follows: Denote by p; the distribution of X;(1) for
j =1,2. Define k¢ n)(r) := ke(r vV N™') for N > 0 and denote by K1 (r) the func-
tion K(r) in (2.8) replacing ke(r) by k(e ny(r). Here we note that K (r)— Ky(r) =0
for r > N1, By Lemma 2.2, we can define {X; ()} by determining p; for j = 1,2.
Now u satisfies (2.2), (2.3) and (2.5). Hence we take pq and ps such that p = py *po
and for j = 1,2,
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i) = [ explifeauy(dn) = esp(uy (). 2eRT (49)
with -
Pi(z) = /S | oldg) /0 (€= — D)ke, ) (r)r~tdr, (4.10)
and
ha(2) = ¥(2) = 1 (2). (4.11)

The following is obvious from the definition.

Lemma 4.1. The sequence {Y (n),n € Z} is a shift e -self-similar additive ran-
dom sequence.

The following lemma is from Lemma 5.2 in [Watanabe (2002a). Remark 4.1 is
needed in the proof of Lemma 4.2 (i) below.

Remark 4.1. Let g € G and let [ € N. If
/ P(Y(0) — Y/(~1)| > g(x))dz = oo, (4.12)
0

then, for all k € N and all € € (0,1),

/Ooo PUY(0) = Y (=kD)| > (1 — )g(x))dz = oc. (4.13)

Lemma 4.2. Let g € G and let | € N.
i) If

/OOO P(Y(0) = Y (=1)| > g(z))dz = o0, (4.14)
then

Y
limsule(in)|
n—oo €™ g(n

)
< e If ({19) is satisfied, then

Y

1 as. (4.15)

(
(ii) Suppose that limsup g(x + 1)/g(x)
T—r 00

. Y(=n)l
lim SuUp ——w—-——~
ne e "g(n)

Y

1 as. (4.16)

In Lemmas 4.3 and 4.4 below, we assume that {X (¢)} is non-Gaussian. Further,
we take sufficiently large N and let {X;(¢)} be non-Gaussian.

Lemma 4.3. Letl € N. There is ¢; > 0 such that, for r >0,
sup P(|X1(t) — X1(e7)| > r) < et P X1 (1) — Xq(e7)| > 7). (4.17)

tele—t,1]
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Proof: Note that the distribution of X1 (¢) — X1(e™!) for t € (e7!,1] is compound
Poisson. Denote by 1, its Lévy measure. Then 1, is represented as

“(8) = /Sd1 o(d§) /Ooo 1p(rf) M) ('r‘/tH) - k(E,N)(elH'f‘) dr

r

for any Borel set B in R%. We have, for r > 0,

— —c = 1 n*
P(X(t) = Xa(e™)| > 1) =™y~ (ja| > ),
n=1
where c(t) := 14(R?) < oo. Then 14(B) is increasing in ¢, so is Y oo, v/ (B)/nl.
Thus we obtain that

sup P(|X1(t) — X1(e7H| > r) < ecWP(|X1(1) — X1(e7Y)| > 7).
tele—1,1]

Thus we have ([@.I7]). O

Lemma 4.4. Let 6 > 0 and | € N. If N of k(e ny(r) is sufficiently large, we can
take sufficiently large g > § such that

sup P(|Xa(t) — Xo(e™)| > 1) = o(exp(—dorlogr)) asr — oo, (4.18)
tele—1,1]

Proof: We see that
o P(|Xa(t) — Xa(e™")| > 7)
< te?elgg7l](P(|X2(t)| >7/2) + P(|X2(e™")| > r/2))
<2P(| X (1)] > 7/2).

In the last inequality, we used the selfsimilarity. Now the support of the Lévy mea-

sure of {X5(t)} is the empty set or is contained in a small ball with center 0. Hence
we obtain ([AI8) from Lemma 3.3. O

Lemma 4.5. Letl € N. For any e € (0,1), there is ca > 0 such that, for r > 0,

e POX(t) - X(eY)| > 1) < P(X(1) - X(e ™D > (1 —e)r).  (4.19)

Proof: In the case where { X (¢)} is Gaussian, the lemma can be proved by straight-
forward calculations. Thus we only prove the case where {X (¢)} is non-Gaussian.
Choose § € (0,1) such that 1 —e = (1 —6)?. By Lemmas 4.3 and 4.4, there is ¢ > 0
such that for sufficiently large N and Jy,

sup P(|X(t)— X(e ™| >7)

tefle—t,1]
< sw PIX() = Xa(e )]+ 1Xa(t) — Xale ™) > 1)
< PO = X0 > (-0 + s PIXa(0) = Xale™)| > )
< cP(1X1(1) = X1(e7Y| > (1 = 6)r) + o(exp(—dodrlog(57))). (4.20)
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Further we have
P(IX1(1) = Xi(e™ D) > (1 = 0)r)
P(X (1) = X(e "]+ |X2(1) — Xa(e™H) > (1= d)r)
P(IX(1) = X (™) > (1 = 8)*r) + P(|X2(1) — Xa(e )| > 6(1 = 8)r)
P(IX(1) = X(e Y] > (1 —e)r) + olexp(—dpd(1 — 8)rlog(s(1 —8)r))).  (4.21)
Taking sufficiently large gy, we find from Lemma 3.3 that
exp(—8o0rlog(6r))) = o(P(|X (1) — X (e7Y)| > (1 —&)r))

IN A

and
exp(—8pd(1 — &)rlog(6(1 — 6)r))) = o(P(|X (1) — X (e7 Y| > (1 —&)r)).
Thus (£20) and @2I)) yields that (£I9) holds for some cg > 0. O

Lemma 4.6. Let 0 < s<t,a,b>0, ande > 0. Then
P( sup |X(u) —X(s)] >3e) <3 sup P(|X(u)—X(s)|] >e¢), (4.22)

ue|s,t ue|s,t

and

POX(t) - X(s)| > a)
P(sup | X(u)—X(s)|>a+0d)< .
u€ls,] P(supyefs,q [X (u) — X(s)| <b/2)
Proof: The inequality (£22) is due to Lemma 2.1 of [Yamamurd (2003). The proof
of (23) follows along the lines of the proof of [@22) from Remark 20.3 in |Sato
(1999). O

(4.23)

Lemma 4.7. For any e € (0,1), there is R > 0 such that, for r > R,
P( sup |X(t)— X(e™Y)| >7r) <2P(|X(1) = X(e™H)| > (1 —&)r). (4.24)
tele— 1]
Proof: We see from ([@23]) of Lemma 4.6 that
PX(1) - X(e) > (1 —¢)r)

-]
Pl O XK= = By X0 — X < /2
We obtain from Lemma 4.5 and ([@22]) of Lemma 4.6 that
P( sup |X(t)—X(e )| <er/2) = 1-P( sup |X(t)—X(e)|>er/2)
tele—t,1] tele—t,1]
> 1-3 ?u;; ]P(|X(t) — X(e™h| > er/6)
tefe=t,1

> 1-3cP(|X(1) - X (e > (1 —¢)er/6).
Taking sufficiently large R > 0 such that
3coP(IX(1) = X (e Y| > (1 —e)er/6) < 1/2  for r > R,
we have ([@24]). O

Proof of Proposition 4.1: Assertion (i) follows from (i) of Lemma 4.2. Next we
prove (ii). Suppose that (4.3) holds. Let M > 0 be a sufficiently large positive
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integer. Take a positive constant b such that e/ > b > 1 and b™ = e. We see from
Lemma 4.7 that, for any ¢ € (0,1), there is R > 0 such that, for » > R,

P(tefblllf . X () = X(e™) >r) <2P(IX(1) = X ()| > (1 = e)r).

Thus, by using the selfsimilarity, we have

P( sup X (t) — X(b~™e" Y| > (b~™e™) A7)
te[bfmfleni)fnlen]
< 2P(IX(1) = X(eY)] > (1—2)r)
for0<m< M—1and n € Z. Let r, :=g(n—1)/(1 — ). We obtain from (4.3)
that

Z P( sup |X () = X(b~™e" Y| > (b-™e™) r,) < co.
= telp-m—ten b-men]

By virtue of the Borel-Cantelli lemma, there is a random number N,, such that,
for any n > N,,, almost surely

e bmeVHg(n — 1
sp X)) - X (pmenhy < L) 9 = L),
te[b—m—len b—men] 1—¢

(4.25)

Let k := k(;,n) be the maximum integer satisfying n—Fk(y n)l = Npp. Let 1 < j < k.
Then we substitute n — jl for n in (4.25) and see that, for 1 < j < k, almost surely

) ) p—m n—jl\H —il=1
e = et < ORI ZIZ D) - o
Recall that e = b™. Adding up (4.25) and (4.26) for 1 < j < k, we have
k ; )
p—m n—jl\H —il=1
sup |X(t)| _ |X(b—men—(k+1)l)| < Z ( € ) g(n J )
te[pMn—m—1 pMn—m] =0 1—¢
_ My g(n 1)
- (-1 —etH) "
Notice that Ny, —1 <n — (k+ 1)l < Ny,,. Thus,
: | X(®)] : | X(®)]
limsup ——— < limsu su —
t%oop tHg(IOg t) B nﬂoop te[bl%(nfrl))’bhhz] tHg(].Og t)
< limsu su su bIX(H)
- n—>oop ogmgg\)/f—l te[bM"*m}l),bM"*m] (pMn=m)Hg(n — 1)
< vt + lims a X (e
imsu max
- (1-¢e)(1—etH) ooy Ny~ I5< Ny (bMn=—m)H g(p — 1)
bH
R TED )
Letting € | 0 and b | 1, we have (4.4). O

Proof of Proposition 4.2: Assertion (i) follows from (ii) of Lemma 4.2. Next we
prove (ii). Suppose that (4.7) holds. In the same way as in the proof of Proposition
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4.1, there is a random number N such that, for any n > N, almost surely

—InH 1)1
sup |X(t> _ X(ef(n+1)l)| < € g((n + ) )
te[efl(n«#l)yefln] 1 — &

Let 0 < H' < H. Then we have g(n+1)/g(n) < e’ for all sufficiently large n. Put
H, = H— H'. Note from Theorem 2.1 of Watanabe (20024) that lim X(e™'") =0
n—oo

a.s. Hence we have

sup | X ()]

te[efl(n#»l))efln]

IN

(1= S e D g(i(n 4 j + 1))
7=0

IN

(1—ete Z e Mg(l(n+1))
j=0

e Mg(i(n +1))

(1 — e—lH1)-1
Tz (I—e7)
for all sufficiently large n. Here we have
e gn 1) _ gUnt 1) _
tg(|logt])  — e 'Hg(nl)

for t € [e~!(»*+1) e=I"]. Therefore,

. | X ()] 1 —UHy\—1

limsup ——F—— 1—¢ (l—e

PSP S Togd]) = <(A-g) - ( )

Letting ¢ — 0, we obtain (4.8). O

Proof of Theorem 2.1: Note that, for § > 0 and [ € N,
[ P0x = x> sgands = [ Gy
0 0
= [ g0 enldo). (a21)
]Rd

Thus the proof of (ii) is clear from Proposition 4.1. Assertion (i) follows from
(ii). Suppose that g € G; and g~'(|z|) is submultiplicative on R?. We prove the
equivalence of (2.13) and (2.14). Recall the Lévy measure 7, of p1, that is, (2.11).
We find from Lemma 3.2 that

/Oo Mgfl(aflr)dr < o0 (4.28)

if and only if [p, g~ (6

/Rdg—l(é—llxl)pz(dx) - /(Rd)Lg_l <6_

~1z|)p1(dz) < co. For some ¢; > 0, we have

!
k ) H p1(dzy).
k=1

LRI 2 )) o1 (dae)

([ )

l

1 Z e(—k+1DH .

k=1

IN
)
i
RS
L
-~
[«

IN



26 Toshiro Watanabe and Kouji Yamamuro

Thus (4.28) is equivalent to that [, g~ (6 |[)pi(dz) < oo for all I. Suppose that
(2.14) holds. Let § > C. Then (4.28) holds, and thus [, g~ (67 x|)pi(dx) < oo
for all [. Let § < C. Then we have

o [ R ey o [T EO K g,
1 1

By Lemma 3.2, [p,9 '(67!a|)pi(dx) = oo for all I, and thereby (2.13) holds.
Conversely, suppose that (2.13) holds. Let 6 > C. Then [;, g~ (6~ |x|)pi(dz) < oo
for all I, and hence (4.28) holds. Let 6 < C. Since [p, g~ (07 z|)pi(dz) = oo for
some [, we see that

o / K() = K(r) 151,04,

e(k 1)H
_ Z/ K ) ( )g_1(5_1T)dT

l

oo _ H
/ K(r) — K(e T)g—1(5—16—(k—1)HT)dT

_ T
i1 Jete-DH

< l/oo Mg_l(é_lr)dr.
1 T

Hence (2.14) holds. We have proved the equivalence of (2.13) and (2.14). Thus
assertion (iii) follows from (ii). The second assertion of (iii) is trivial. O

Proof of Theorem 2.2: We see from Theorem 3.2 that F(r) € OR is equivalent to
G1(r) € OR. Suppose that G1(r) € OR and there is g(z) € Gy such that (1.2)
holds with C' = 1. Then we see from Proposition 4.1 that

/ Gi1(27'(1 — e H)g(x))dx
- / PX(1) ~ X(e V)] > 27 (1 — e H)g(a))de = oo

and

/OOO Gh(29(2))dz = /OOO PX(1) = X(e V)| > 2g(x))dz < .

As G1(r) € OR, this is a contradiction. Hence if G1(r) € OR, then there is no
g(x) € Gy such that (1.2) holds with C' = 1. Conversely, suppose that G1(r) ¢ OR.
Then there is a positive sequence y, 1 oo for n € Z; such that 27"G1(y,) >
G1(2yy) for n € Z;. Take x,, T oo satisfying o = 0 and

1< G1(Yn)(@ng1 — ) <2 forneZy.
Furthermore, we define g(z) € Gy by g(x) = y», on [z, Zp+1). Then we obtain that

| PO = X > glo)ds = 3 Grla) s — ) = o0

n=0
and

/O T PX(1) - X ()] > 20(@)dr < 327G () (Fnss — ) < 0.

n=0
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It follows from Proposition 4.1 and Theorem 2.1 that there is Cy € [1,2(1—e~)71]
such that (1.2) holds with C' = Cy. Thus (1.2) holds with C = 1 by replacing g(x)

with Cog(x). O
Proof of Theorem 2.3: By Theorem 3.2, we have F(r) < G1(r). As G1(r) € OR,
the theorem holds from Proposition 4.1. ([l
Proof of Corollary 2.1: The proof is obvious from Theorem 2.3. ]

Proof of Corollary 2.2: By using Proposition 3.3, we can obtain the corollary from
Theorems 2.2 and 2.3. (]

Proof of Example 2.1: Use Corollary 2.2 (ii) for

=1 (P52) (A (5)) e

Remaining assertion is clear from the first assertion. (Il

Proof of Theorem 2.4: By (4.27), we have

/OO G1(dg(x))dx = / g (67 z))p1(dx) for & > 0. (4.29)
0 R

Suppose that g=*(z) 4+ logz € OR and there is {X(¢)} such that (1.2) holds with
C = 1. Note that f\z\>1 log |z|p1(dz) < oco. By the same way as in the proof of
Theorem 2.2, we see from (4.29) that absurdity occurs. Thus if g~ (z)+logz € OR,
then there is no {X(¢)} such that (1.2) holds with C' = 1.

Conversely, we suppose that g~!(|z|) is submultiplicative on R¢ and g~!(x) +
logz ¢ OR. There is x,, T co for n € Z, such that o = 1, 2"z, < z,1,
and 27" (g~ (x,) +logx,) > g (e Haz,) + log(e Ha,) for n € Z and that, for

H
Cn = [ " (g7 (z) + logz)z~'dx with n € Z, it holds that > »°  C,! < oo.
Define K(r) as

K(r) ;';OCJ-_I for 0 < r < eflxy,
r) = B )
Zj’;n C; 1 for e, 1 <r < eHy, with n € N.

Then we have

1 for z, <r < efx, withn € Z,,
for ez, <7 < xpy withn € Zy.

Then we obtain that

& r)— K(efr >
/ (g7 (r) + logr)wm = Z CnCi7t =00
1 n=0
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and
o r)— ey
/1 (971( —2H )+10g( 72HT,))K( ) TK( )d’f‘
o GHLIJn r) — €H’f‘
< Sl e ) gl e [ B
n=0 Tn
Man r)— K(eHr
< 22 T g EOEEE T

Tn

= Z 27"C,Cit < oo.

n=0

Notice that [, (logr)(K(r) — K(ef'r))r~'dr < oo and [° K(r)r~—tdr < co. It
follows from Theorem 2.1 (iii) that (1.2) holds with C' = C, for some C, € [1, 2.
Hence (1.2) holds with C' = 1 by replacing {X ()} with {C; 1 X (t)}. O

Proof of Theorem 2.5: Note that flw|>1 log |z|p1(dx) < oco. By using (4.29), the
proof is clear from Proposition 4.1. (I

Proof of Proposition 2.1: Let C € [0,00). As mentioned in Remark 3.1 (i), g~ *(|=|)
is quasi-submultiplicative on R¢. Thus we see from Proposition 3.1 that (2.23)
holds if and only if (2.13) holds. Here we assumed that [o, ¢~ (67! |a|)pu(dz) < oo
for some § € (0,00) in the “if” part. Hence assertion (i) holds from Theorem 2.1.
Now we see from Lemma 3.2 that (2.15) is equivalent to (2.23). Furthermore, we
see that [ K(r)g=*(67'r)r~—tdr < oo if and only if [p, g7 (6 |z|)u(dz) < oo
Thus assertion (ii) holds from (i). O

Proof of Proposition 2.2: Define (1 on Ry by (i (z > r) := p1(Jz| > r). Suppose
that p; € OS on R?, that is, ¢(; € OS on R,. Now we have, for g € G; and [ € N,
3ok

l
/Rd)l ( k=1 ) 1_[1P1(dl’k)-
l
/Rd)z Z|xk| 1;[ d:Ek
- / gL ()¢ (dr)

/<x>g)

By Lemma 5.5 (iii) in Sect.5, ({*(z > r) =< ¢1(z > 7). Thus, if [p, g7 (Jz])p1(dz) <

oo, then [, g7 (Jz])pi(dz) < oo for all | € N. Therefore we see that (2.13) holds
if and only if (2.25) holds. By virtue of Theorem 3.1 (iv), assertion (ii) holds from
(i). The proof of (iii) is clear from Proposition 2.1 (i) and Theorem 3.1 (iv). O

l

/ o (2o (da)
Rd

IN
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Proof of Example 2.2: The example of Sect.6 in [Embrechts et all (1979) shows that
@€ S onRy and

w(z > 1) ~ (20) "2 (log )~ exp(—(log )2 /2). (4.30)
Hence we see from Theorem 1 of [Embrechts et al! (1979) that
/OO de ~ ulx >r).
By (2.11) and (4.30), we have
(x>r) / K@) / K dx ~ oz >r). (4.31)

It follows from Lemma A3.15 of [Embrechts (199{ ) that 71 € S, and thereby 71 €
OS. For § > 0 and g € Gy, we find from (4.31) that

/ m (x> og(r))dr = / g (07 )y (de) < o0
if and only if
[ wte>sgtrpir= [ g7 ouds) < oo

Thus we obtain the first assertion from Proposition 2.2 (ii). Setting g~ '(x) =
exp((logz)?/2) for z > 1, we obtain the second assertion from the first one. The
second assertion can be proved also by employing Proposition 2.1 (i). O

Lemma 4.8. Let C' € [0,00]. Let ¢(r) be a positive, increasing, and regularly
varying function with positive index. Suppose that g € G1 satisfies that

971 (r) = exp((r)). (4.32)
Then (2.13) holds if and only if
| olel > ng 6 nyar

{<oo for 6 >C and alll € N,

=00 ford <C and somel=1(§) € N. (4.33)

Moreover, if g=Y(r) is submultiplicative on Ry, then (2.13) is also equivalent to

(2.23), and to
= —1/5-1 <oo ford>C,
/1 K(r)yg= (6 r)dr{ “ for0<o<C. (4.34)

Proof: By Theorem 4.12.10 (ii) of Bingham (1987), (2.13) holds if and only if

[ oo [ g

{ <oo ford>Candalll €N,

=00 for0<é < C and somel=1(5) € N. (4.35)

Here we used the assumption that ¢(r) is regularly varying. The integral of (4.35)
is equal to that of (4.33).
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Suppose that g=1(r) is submultiplicative on R. Then foz‘w g~ (r)dr is sub-
multiplicative on R? and thus, by Lemma 3.2, (4.35) is equivalent to

| e [ et

<oo ford>Candalll €N,
=00 for 0<d < C and somel=1[(§) €N,

equivalently,

/1 T llel > g 6 r)dr

{ <oo ford>Candalll€N,

=00 for0<d < C and some ! =1(§) € N. (4.36)

By (2.11), we have
LHE(r) > m(la] > r) > (log(1 + ) K((1L+)r) (437)

for sufficiently small ¢ > 0. Thus (4.36) is equivalent to (4.34). Moreover, by
Lemma 3.2, (2.23) is equivalent to (2.15). As ¢(x) is regularly varying with posi-
tive index, (2.15) is equivalent to (4.34). Thus the second assertion is true. O

Proof of Proposition 2.3: Let

g™ (r) = exp(r® f(log(r v 1))).
Since f(r) is regularly varying, f(log(r V 1)) is slowly varying. Thus we have

ogr)t/«
o(r) ~ (087

(f(a! loggq) )t/
Notice that (2.27) and (2.28) are equivalent to (4.34) and (2.23), respectively. Since

g~ %(r) is submultiplicative on R, , we see from Lemma 4.8 that (2.26) is equivalent
to (2.27) and to (2.28). O

Proof of Proposition 2.4: Let
g7 (r) = exp(rf ™ (log(r V 1))).
We see from Definition 2.4 that, for all sufficiently small € > 0,
: fH(A +e)x)
limsup ————=
zﬂoop [~ =)

Thus f~1(¢(t)) ~ f~1(t) provided that ¢(t) ~ t as t — oo. This implies that
rf~t(log(r + 1)) is regularly varying with index 1, and we have

<l+e.

(r) logr
g\r)~ T
f 1(10g(2) r)
By Theorem 2.1 and Lemma 4.8, (2.29) is equivalent to (4.33), that is,
[ expl6 s togtr + D))pu(lal > vy
1

<oo VIeN, ford§>C,
=00 A =I0)eN, for0<ds<C.
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By Lemma 3.4, this is equivalent to

/100 exp(h(6 1)) (|| > r)dr

{<oo Vi e N, for § > C,

—o0 F=1I@) €N, for0<d<C. (4.38)
Using (4.37) for sufficiently small € > 0, we see that (4.38) is equivalent to

> 1 <oo ford>C,
/1 exp(h(d T))K(T)dr{ for 0 < 6 < C. (4.39)

= o0

Using (4.37) again, we see that this is equivalent to

/100 exp(h(6~1r))m (2] > r)dr { <oo  ford>C, (4.40)

=00 for0<d<C.

Further, (4.39) is equivalent to (2.30). We see from Lemma 3.4 that (4.40) is
equivalent to (2.31).

Lastly, we prove the equivalence of (2.30) and (2.32) provided that h(r) is regu-
larly varying with positive index. Now (2.30) is equivalent to (4.39), equivalently,

o0 . 1 <oo ford>C,
/1 exp(h(6~ 7)) K (r)r dT{ =00 for0<éd<C.

Here we used the regulalry variation. By virtue of Theorem 4.12.10 (ii) of Bingham
(1987), this is equivalent to

o " —1 —1 < oo ford > C,
/1 (/0 exp(h(d s))ds> K(r)r dr{ oo for0<s<C

equivalently,

o o —1 —1 < oo ford > C,
/1 </T K(s)s ds) exp(h(d T))dr{ oo for0<s<C. (4.41)

Notice that v(|z| > r) = [T K(s)s™'ds. It follows that (4.41) is equivalent to
h=t(=logv(|z| > r))

lim inf =C.
r—00 r
By Lemma 3.4, this is equivalent to (2.32). O

Proof of Proposition 2.5: Let g~1(r) = exp(rlog(r V 1)). The proof of Proposition
2.5 is similar to that of Proposition 2.4 by using Lemma 3.3 in place of Lemma 3.4.
It is omitted. (|

Proof of Theorem 2.6: Note from Theorem 2.1 (ii) that if g;*(r) =< g5 *(r) for
g1,92 € G, then (1.2) holds for g = g1 and for g = g2 with the same constant C.
Thus in assertion (i), (1), (2), and (3) are from Remark 2.5, Proposition 2.5 and
Proposition 2.4, respectively.

Next we prove assertion (ii). Suppose that (2.38) holds. Since p; is infinitely
divisible, we see from Lemma 3.3 that

/ ec|m|2p1 (dr) =00  for some ¢ > 0.
Rd
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Hence, by ([2.38), we have
/ g (67 ) pr(dr) =00  for 0 < § < oc. (4.42)
Rd

By Theorem 2.1 (ii), (1.2) holds with C' = co. Hence assertion (1) is true. Suppose
that (239) and (Z40) hold. In the case where v # 0, we find from Lemma 3.3 that

/ 6C|x|1°g‘z‘p1(dx) =oo for some ¢ > 0.
|z|>1

Thus we have [@42]) by (2.39), and thereby (1.2) holds with C' = co. In the case
where v = 0, we see that

/ ec‘m‘2u(da:) < oo for some ¢ > 0.
R
Hence, by (240), we have
/ g (67 ) p(dr) < 0o for 0 < 6 < oo.
Rd

Hence we obtain from Proposition 2.1 that (1.2) holds with C' = 0. Hence assertion
(2) is true. O

Proof of Ezample 2.3: (i) Use Proposition 2.3 with f(z) = z”.
(ii) Use Proposition 2.4 with C' = ¢~ */® and h(z) = 2*(log )? for sufficiently large
x. Then it suffices to prove that

) (logy)? fora =1,
Y a—(B—a)/a(a _ 1)—(a—1)/ay(0‘_1)/0‘(10gy)B/O‘ for v > 1.

Suppose that o > 1. As h(z) = [; q(t)dt, it follows that q(t) ~ at®~*(logt)” as
t — oo. Put y = ¢(t). Then y ~ at®!(logt)? and logy ~ (o — 1) logt as t — oco.

Hence
. y 1/(a—1) N y 1/(e—1)
allog t)? a((a —1) 1logy)?

ast — oo. This implies that ¢~ (y) ~ o=/ (@~ (q—1)8/(a=Dyl/(e=1) (Jog yy)~B/(a=1)
Hence,

Y 1/(a-1) §/(amry_ T B/(a-1)
— | g tdy ~ Ve (g )8/ e log 1)~/ (e—
f@) = [ iy~ 0 = 1) S (loga)

_ g/ @) (g 1)(eFB /(o) g/ (0) (1o ) B/ (o),

Moreover, put y = f(z). Then we have logy ~ a(a — 1)~ logx as * — oco. Hence,

@/ (@=1) (o — 1)~ (atB=1)/(a=1),\ (7D
()
a@/(e=1) ( — 1)~ (a+B=1)/(a=1)y\ (07 1/
< ((a = a~tlogy)=A/(e=D) )
— aBma)a(q _ )~V ay@-)/a(1ge )6/

2
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This implies that f~1(y) ~ a~B=®/o(q — 1)~ (e=D/ayla=D/e(logy)f/>  Next
suppse that a = 1. Then y = ¢(t) = (logt)? + B(logt)?~! for all sufficiently large
t. Hence,

exp(yﬁfl) = exp((logt)(1 + B(log t)fl)ﬁfl) ~e-t ast— oo.

This yields that ¢~ !(y) ~ e~ ! exp(yﬁfl). Hence we obtain that
-1

f(z) :/0 g (y)dy ~ e texp(x® ) Bt P

Put y = f(x). Then logy ~ 27", Hence we obtain that ' (y) ~ (logy)?. Thus
all assertions are true. O

5. Proof of Theorem 3.1.

In this section, we prove Theorem 3.1 mentioned in Sect.3. The proof of The-
orem 3.1 is similar to that of Theorem 1.1 of [Shimura and Watanabe (2005), but
there is a difficulty peculiar to the multi-dimensional case.

Lemma 5.1. Let p; for j = 1,2 be distributions on R%. For j = 1,2, we define a
distribution ¢; on Ry by (j(x > r) := p;(|z] > r) for r > 0.

(i) We have
prxplz| >r) <G *xG(z>r) forr>0. (5.1)
In particular, suppose n € N, then we have
P (x| >r) < g (@ >r)  forr>0. (5.2)

(ii) There are s > 0 and c¢; > 1 both independent of p1 such that
p(lz] >r) <eiprxp2(lz] >r—35)  forr>0. (5.3)
Proof: Let {X;} be independent R?-valued random variables such that the distri-
bution of X is p; for j = 1,2. Then (; is the distribution of | X,| for j = 1,2. Thus
we have, for r > 0,
prxp2(lzl >r) = P(X1+4+Xa| >7r)
< P(Xa|+ | X2| > 1) = Gox Gz > ).
The second assertion of (i) is trivial.
Choose s > 0 such that ¢; ' := P(|X3| < s) > 0. Then we sce that for r > s,
pi(lel >7r) = aP(Xs| <s)P(Xa| >7)
aP(| X1 >r X2 <s)
< aP(| X1+ Xo| >r—38)=cip1 *p2(Jz| > 71— 5).
We have proved (ii). O
Lemma 5.2. Let (; for j = 1,2,3 be distributions on Ry. If 1(z > r) < e1(2(z >
r) for some c; > 1, then
GxGlx>r)<calaxl(z>r) forr >0, (5.4)
and, for any n € N,

A

T@>r) <G (x>r)  forr>0. (5.5)
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Proof: Suppose that ¢1(z > 1) < c1(2(x > r) for some ¢; > 1. Then we see

T+
GxGlz>r) = /0_ Gz >r—u)ls(du) + (x> )

r+
< /0— Ca(z > r —u)(3(du) + c1s(x > r)

= 61<2*<3($ >7").
The inequality (5.5) is trivial from (5.4). O

Lemma 5.3. Let (; for j = 1,2 be distributions on R .
(i) If G € OS and G1(z > r) < G(x > 1), then (o € OS.
(ii) If &G € D and G1(x > 1) < Go(x > 1), then (; € D.

Proof: Assertion (i) is from Theorem 2.3 of [Kliippelberg (1990). Assertion (ii) is
clear from the definition. O

Lemma 5.4. Let ¢ be distribution on Ry.. Then (™" € D for some n € N if and
only if ¢ € D.

Proof: This is from Proposition 1.1 (iii) and Proposition 2.5 (iii) of|Shimura and Watanabe
(2003). O

For ¢ € OS on R, we define

£*(¢) :=limsup % < 0. (5.6)

Lemma 5.5. Suppose that ¢ € OS on R,.
(i) For any s > 0, there is ¢ > 0 such that ((x > r) < c1i{(xz > r +s). Thus
C(z >log(r+1)) € D and there are ca,c3 > 0 such that

C(x > 1) > coexp(—cgr)  forr >0. (5.7)
(ii) For every e > 0 there is ¢4 > 0 such that
(x> 1) <ea(t(Q) —1+e)C(x > 1) for every r >0 and k > 1. (5.8)
(ili) For every k € N, we have
(@ > 1) = ¢ > 7). (5.9)

Proof: Assertion (i) is from Proposition 2.2 (ii) of [Shimura and Watanabe (2005).
Assertion (ii) is from Proposition 2.4 of iShimura and Watanabe (2005). As ¢**(z >
r) > ((x >r) for every k € N, assertion (iii) is clear from (ii). O

Lemma 5.6. Let p be an infinitely divisible distribution on R% with Lévy measure
n. Take ¢ > 0 such that n(|xz| > ¢) > 0. Let p; for j = 1,2 be the infinitely divisible
distributions on R® such that py is a compound Poisson distribution on R with
Lévy measure 1{|z)>cyn(dx) and p = py * pa. Then the following hold:
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(i) p € OS if and only if p2 € OS.
(ii) If p € OS, then p(|z| > 7) < pa(|x| > 7).

Proof: Define the distributions (; for j = 1,2 and (, by (j(z > r) = p;(|z| > r)
and (p(x > r) = p(Jz| > r) for r > 0. Note from Lemma 3.3 that (i(z > r) <
c1G2(x > r) for some ¢; > 1. On the one hand, we see from Lemmas 5.1 (i) and 5.2
that

ool > 1) = prxpa(lal > 1) S G rGla>r) <a@@>n.  (5.10)
On the other hand, we see from Lemma 5.1 (ii) that, for some ¢; € (0,1) and s > 0,
p(lz| > 1) = p1xpa(|z] > 1r) > c2lo(z > r + ). (5.11)

Suppose that ps € OS, that is, ( € OS. Thus (3*(z > 7) < (2(x > 7). Then,
by using Lemma 5.5 (i) for (2, we obtain from (T.I0) and (EIT)) that p(|z| > r) <
C2(x > r), and, by Lemma 5.3 (i), p € OS. Conversely, suppose that p € OS. Then
(7 (z > 1) < e3(,(z > r) for some c3 > 0. By using Lemma 5.5 (i) for (,, we have,
for some ¢4 > 0,

pllz] > 1) > cap(lz] > 1 —5) > cacalo(x > 71). (5.12)

This implies that there is ¢5 > 1 such that ((x > r) < ¢5¢,(x > r) for r > 0. From
Lemma 3.3, we can take ¢ > 0 and A > 0 such that ecsges < 1 and G1(z > 1) <
eCy(x > r) for r > A. Hence we see that

pllal >r+4) < Gz >r+A)
r+
< Gz >r+ A—u)G(du) + G(z > 1)
07
T+
< ¢ Colz >71+A—u)Ge(du) + (x> 1)
07
< ez >+ A)+ G >T)
< eesCpx Gl >+ A) + Gz > 1)
< ecsesCp(r >+ A) + Gz > 7).

This yields
(1 —ccses)p(jz| >r+ A) < Gz > 7).

We obtain from Lemma 5.5 (i) and (512) that p(jz| > ) < p2(|z| > ), and con-
sequently ps € OS. Here also assertion (ii) has been proved. O

Proposition 5.1. Let p be a compound Poisson distribution on R% with Lévy mea-
sure . Define a distribution ¢ on Ry satisfying ((x > r) = 1(|z| > r) for r > 0.

(i) p € OS on R4 if and only if there is a positive integer n such that 7°* € OS
on R, Moreover, if p € OS, then (5.12) holds.

(i) If 7 € OS, then (3.13) holds.

(iii) p € OS if and only if there is a positive integer m such that ("™ € OS on
Ry and (8.14) holds.
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Proof: We define distributions (, and ¢, on R as follows: For r > 0,
Cole>r):=p(lz|>r) and (u(z >7r) =7 (z] > 7).

Let § := n(RY) < co. Suppose that there is n € N such that 77* € OS on R?,
namely, ¢, € OS on R.. Then we see from Lemma 5.5 (ii) that there is ¢; > 0
such that

CE (2 > 1) < el (G)*¢u(x > 7) for every 7 > 0 and k > 1.

By using Lemma 5.1 (ii) for 7("**7)* with 0 < 5 <n—1 and s > 0, we obtain from
Lemmas 5.1 (i) and 5.5 (i) that, for some ¢z, c3 > 0,

p(lz[>r) = Z k,?? (| > )
k=0
n—1 i
s,
= 9 T R (12| > r)
J= :0 ]
< o Z ~”<’“*1>*(le )
= (nk)!
i 0" ks)
< ) o (@ = s)
' n
pors (nk)!
g* k+16nk
< 02012 Colx>1—239)
< 03@(:10 > T).
Obviously, it follows that
o "
p(lz| >r) > 675EW*(|x| >r) = eiémcn(:v > 7). (5.13)
Thus we have
o] > 1) = Gl > ) = 7% (ja] > 7). (5.14)

Hence p € OS by Lemma 5.3 (i).
Conversely, we suppose that p € OS on R?. By using the method in the proof
of Theorem 1.5 of [Watanabe (2007), we shall prove that there is n € N such that

7 (lz] > )

n
li f 0. 5.15
17‘H—1>102 p(lz] > r) - (5.15)
Suppose that, for all n € N,
lim inf 777 (j2 > 7) =

r~oe p(lz] > 7)
Then we can choose N € N and positive increasing sequence {r, } with lim r, = oo
n—oo
such that

(x>
lim sup L) < e 0N+ (5.16)
r—00 Cp( T > T)
and o
Y > )
n—o0 P(livl > 1)
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Define I;(r) and J;(r) for j = 1,2 as

k k* & s S\ k ~k*
56) ,ﬂ;z 0 ol CIEL R S il L)

k!
k=N+1
By Lemma 5.1 (ii), there are s; > 0 and ¢4 > 0 such that, for 1 <k < N,

7 (|| > r+s1) < cai™ (x| > 7)  for r > 0.
Since p € OS, we find from Lemma 5.5 (i) that there is ¢5 > 0 such that
p(lz| >r) <ecsp(|lz| >r+s1) forr>0.
Thus we have, for 1 <k < N,
Jim sup 7 (2] > 7o + 51) < eacs lim 7 (|2 > )
nsoo pla| >+ 51) n=oo p(|x] > rn)

Here, as we have I1(r) + J1(r) = p(|z| > r) and I1(r, + s1)/p(|z| > 75, + 51) = 0
as n — 00, then

i ra sy
n—co p(|x| > 1y + 51)

Hence we establish that

Grl>r) . (|l > )
limsup —= > limsup—————=
r—00 Cp(‘r > 7‘) r—00 P(|=T| > T)
Is(ry, Jo(ry
> limsup 2 + 1) & Ja(rn + 51)
n—o0 p(lz| > rn + s1)

>  liminf Ja(r) > e 9N+,
r—oo Jl('r')

This contradicts (5I6). Thus (EI5) holds and it follows from (5I3) that there is
n € N such that (5.14) holds. We find from Lemma 5.3 (i) that * € OS.

Assertion (ii) is clear from (i). Next we prove (iii). Suppose that p € OS. Define
a compound Poisson distribution 7 on Ry such that its Lévy measure is 6¢. Recall
that § = n(R?). By Lemma 5.1 (i), we have

k"'k*
Cole>1) = _625 |$|>T)<T(x>r)f0rr20.

Note that (,(x > r) > ¢ 1C(x > r) with ¢ := e’§~!. By using (5.8), we see from
Lemma, 5.2 that, for r > 0,

rx>r) = e° Z EC’“*(@” > )
k=1 """

5 S (05)k
k!

1

00 k

e S () 1 4 g > ).
k=1 ’

IN
o
|

¢ (x>r)
k=

IN

Thus we find that

T(x>1) =< (e >r)=p(lz| >7)
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and, by Lemma 5.3 (i), 7 € OS on Ry. Use (i) for the compound Poisson distribu-
tion 7 on R;. There is a positive integer m such that ("™* € OS on R, and (3.14)
holds. By Lemma 5.3, the converse assertion is trivial. O

Now we prove Theorem 3.1.

Proof of Theorem 3.1: The proofs of (i), (ii), and (iii) are clear from Lemma 5.6
and Proposition 5.1. Assertion (iv) is proved in the same way of Corollary 1.1 (ii)
of [Shimura and Watanabd (2003). O
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