
ar
X

iv
:2

50
1.

02
12

3v
1 

 [
m

at
h.

PR
] 

 3
 J

an
 2

02
5

Limit theorems for globally perturbed random walks

Alexander Iksanov∗ and Oleh Kondratenko†

Abstract

Let (ξ1, η1), (ξ2, η2), . . . be independent copies of an R
2-valued random vector (ξ, η) with

arbitrarily dependent components. Put Tn := ξ1+. . .+ξn−1+ηn for n ∈ N and define τ(t) :=
inf{n ≥ 1 : Tn > t} the first passage time into (t,∞), N(t) :=

∑

n≥1
1{Tn≤t} the number of

visits to (−∞, t] and ρ(t) := sup{n ≥ 1 : Tn ≤ t} the associated last exit time for t ∈ R. The
standing assumption of the paper is E[ξ] ∈ (0,∞). We prove a weak law of large numbers for
τ(t) and strong laws of large numbers for τ(t), N(t) and ρ(t). The strong law of large numbers
for τ(t) holds if, and only if, E[η+] < ∞. In the complementary situation E[η+] = ∞ we
prove functional limit theorems in the Skorokhod space for (τ(ut))u≥0, properly normalized
without centering. Also, we provide sufficient conditions under which finite dimensional
distributions of (τ(ut))u≥0, (N(ut))u≥0 and (ρ(ut))u≥0, properly normalized and centered,
converge weakly as t → ∞ to those of a Brownian motion. Quite unexpectedly, the centering
needed for (N(ut)) takes in general a more complicated form than the centering ut/E[ξ]
needed for (τ(ut)) and (ρ(ut)). Finally, we prove a functional limit theorem in the Skorokhod
space for (N(ut)) under optimal moment conditions.

Key words: first passage time; functional limit theorem; last exit time; number of visits; per-
turbed random walk; strong law of large numbers
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1 Introduction

Let (ξ1, η1), (ξ2, η2), . . . be independent copies of an R
2-valued random vector (ξ, η) with

arbitrarily dependent components. Denote by (Sn)n≥0 the zero-delayed standard random walk
with increments ξn for n ∈ N := {1, 2, . . .}, that is, S0 := 0 and Sn := ξ1 + . . . + ξn for n ∈ N.
Put

Tn := Sn−1 + ηn, n ∈ N.

The sequence T := (Tn)n≥1 is called globally perturbed random walk. Many results concerning
T accumulated up to 2016 can be found in the book [12]. An incomplete list of more recent
publications in which the sequence T is either the main object of investigation or plays an
important role includes [4, 7, 8, 14, 17, 18].

For t ∈ R, define the first passage time into (t,∞)

τ(t) := inf{n ≥ 1 : Tn > t},
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the number of visits to (−∞, t]

N(t) :=
∑

n≥1

1{Tn≤t}

and the associated last exit time

ρ(t) := sup{n ≥ 1 : Tn ≤ t}

with the usual conventions that sup⊘ = 0 and inf ⊘ = ∞. Plainly, for each t ∈ R,

τ(t)− 1 ≤ N(t) ≤ ρ(t) a.s. (1)

We mark with the ∗ the corresponding quantities for (Sn)n≥0, that is, for t ∈ R, τ∗(t) := inf{n ≥
0 : Sn > t}, N∗(t) :=

∑

n≥0 1{Sn≤t} and ρ∗(t) := sup{n ≥ 0 : Sn ≤ t}.
We use the standard notation x+ = max(x, 0) and x− = max(−x, 0) for x ∈ R. We proceed

by giving a couple of results which can be lifted from the existing literature. Proposition 1.1
follows from Theorem 1.4.1 and Remark 1.2.3 in [12], see also Theorem 2.4 in [2].

Proposition 1.1. Suppose µ := E[ξ] ∈ (0,∞). The following assertions are equivalent:
(a) limn→∞ Tn = +∞ a.s.;
(b) E[η−] < ∞;
(c) N(t) < ∞ a.s. for some/all t ∈ R;
(d) ρ(t) < ∞ a.s. for some/all t ∈ R.

Proposition 1.1 states that the conditions µ ∈ (0,∞) and E[η−] < ∞ entail limn→∞ Tn = +∞
a.s. According to Theorem 1.2.1 in [12], the conditions µ ∈ (0,∞) and E[η−] = ∞ ensure that
−∞ < lim infn→∞Tn ≤ lim supn→∞Tn < ∞ a.s. Lemma 1.2 is an immediate consequence of
these observations.

Lemma 1.2. Suppose µ = E[ξ] ∈ (0,∞). Then limn→∞max1≤j≤n Tj = +∞ a.s.

The present work was partly motivated by Lemma 4.2 in [4]. The cited result provides a
strong law of large numbers for τ(t) which corresponds to a particular globally perturbed random
walk. Our purpose is to prove weak and strong laws of large numbers for τ(t), strong laws of
large numbers for N(t) and ρ(t) and distributional limit theorems for τ(t), N(t) and ρ(t). Our
main results are stated in Section 2.

2 Main results

2.1 Weak and strong laws of large numbers

In Theorem 2.1 we formulate a weak law of large numbers for τ(t).

Theorem 2.1. Suppose µ = E[ξ] ∈ (0,∞). The following assertions are equivalent:
(W1) limt→∞ t−1τ(t) = µ−1 in probability;
(W2) limn→∞ n−1max1≤k≤n Tk = µ in probability;
(W3) limt→∞ tP{η > t} = 0.

In Theorems 2.2 and 2.5 we formulate strong laws of large numbers for τ(t), N(t) and ρ(t).

Theorem 2.2. Suppose µ = E[ξ] ∈ (0,∞). The following assertions are equivalent:
(S1) limt→∞ t−1τ(t) = µ−1 a.s.;
(S2) limn→∞ n−1max1≤k≤n Tk = µ a.s.;
(S3) E[η+] < ∞.
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Remark 2.3. One may wonder what is the asymptotic behavior of t−1τ(t) under the conditions
µ ∈ (0,∞) and E[η+] = ∞? This is investigated in Theorems 2.7 and 2.9 below. Of particular
interest is Theorem 2.7, in which a slight departure from E[η+] < ∞ is addressed. It turns out
that t−1τ(t) then converges in distribution as t → ∞ to a random variable which is smaller than
µ−1 a.s.

Remark 2.4. Lemma 4.2 in [4] proves the implication (S3) ⇒ (S1) of Theorem 2.2 for a globally
perturbed random walk in which the vector (ξ, η) has a specific distribution. However, its proof
works equally well whenever µ ∈ (0,∞), E[η+] < ∞ and beyond that, the distribution of (ξ, η)
is arbitrary. The implication (S1) ⇒ (S3) of Theorem 2.2 seems to be new.

Theorem 2.5 given next and Theorem 2.2 reveal a remarkable difference between the first
order asymptotic behavior of τ(t) and that of N(t) and ρ(t). The former depends heavily upon
the right distribution tail of η, whereas the latter does not depend on it at all.

Theorem 2.5. Suppose µ = E[ξ] ∈ (0,∞). If, for some t ∈ R, N(t) < ∞ a.s. or ρ(t) < ∞ a.s.,
then

lim
t→∞

N(t)

t
= lim

t→∞

ρ(t)

t
=

1

µ
a.s.

Theorems 2.2 and 2.5 are generalizations of the following previously known strong laws of
large numbers for τ∗, N∗ and ρ∗, see Theorem 4.1 on p. 88 and formulae (4.7) and (4.8) on p. 90
in [11].

Proposition 2.6. Suppose µ = E[ξ] ∈ (0,∞). Then

lim
t→∞

τ∗(t)

t
= lim

t→∞

N∗(t)

t
= lim

t→∞

ρ∗(t)

t
=

1

µ
a.s.

We do not provide a new proof of Proposition 2.6. Rather, this proposition is an important
ingredient of our proofs of Theorems 2.2 and 2.5.

2.2 Functional limit theorems

For a, b > 0, let (t
(a,b)
k , j

(a,b)
k ) be the atoms of a Poisson random measure N (a,b) on [0,∞) ×

(0,∞) with mean measure LEB× µa,b, where LEB is Lebesgue measure on [0,∞) and µa,b is a
measure on (0,∞] defined by

µa,b((x,∞]) = ax−b, x > 0.

Denote by D := D[0,∞) the Skorokhod space, that is, the set of càdlàg functions defined on
[0,∞). We shall use the J1- and M1-topologies, which are standard topologies on D. Compre-
hensive information on the J1-topology and the M1-topology can be found in [5, 10] and [21],
respectively. We write =⇒ to denote weak convergence in a function space.

Theorem 2.7. Suppose µ = E[ξ] ∈ (−∞,∞) and P{η > t} ∼ c/t as t → ∞ for some c > 0.
Then

(τ(ut)

t

)

u≥0
=⇒

(

inf{z ≥ 0 : max
k: t

(c, 1)
k ≤z

(µt
(c, 1)
k + j

(c, 1)
k ) > u}

)

u≥0
=: (X(u))u≥0, t → ∞

in the M1-topology on D. The one-dimensional distributions of the limit process are given by

P{X(u) ≤ y} =















1−
(u−µy

u

)c/µ
1[0, u/µ](y), if µ > 0,

1−
(

u
u+|µ|y

)c/|µ|
, if µ < 0,

1− e−cy/u, if µ = 0

(2)
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for y ≥ 0 and P{X(u) ≤ y} = 0 for y < 0.

Remark 2.8. Let θ(a, b) be a random variable having a beta distribution with positive parameters
a and b, that is,

P{θ(a, b) ∈ dx} = (B(a, b))−1xa−1(1− x)b−1
1(0,1)(x)dx,

where B is the Euler beta function. In the case µ > 0, X(u) has the same distribution as
µ−1uθ(1, µ−1c). In particular, X(1) < µ−1 a.s., which justifies the claim made in Remark 2.3.
In the case µ < 0, the distribution of X(u) is Pareto-like. In the case µ = 0, the process
(X(u))u≥0 is the inverse of an extremal process. It is known (see Proposition 4.8 on p. 183
in [19]) that (X(u))u≥0 has independent, but not stationary, increments and that its marginal
distributions are exponential of mean u/c. Of course, the latter is confirmed by (2).

Theorem 2.9. Suppose µ = E[ξ] ∈ (−∞,∞) and P{η > x} ∼ x−αℓ(x) as x → ∞ for some
α ∈ (0, 1) and some ℓ slowly varying at ∞. Then

(

P{η > t}τ(ut)
)

u≥0
=⇒

(

inf{z ≥ 0 : max
k: t

(1, α)
k ≤z

j
(1, α)
k > u}

)

u≥0
=: (Y (u))u≥0, t → ∞ (3)

in the M1-topology on D. The one-dimensional distributions of the limit process, which is the
inverse of an extremal process, are exponential and given by

P{Y (u) > x} = e−u−αx, x, u > 0.

Theorem 2.10 is a result of different flavor. It quantifies the rate of convergence in laws

of large numbers for τ(t), N(t) and ρ(t). We write
f.d.
=⇒ to denote weak convergence of finite-

dimensional distributions.

Theorem 2.10. Suppose µ = E[ξ] ∈ (0,∞) and σ2 := Var [ξ] ∈ (0,∞).
If E[η+] < ∞, then

(τ(ut)− µ−1ut

(σ2µ−3t)1/2

)

u≥0

f.d.
=⇒

(

B(u)
)

u≥0
, t → ∞, (4)

where (B(u))u≥0 is a standard Brownian motion.
If E[η−] < ∞, then

(ρ(ut)− µ−1ut

(σ2µ−3t)1/2

)

u≥0

f.d.
=⇒

(

B(u)
)

u≥0
, t → ∞. (5)

If E[η] ∈ (−∞,∞), then

((τ(ut)− µ−1ut

(σ2µ−3t)1/2

)

u≥0
,
(N(ut)− µ−1ut

(σ2µ−3t)1/2

)

u≥0
,
(ρ(ut)− µ−1ut

(σ2µ−3t)1/2

)

u≥0

)

f.d.
=⇒

((

B(u)
)

u≥0
,
(

B(u)
)

u≥0
,
(

B(u)
)

u≥0

)

, t → ∞. (6)

The limit theorem forN(t) is only given under rather restrictive assumption E[η] ∈ (−∞,+∞).
Our final result demonstrates that when stated under the optimal assumption E[η−] < ∞ the
limit theorem for N(t) is more interesting than those for τ(t) and ρ(t). Its feature is a two-term
centering. We stress that Theorem 2.11 is a result on weak convergence on D rather than weak
convergence of finite dimensional distributions.
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Theorem 2.11. Suppose µ = E[ξ] ∈ (0,∞), σ2 = Var [ξ] ∈ (0,∞) and E[η−] < ∞. Then

(N(ut)− µ−1ut+ µ−1
∫ ut
0 P{η > y}dy

(σ2µ−3t)1/2

)

u≥0
=⇒

(

B(u)
)

u≥0
, t → ∞ (7)

in the J1-topology on D, where (B(u))u≥0 is a standard Brownian motion.

Remark 2.12. In the case of nonnegative ξ and η relation (7) was proved in Theorem 3.2 of [1]
under the extra assumption E[ηa] < ∞ for some a > 0. Theorem 2.11 demonstrates that the
latter assumption is not needed.

Remark 2.13. If E[(η+)1/2] < ∞, then limt→∞ t−1/2
∫ t
0 P{η > y}dy = 0. Thus, relation (7)

simplifies in this case to

(N(ut)− µ−1ut

(σ2µ−3t)1/2

)

u≥0
=⇒

(

B(u)
)

u≥0
, t → ∞

in the J1-topology on D. If E[(η+)1/2] = ∞, then the two-term centering is inevitable.

3 Proofs of the laws of large numbers

3.1 Proof of Theorem 2.1

We start by proving the equivalence of (W2) and (W3).
(W2) ⇒ (W3). Fix any ε ∈ (0, µ). Since limn→∞(Sn − (µ − ε)n) = ∞ a.s., we conclude that
the random variable N := sup{k ≥ 0 : Sk ≤ (µ − ε)k} is a.s. finite. Let (an)n≥1 be a sequence
of positive integers satisfying limn→∞ an = ∞ and an = o(n), for instance, an = ⌊log n⌋ for
n ∈ N. Here, ⌊x⌋ denotes the integer part of x. The following inequalities hold a.s. on the event
{N + 1 ≤ an}

max
0≤k≤n

(Sk + ηk+1) ≥ max
N+1≤k≤n

(Sk + ηk+1)

≥ max
N+1≤k≤n

((µ − ε)k + ηk+1) ≥ max
an≤k≤n

((µ − ε)k + ηk+1).

Using this we obtain

P{ max
0≤k≤n

(Sk + ηk+1) > (µ+ ε)n} ≥ P{ max
0≤k≤n

(Sk + ηk+1) > (µ + ε)n,N + 1 ≤ an}

≥ P{ max
an≤k≤n

((µ − ε)k + ηk+1) > (µ+ε)n,N+1 ≤ an} = P{ max
an≤k≤n

((µ− ε)k + ηk+1) > (µ+ε)n}

− P{ max
an≤k≤n

((µ − ε)k + ηk+1) > (µ+ ε)n,N + 1 > an}.

Condition (W2) ensures limn→∞ P{max0≤k≤n (Sk + ηk+1) > (µ + ε)n} = 0. This together with
limn→∞ P{N + 1 > an} = 0 proves

P{ max
an≤k≤n

((µ − ε)k + ηk+1) ≤ (µ + ε)n} =
n
∏

k=an

F ((µ + ε)n− (µ− ε)k) → 1, n → ∞,

where F (x) := P{η ≤ x} for x ∈ R. Equivalently,

lim
n→∞

n
∑

k=an

(− logF ((µ + ε)n − (µ− ε)k)) = 0.
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By monotonicity,

n
∑

k=an

(− logF (n(µ + ε)− (µ − ε)k)) ≥ (n− an + 1)(− log F ((µ + ε)n− (µ − ε)an)

≥ (n− an)(− log F ((µ + ε)n))

and thereupon limn→∞ n(1−F ((µ+ ε)n)) = 0. Appealing to monotonicity once again we arrive
at (W3).
(W3) ⇒ (W2). Using max0≤k≤n (Sk + ηk+1) ≥ Sn + ηn+1 a.s., we infer, for any ε ∈ (0, µ),

P{ max
0≤k≤n

(Sk + ηk+1) < (µ− ε)n} ≤ P{Sn + ηn+1 < (µ− ε)n}

≤ P{Sn < (µ− ε/2)n} + P{ηn+1 < −εn/2}.

While the first term converges to 0 as n → ∞ by the weak law of large numbers for (Sn), the
second term does so trivially. Thus,

lim
n→∞

P{ max
0≤k≤n

(Sk + ηk+1) < (µ− ε)n} = 0.

Observe that this limit relation holds true irrespective of (W3).
Left with proving that, for any ε > 0,

lim
n→∞

P{ max
0≤k≤n

(Sk + ηk+1) > (µ+ ε)n} = 0, (8)

we first note that (W3) is equivalent to limt→∞ t| log P{η ≤ t}| = 0, and that the latter ensures

n−1max1≤k≤n η+k
P
→ 0 as n → ∞, where

P
→ denotes convergence in probability. Indeed, for any

δ > 0,
P{ max

1≤k≤n
η+k > δn} = 1− exp(n| log P{η ≤ δn}|) → 0, n → ∞.

It is known (see, for instance, Theorem 12.1 on p. 75 in [11]) that limn→∞ n−1max0≤k≤n Sk = µ
a.s. and thereupon limn→∞ n−1(max0≤k≤n Sk + max1≤k≤n η+k ) = 0 in probability. With this
at hand, relation (8) follows from max0≤k≤n (Sk + ηk+1) ≤ max0≤k≤n Sk +max1≤k≤n+1 η+k a.s.
The proof of the implication (W3) ⇒ (W2) is complete.

Although the equivalence (W1) ⇔ (W2) is trivial, we prove for completeness one implication.
(W2) ⇒ (W1). Fix any ε > 0, put δ := µ−1(µ+ ε)−1ε and observe that as ε runs over (0,∞), δ
sweeps out the interval (0, µ−1). For n ∈ N0 := {0, 1, 2, . . .}, put sn := (µ + ε)n. According to
(W2),

P{τ(sn) ≤ (µ−1 − δ)sn+1} = P{τ(sn) ≤ (µ + ε)−1sn+1}

= P{ max
0≤k≤n+1

Sk > (µ+ ε)n} → 0, n → ∞.

Given t ≥ 0 there exists n ∈ N0 such that t ∈ [sn, sn+1). Using this we infer

P{τ(t) ≤ (µ−1 − δ)t} ≤ P{τ(sn) ≤ (µ + ε)−1sn+1},

thereby proving that, for any δ ∈ (0, µ−1), limt→∞ P{τ(t) ≤ (µ−1 − δ)t} = 0. The relation
limt→∞ P{τ(t) > (µ−1 + δ)t} = 0, for any δ > 0, can be proved analogously. We omit further
details.
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3.2 Proof of Theorem 2.2

As we have already mentioned, the implication (S3) ⇒ (S1) was proven in Lemma 4.2 of [4].
(S1) ⇒ (S2). We shall use an alternative representation

τ(t) = inf{n ∈ N : max
1≤j≤n

Tj > t}, t ∈ R. (9)

By Lemma 1.2, the assumption µ ∈ (0,∞) ensures that limn→∞max1≤j≤n Tj = +∞ a.s. Since
τ(−1/n +max1≤j≤n Tj) ≤ n a.s. for each n ∈ N we obtain

lim supn→∞

max1≤j≤n Tj

n
≤ lim supn→∞

max1≤j≤n Tj

τ(−1/n +max1≤j≤n Tj)
= µ a.s.

having utilized (S1). On the other hand, τ(max1≤j≤n Tj) = n + 1 + In ≥ n + 1 a.s. for each
n ∈ N, where In := #{k ∈ N : max1≤j≤n+k Tj = max1≤j≤n Tj}, whence

lim infn→∞
max1≤j≤n Tj

n+ 1
≥ lim supn→∞

max1≤j≤n Tj

τ(max1≤j≤n Tj)
= µ a.s.

by another appeal to (S1).
(S2) ⇒ (S3). Start with

lim supn→∞
Tn

n
≤ lim supn→∞

max1≤j≤n Tj

n
= µ a.s.

This in combination with the strong law of large numbers for standard random walks entails
lim supn→∞n−1ηn ≤ 0 a.s. With this at hand, an application of the converse part of the Borel-
Cantelli lemma yields

∑

n≥1 P{ηn > εn} < ∞ for all ε > 0. This ensures E[η+] < ∞, as
desired.

3.3 Proof of Theorem 2.5

By Proposition 1.1, the a.s. finiteness of N(t) or ρ(t) for at least one deterministic t is
equivalent to E[η−] < ∞. According to (1), for each t ∈ R, N(t) ≤ ρ(t). Hence, it suffices to
prove that

lim supt→∞
ρ(t)

t
≤

1

µ
≤ lim inft→∞

N(t)

t
a.s. (10)

To this end, put T̂n := Sn−1 − η−n for n ∈ N and ρ̂(t) := sup{n ≥ 1 : T̂n ≤ t} for t ∈ R.
Since E[(−η−)−] = E[η−] < ∞, we infer ρ̂(t) < ∞ a.s. for all t ∈ R. Further, T̂n ≤ Tn a.s. for
n ∈ N, whence ρ(t) ≤ ρ̂(t) a.s. for t ∈ R. Also, for each t ∈ R, T̂ρ̂(t) ≤ t a.s. on {T̂ (t) < ∞}.
By the strong law of large numbers for standard random walks limn→∞(Sn/n) = µ a.s. In
view of E[η−] < ∞ and the Borel-Cantelli lemma, limn→∞(η−n /n) = 0 a.s. As a consequence,
limn→∞(T̂n/n) = µ a.s. and thereupon limt→∞(T̂ρ̂(t)/ρ̂(t)) = µ a.s. because limt→∞ ρ̂(t) = +∞
a.s. Indeed, by monotonicity, the a.s. limit limt→∞ ρ̂(t) exists, finite or infinite. In view of
T̂ρ̂(t)+1 > t a.s. on {ρ̂(t) < ∞}, the limit cannot be finite. Combining pieces together we
conclude that

lim supt→∞

ρ(t)

t
≤ lim supt→∞

ρ̂(t)

t
≤ lim

t→∞

ρ̂(t)

T̂ρ̂(t)

=
1

µ
a.s.

This proves the left-hand inequality in (10).
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Recall that ρ∗(t) = sup{k ≥ 0 : Sk ≤ t} for t ∈ R and write, for any fixed y > 0,

N(t) =
∑

k≥1

1{Tk≤t} ≥

ρ∗(t)+1
∑

k=1

1{Tk≤t} ≥

ρ∗(t)+1
∑

k=1

1{Sk−1≤t−y} −

ρ∗(t)+1
∑

k=1

1{ηk>y}

=
∑

k≥0

1{Sk≤t−y} −

ρ∗(t)+1
∑

k=1

1{ηk>y}, t ∈ R a.s.

Here, we have used the inclusion {Sk−1 ≤ t − y} ⊆ {Sk−1 + ηk ≤ t} ∪ {ηk > y} for k ∈ N. By
Proposition 2.6,

lim
t→∞

∑

k≥0 1{Sk≤t−y}

t
=

1

µ
a.s. (11)

By the strong law of large numbers for standard random walks, limn→∞ n−1
∑n

k=1 1{ηk>y} =

P{η > y} a.s. Since limt→∞ ρ∗(t) = +∞ a.s., we infer limt→∞(ρ∗(t) + 1)−1
∑ρ∗(t)+1

k=1 1{ηk>y} =
P{η > y} a.s. This in combination with limt→∞ t−1ρ∗(t) = µ−1 a.s. (see Proposition 2.6) proves

lim
t→∞

∑ρ∗(t)+1
k=1 1{ηk>y}

t
= lim

t→∞

∑ρ∗(t)+1
k=1 1{ηk>y}

ρ∗(t) + 1

ρ∗(t) + 1

t
=

P{η > y}

µ
a.s. (12)

Invoking (11) and (12) yields

lim inft→∞
N(t)

t
≥ lim

t→∞

∑

k≥0 1{Sk≤t−y}

t
− lim

t→∞

∑ρ∗(t)+1
k=1 1{ηk>y}

t
=

P{η ≤ y}

µ
a.s.

Letting now y → ∞ we arrive at the right-hand inequality in (10).

4 Proofs of the functional limit theorems

4.1 Proof of Theorem 2.7

By Theorem 1.3.15 in [12],

(t−1 max
1≤k≤⌊ut⌋+1

Tk)u≥0 =⇒
(

sup
k: t

(c, 1)
k ≤u

(µt
(c, 1)
k + j

(c, 1)
k )

)

u≥0
=: (R(u))u≥0, t → ∞

in the J1-topology on D. Since the first passage time functional is continuous in theM1-topology
(see, for instance, Lemma on p. 419 in [20]), we conclude that

(t−1(τ(ut)− 1))u≥0 =
(

inf{z ≥ 0 : max
1≤k≤⌊zt⌋+1

Tk > ut}
)

u≥0

=⇒
(

inf
{

z ≥ 0 : sup
t
(c, 1)
k ≤z

(µt
(c, 1)
k + j

(c, 1)
k ) > u

})

u≥0
= (X(u))u≥0, t → ∞

in the M1-topology on D.
For y, u ≥ 0, put F (y, u) := P{R(y) ≤ u}. An explicit formula for F is given in Remark

1.3.16 of [12]. Since X is a nonnegative process, we conclude that P{X(u) ≤ y} = 0 for y < 0.
For y ≥ 0, formula (2) is a consequence of P{X(u) ≤ y} = 1− F (y, u).
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4.2 Proof of Theorem 2.9

Let a be any positive function satisfying limx→∞ xP{η > a(x)} = 1. It is a standard fact (see,
for instance, Lemma 6.1.3 in [12]) that a is regularly varying at ∞ of index 1/α. In particular,

lim
x→∞

a(x)

x
= +∞. (13)

By Theorem 1.8.3 in [6], there exists a continuous and strictly increasing function b satisfying
b(x) ∼ a(x) as x → ∞. As a consequence, limx→∞ xP{η > b(x)} = 1. Thus, without loss of
generality we can and do assume that a is continuous and strictly increasing.

We claim that

(max1≤k≤⌊ut⌋+1 Tk

a(t)

)

u≥0
=⇒

(

sup
k: t

(1, α)
k ≤u

j
(1, α)
k

)

u≥0
, t → ∞ (14)

in the J1-topology on D. This follows along the lines of the proof of Proposition 1.3.13 (ii) in
[12] provided that we can show that

(S⌊ut⌋

a(t)

)

u≥0
=⇒ (Θ(u))u≥0, t → ∞

in the J1-topology on D, where Θ(u) := 0 for u ≥ 0. The latter is an immediate consequence of
(13) and the functional law of large numbers

(S⌊ut⌋

t

)

u≥0
⇒ (I(u))u≥0, t → ∞

in the J1-topology on D, where I(u) := µu for u ≥ 0.
With (14) at hand, invoking once again continuity of the first passage time functional in the

M1-topology we infer

(τ(ua(t)) − 1

t

)

u≥0
=

(

inf{z ≥ 0 : max
1≤k≤⌊zt⌋+1

Tk > ua(t)}
)

u≥0

=⇒
(

inf{z ≥ 0 : sup
k: t

(1, α)
k ≤z

j
(1, α)
k > u}

)

u≥0
, t → ∞ (15)

in the M1-topology on D. Let a−1 be the inverse function of a. Observe that a is asymptot-
ically generalized inverse of x 7→ (P{ξ > x})−1. Hence, a−1(x) ∼ (P{ξ > x})−1 as x → ∞.
Substituting now a−1(t) in place of t on the left-hand side of (15) we arrive at (3).

Finally, we point out the marginal distributions of the limit process Y : for x ≥ 0 and u > 0,

P{Y (u) > x} = P
{

inf{z ≥ 0 : sup
k: t

(1, α)
k ≤z

j
(1, α)
k > u

}

> x} = P
{

sup
k: t

(1, α)
k ≤x

j
(1, α)
k ≤ u

}

= P
{

N (1, α)((t, y) : t ≤ x, y > u) = 0
}

= exp
(

− EN (1, α)((t, y) : t ≤ x, y > u)
)

= e−u−αx.

4.3 Proof of Theorem 2.10

Under the assumptions µ ∈ (−∞,+∞) and σ2 ∈ (0,∞), a specialization of Donsker’s theo-
rem to finite-dimensional distributions yields

(S⌊ut⌋ − µut

σt1/2

)

u≥0

f.d.
=⇒

(

B(u)
)

u≥0
, t → ∞. (16)
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Assume that µ ∈ (0,∞), σ2 ∈ (0,∞) and E[η+] < ∞. We start by proving that

(max1≤j≤⌊ut⌋ Tj − µut

σt1/2

)

u≥0

f.d.
=⇒

(

B(u)
)

u≥0
, t → ∞. (17)

For u, t ≥ 0,

max
0≤k≤⌊ut⌋

Tk = S⌊ut⌋ +max(η⌊ut⌋+1, η⌊ut⌋ − ξ⌊ut⌋, . . . , η1 − S⌊ut⌋) a.s.

In view of (16) it is enough to prove that

(max(η⌊ut⌋+1, η⌊ut⌋ − ξ⌊ut⌋, . . . , η1 − S⌊ut⌋)

t1/2

)

u≥0

f.d.
=⇒

(

Θ(u)
)

u≥0
, t → ∞,

where Θ(u) = 0 for u ≥ 0. According to the Cramér-Wold device, this task is equivalent to
showing that, for all k ∈ N, any λ1, . . . , λk ∈ R and any nonnegative u1, . . . , uk,

lim
t→∞

k
∑

i=1

λi

max(η⌊uit⌋+1, η⌊uit⌋ − ξ⌊uit⌋, . . . , η1 − S⌊uit⌋)

t1/2
= 0 in probability.

Plainly, this is a consequence of

lim
t→∞

max(η⌊u0t⌋+1, η⌊u0t⌋ − ξ⌊u0t⌋, . . . , η1 − S⌊u0t⌋)

t1/2
= 0 in probability, (18)

where u0 ≥ 0 is fixed. If u0 = 0, then (29) trivially holds. Thus, we assume in what follows that
u0 > 0.
Proof of (29). Observe that, for all ε > 0,

P
{

max(η⌊u0t⌋+1, η⌊u0t⌋ − ξ⌊u0t⌋, . . . , η1 − S⌊u0t⌋) < −εt1/2
}

≤ P{η⌊u0t⌋+1 < −εt1/2}

= P{η < −εt1/2} → 0, t → ∞.

To proceed, let u0t ≥ 1 and η0 be a copy of η which is independent of (ξ1, η1), (ξ2, η2), . . .. The
maximum in (29) has the same distribution as

max(η0, η1 − ξ1, . . . , η⌊u0t⌋ − S⌊u0t⌋) = max(η0, max
1≤k≤⌊u0t⌋

T̂k),

where (T̂n)n≥1 is a globally perturbed random walk generated by (−ξ, η − ξ). Since E[−ξ] ∈
(−∞, 0) and E[(η − ξ)+] ≤ E[η+] + E[ξ−] < ∞ we infer limn→∞ T̂n = −∞ a.s. by (a mirror
version of) Proposition 1.1. This ensures that the variable max(η0,maxk≥1 T̂k) is a.s. finite,
whence, for all ε > 0,

P

{

max(η⌊u0t⌋+1, η⌊u0t⌋ − ξ⌊u0t⌋, . . . , η1 − S⌊u0t⌋} > εt1/2
}

≤ P{max(η0,max
k≥1

T̂k) > εt1/2} → 0

as t → ∞, thereby completing the proof of (29) and (32).
We are ready to prove (4). To this end, we have to show that for all k ∈ N, any nonnegative

u1, . . . , uk and any real x1, . . . , xk,

lim
t→∞

P

{τ(u1t)− µ−1u1t

(σ2µ−3t)1/2
> x1, . . . ,

τ(ukt)− µ−1ukt

(σ2µ−3t)1/2
> xk

}

= P{B(u1) > x1, . . . , B(uk) > xk}.

(19)
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If ui = 0, then (τ(uit) − µ−1uit)(σ
2µ−3t)−1/2 = τ(0)(σ2µ−3t)−1/2 a.s., and, as t → ∞, this

converges to 0. Since B(ui) = B(0) = 0 a.s., we assume in what follows that u1, . . . , uk are

positive. As a preparation, for fixed real z1, z2, z2 6= 0, put ℓ(t, z1, z2) := µ−1t+ z1(σ2µ−3t)1/2

z2
and

observe that

t− µℓ(t, z1, z2)

(σ2ℓ(t, z1, z2))1/2
= −

z1
z2

( t

t+ z1(σ2µ−1t)1/2/z2

)1/2
→ −

z1
z2

, t → ∞. (20)

For t so large that uiℓ(t, xi, ui) ≥ 1 for 1 ≤ i ≤ k, the probability on the left-hand side of (33)
is equal to

P{τ(u1t) > u1ℓ(t, x1, u1), . . . , τ(ukt) > ukℓ(t, xk, uk)}

= P

{

k
⋂

i=1

{max1≤j≤⌊uiℓ(t,xi,ui)⌋ Tj − µuiℓ(t, xi, ui)

σ(ℓ(t, xi, ui))1/2
≤

ui(t− µℓ(t, xi, ui))

σ(ℓ(t, xi, ui))1/2

}}

.

We have used representation (9) for the equality. In view of (32) and (20), as t → ∞, the last
probability converges to P{B(u1) ≤ −x1, . . . , B(uk) ≤ −xk} = P{B(u1) > x1, . . . , B(uk) > xk}.
The equality is justified by the fact that B(ui) has the same continuous distribution as −B(ui).
The proof of (4) is complete.

Assume now that µ ∈ (0,∞), σ2 ∈ (0,∞) and E[η−] < ∞. Our proof of (5) is similar to
that of (4). Hence, we only give a sketch. We claim that

( infk≥⌊ut⌋+1 Tk − µut

σt1/2

)

u≥0

f.d.
=⇒

(

B(u)
)

u≥0
, t → ∞. (21)

Observe that, for n ≥ 0, infk≥n+1 Tk = Sn+ inf{ηn+1, ηn+2+ ξn+1, ηn+3 + ξn+1+ ξn+2, . . .}, and
the latter infimum has the same distribution as infk≥1 Tk. According to Proposition 1.1, the
a.s. finiteness of the infimum is secured by the assumptions µ ∈ (0,∞) and E[η−] < ∞. Now
(21) follows from the latter equality and (16).

To complete the proof of (5) we have to check that for all k ∈ N, any nonnegative u1, . . . , uk
and any real x1, . . . , xk,

lim
t→∞

P

{ρ(u1t)− µ−1u1t

(σ2µ−3t)1/2
> x1, . . . ,

ρ(ukt)− µ−1ukt

(σ2µ−3t)1/2
> xn

}

= P{B(u1) > x1, . . . , B(uk) > xk}.

(22)
For t so large that ℓ(t, xi, ui) ≥ 0 for 1 ≤ i ≤ k, the probability on the left-hand side of (22) is
equal to

P{ρ(u1t) > u1ℓ(t, x1, u1), . . . , ρ(ukt) > ukℓ(t, xk, uk)}

= P

{

k
⋂

i=1

{ infj≥⌊uiℓ(t,xi,ui)⌋+1 Tj − µuiℓ(t, xi, ui)

σ(ℓ(t, xi, ui))1/2
≤

ui(t− µℓ(t, xi, ui))

σ(ℓ(t, xi, ui))1/2

}}

.

Arguing along the lines of the proof of (4), but using (21) in place of (29) we arrive at (22).
The proof of (5) is complete.

Finally, we assume that µ ∈ (0,∞), σ2 ∈ (0,∞) and E[η] ∈ (−∞,+∞). Formula (6)
follows from the already proved relations (4) and (5) in combination with the following simple

observation. If for each t large enough and each u ≥ 0, Xt(u) ≤ Yt(u) ≤ Zt(u), (Xt(u))u≥0
f.d.
=⇒

(X(u)) and (Zt(u))u≥0
f.d.
=⇒ (X(u))u≥0 as t → ∞, then

((Xt(u))u≥0, (Yt(u))u≥0, (Zt(u))u≥0)
f.d.
=⇒ ((X(u))u≥0, (X(u))u≥0, (X(u))u≥0), t → ∞.
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We use this fact with Xt(u) = τ(ut) − 1, Yt(u) = N(ut) and Zt(u) = ρ(ut). The proof of
Theorem 2.10 is complete.

4.4 Proof of Theorem 2.11

Let Z denote the set of integers. Recall that a function f : R → [0,∞) is called directly
Riemann integrable (dRi) on R, if
(a) σ̄(h) < ∞ for each h > 0 and
(b) limh→0+(σ̄(h) −

¯
σ(h)) = 0, where

σ̄(h) := h
∑

k∈Z

sup
(k−1)h≤y<kh

f(y) and
¯
σ(h) := h

∑

k∈Z

inf
(k−1)h≤y<kh

f(y).

A function f : R → R is called dRi on R, if so are f+ and f−, where f+(t) = max(f(t), 0) and
f−(t) = max(−f(t), 0) for t ∈ R.

We need a couple of auxiliary results.

Lemma 4.1. Assume that E[ξ] ∈ (0,∞) and let f : R → R be a dRi function. Then the function
t → E

[
∑

k≥0 f(t− Sk)
]

is bounded.

Let d > 0. Recall that the distribution of a real-valued random varible θ is called d-arithmetic
if it is concentrated on the lattice (nd)n∈Z and not concentrated on (nd1)n∈Z for some d1 > d.
The distribution is called nonarithmetic, if it is not d-arithmetic for any d > 0. If in addition to
the assumptions of Lemma 4.1, the distribution of ξ is nonarithmetic, then, by Theorem 4.2 in
[3],

lim
t→∞

E

[

∑

k≥0

f(t− Sk)
]

= µ−1

∫

R

f(y)dy.

If E[ξ] ∈ (0,∞), the distribution of ξ is d-arithmetic for some d > 0, and the series
∑

j∈Z f(jd)
converges, then, by Proposition 2.1 in [15],

lim
n→∞

E

[

∑

k≥0

f(nd− Sk)
]

= dµ−1
∑

j∈Z

f(jd).

Thus, the statement of Lemma 4.1 could have been derived from these two results. However, we
prefer to give an economical proof which does not require distinguishing the two cases (nonar-
ithmetic vs arithmetic). Neither does it use the reduction to a standard random walk formed
by strictly ascending ladder heights, that was exploited in both [3] and [15].

Proof of Lemma 4.1. We can investigate the sums generated by f+ and f− separately. Hence,
we assume that f is nonnegative.

The assumption E[ξ] ∈ (0,∞) entails transience of (Sk)k≥0, which particularly guarantees

that, for each s > 0 E

[

∑

k≥0 1{Sk∈(−s, s)}

]

< ∞. For t ∈ R and s > 0, put

ν := inf{k ≥ 0 : Sk ∈ (t, t+ s]}.

The stopping time ν may be infinite, in which case
∑

k≥0 1{Sk∈(t, t+s]} = 0. On the event
{ν < ∞}, (Sν+k − Sν)k≥1 has the same distribution as (Sk)k≥1, whence

∑

k≥0

1{Sk∈(t, t+s]} = 1{ν<∞}

∑

k≥0

1{Sν+k−Sν∈(t−Sν , t+s−Sν ]} ≤ 1{ν<∞}

∑

k≥0

1{Sν+k−Sν∈(−s, s)} a.s.
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Hence, passing to the expectations we infer

E

[

∑

k≥0

1{Sk∈(t, t+s]}

]

≤ P{ν < ∞}E
[

∑

k≥0

1{Sk∈(−s, s)}

]

≤ E

[

∑

k≥0

1{Sk∈(−s, s)}

]

. (23)

Finally, put f̂(t) :=
∑

n∈Z

(

supy∈[n−1, n) f(y)
)

1[n−1, n)(t) for t ∈ R and observe that f(t) ≤

f̂(t) for t ∈ R. Then

E

[

∑

k≥0

f(t− Sk)
]

≤ E

[

∑

k≥0

f̂(t− Sk)
]

=
∑

n≥1

(

sup
y∈[n−1, n)

f(y)
)

E

[

∑

k≥0

1{Sk∈(t−n, t−n+1]}

]

≤ σ̄(1)E
[

∑

k≥0

1{Sk∈(−1, 1)}

]

< ∞.

Here, the first equality is justified by Fubini’s theorem, and the second inequality is a consequence
of (23). The proof of Lemma 4.1 is complete.

Lemma 4.2. Let ρ ≥ 1 and f : R → [0,∞) be a locally bounded function. Then

E

[(

∑

k≥0

f(t− Sk)1{0<Sk≤t}

)ρ]

≤
(

⌊t⌋
∑

j=0

sup
y∈[j, j+1)

f(y)
)ρ

E

[(

∑

k≥0

1{Sk∈(−1, 1)}

)ρ]

.

Proof. We start with

f(t) ≤

⌊t⌋
∑

n=0

sup
y∈[n, n+1)

f(y)1[n, n+1)(t), t ≥ 0.

Using this inequality and convexity of x 7→ xρ we obtain

(

∑

k≥0

f(t− Sk)1{0<Sk≤t}

)ρ
≤

(

⌊t⌋
∑

n=0

(

sup
y∈[n, n+1)

f(y)
)

∑

k≥0

1{Sk∈(t−(n+1), t−n]}

)ρ

≤
(

⌊t⌋
∑

j=0

sup
y∈[j, j+1)

f(y)
)ρ

⌊t⌋
∑

n=0

supy∈[n, n+1) f(y)
∑⌊t⌋

j=0 supy∈[j, j+1) f(y)

(

∑

k≥0

1{Sk∈(t−(n+1), t−n]}

)ρ
. (24)

Now we prove that

E

[(

∑

k≥0

1{Sk∈(−1, 1)}

)ρ]

< ∞. (25)

This holds trivially if (Sk)k≥0 is a d-arithmetic random walk with d ≥ 1. Assume that (Sk)k≥0

is either nonarithmetic or d-arithmetic with d ∈ (0, 1). Put ν0 := inf{k ≥ 1 : Sk ∈ (−1, 1)} if
Sk ∈ (−1, 1) for some k ∈ N and ν0 := +∞ otherwise. The random variable

∑

k≥0 1{Sk∈(−1, 1)}

is stochastically dominated by Q, a random variable with a geometric distribution with success
probability p := P{ν0 < ∞|S0 ∈ (−1, 1)}, that is, P{Q = k} = pk−1(1 − p) for k ∈ N. This
entails (25).

Now analogously to (23) we conclude that

E

[(

∑

k≥0

1{Sk∈(t−(n+1), t−n]}

)ρ]

≤ E

[(

∑

k≥0

1{Sk∈(−1, 1)}

)ρ]

and the claim of the lemma follows upon passing to the expectations in (24).
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Let (Rk)k≥0 be a not necessarily monotone sequence of nonnegative random variables. Put

M(t) :=
∑

k≥0

1{Rk≤t}, t ≥ 0

and assume that, for each t ≥ 0, M(t) < ∞ a.s. Now we state a very particular version of
Theorem 1.1 and Remark 1.1 in [16].

Lemma 4.3. Let h ∈ D be a nondecreasing function satisfying limt→∞ h(t) = a ∈ (0,∞).
Assume that, for some positive constants b and c,

(M(ut)− b−1ut

c t1/2

)

u≥0
=⇒ (B(u))u≥0, t → ∞

in the J1-topology on D, where (B(u)) is a standard Brownian motion. Then

∑

k≥0 h(ut−Rk)1{Rk≤ut} −b−1
∫ ut
0 h(y)dy

ac t1/2
=⇒ (B(u))u≥0, t → ∞

in the J1-topology on D.

Proof of Theorem 2.11. Recall the notation F (t) = P{η ≤ t} for t ∈ R. Here is a basic decom-
position for what follows:

N(t)− µ−1

∫ t

0
F (y)dy =

∑

k≥0

1{Sk+ηk+1≤t, Sk≤0}+
∑

k≥0

1{Sk+ηk+1≤t, Sk>t}

+
∑

k≥0

(

1{Sk+ηk+1≤t} −F (t− Sk)
)

1{0<Sk≤t} +
(

∑

k≥0

F (t− Sk)1{0<Sk≤t} −µ−1

∫ t

0
F (y)dy

)

=:

4
∑

r=1

Ir(t).

The third term is a ‘martingale term’ (the terminal value of a martingale), and the fourth term
is a centered ‘shot noise term’, whose asymptotic behavior is driven by Lemma 4.3. We shall
show that the fourth term gives a principal contribution, whereas all the other terms vanish in
the limit.
Analysis of I1. Plainly, for all T > 0,

0 ≤ t−1/2 sup
u∈[0, T ]

I1(ut) ≤ t−1/2N∗(0) → 0, t → ∞ a.s.

Here, we have used N∗(0) < ∞ a.s. which is secured by limn→∞ Sn = +∞ a.s.
Analysis of I2. We first show that

E[(I2(t))
2] = O(1), t → ∞. (26)

To this end, write, for t ∈ R,

I2(t) =
∑

k≥0

(

1{Sk+ηk+1≤t} −F (t− Sk)
)

1{Sk>t} +
∑

k≥0

F (t− Sk)1{Sk>t} =: I21(t) + I22(t)
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and observe that E[(I2(t))
2] ≤ 2(E[(I21(t))

2] + E[(I22(t))
2]). Put

m(t) := E[I22(t)] = E

[

∑

k≥0

F (t− Sk)1{Sk>t}

]

, t ∈ R.

Since the function t 7→ F (t) is nondecreasing and
∫ 0
−∞ F (t)dt = E[η−] < ∞, it is dRi on

(−∞, 0]. This follows, for instance, from Lemma 6.2.1 on p. 213 in [12] applied to t 7→ F (−t).
As a consequence, the function t 7→ F (t)1(−∞,0)(t) is dRi on R. Hence, by Lemma 4.1, m(t) ≤ c
for some constant c > 0 and all t ∈ R. Further, for t ∈ R,

E[(I21(t))
2] = E

[

∑

k≥0

F (t− Sk)(1− F (t− Sk))1{Sk>t}

]

≤ E

[

∑

k≥0

F (t− Sk)1{Sk>t}

]

≤ c

and

E[(I22(t))
2] = E

[

∑

k≥0

(F (t− Sk))
2
1{Sk>t}

]

+ 2E
[

∑

0≤i<j

F (t− Si)F (t− Sj)1{Si>t} 1{Sj>t}

]

.

The first term on the right-hand side is bounded from above by c. The second is equal to

2E
[

∑

k≥0

F (t− Sk)m(t− Sk)1{Sk>t}

]

≤ 2cm(t) ≤ 2c2, t ∈ R.

Thus, (26) has been proved.
Pick δ ∈ (1, 2). Given t > 0 there exists n ∈ N such that t ∈ (nδ, (n+1)δ]. Using monotonicity

we obtain

0 ≤ t−1/2I2(t) ≤ n−δ/2
∑

k≥0

1{Sk+ηk+1≤(n+1)δ, Sk>nδ}

≤ n−δ/2I2((n+ 1)δ) + n−δ/2
∑

k≥0

1{Sk∈(nδ, (n+1)δ ]} . (27)

In view of (26) and Markov’s inequality, for all ε > 0, P{I2((n + 1)δ) > εnδ/2} = O(n−δ) as
n → ∞. Hence,

∑

n≥1 P{I2((n+1)δ) > εnδ/2} < ∞ and, by the direct part of the Borel-Cantelli

lemma, limn→∞ n−δ/2I2((n+ 1)δ) = 0 a.s.
Next, we intend to check that the second term on the right-hand side of (27) converges to 0

a.s., too. It is shown in the proof of Lemma 4.2 that, for all r > 1, E[(
∑

k≥0 1{Sk∈(−1, 1)})
r] < ∞.

Choose minimal r > 1 satisfying r(2 − δ) > 2. For simplicity of presentation, assume that nδ

and (n+1)δ are integer and put an := (n+1)δ − nδ. Similarly to (23) we infer with the help of
Minkowski’s inequality that

E

[(

∑

k≥0

1{Sk∈(nδ, (n+1)δ}

)r]

= E

[(

(n+1)δ−1
∑

j=nδ

∑

k≥0

1{Sk∈(j, j+1]}

)r]

≤ (an)
r
E

[(

∑

k≥0

1{Sk∈(−1, 1)}

)r]

.

Using (an)
rn−rδ/2 = O(n−r(2−δ)/2), Markov’s inequality and the direct part of the Borel-Cantelli

lemma we conclude that

∑

n≥1

P

{

∑

k≥0

1{Sk∈(nδ , (n+1)δ ]} > εnδ/2
}

≤
∑

n≥1

(an)
r
E[(

∑

k≥0 1{Sk∈(−1, 1)})
r]

εrnrδ/2

=
∑

n≥1

O(n−r(2−δ)/2) < ∞.
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Thus, limn→∞ n−δ/2
∑

k≥0 1{Sk∈(nδ , (n+1)δ ]} = 0 a.s. and thereupon, recalling (27),

lim
t→∞

t−1/2I2(t) = 0 a.s.

This entails, for all T > 0, limt→∞ t−1/2 supu∈[0, T ] I2(ut) = 0 a.s., thereby showing that the
contribution of I2 is negligible.

Analysis of I3. It suffices to prove that, for all T > 0, t−1/2 supu∈[0, T ] |I2(ut)|
P
→ 0 as

t → ∞ (we note in passing that the latter limit relation does not necessarily hold, with the a.s.
convergence replacing the convergence in probability). Plainly, considering T = 1 does the job.

Put κ = κ(t) := ⌊(3/4) log2 t⌋ for t ≥ 1. For j ∈ N0 and t > 0, put

Fj(t) := {vj,m(t) := 2−jmt : 0 ≤ m ≤ 2j ,m ∈ N0}.

In what follows, we write vj,m for vj,m(t). Observe that Fj(t) ⊆ Fj+1(t). For any u ∈ [0, t], put

uj := max{v ∈ Fj(t) : v ≤ u} = 2−jt⌊2jt−1u⌋.

Observe that either uj−1 = uj or uj−1 = uj − 2−jt. Necessarily, uj = vj,m for some 0 ≤ m ≤ 2j ,
so that either uj−1 = vj,m or uj−1 = vj,m−1. Write

sup
u∈[0, t]

|I3(u)| = max
1≤j≤2κ

sup
z∈[0, vj, 2κ−vj−1, 2κ ]

|I3(vj−1, 2κ) + (I3(vj−1, 2κ + z)− I3(vj−1, 2κ))|

≤ max
1≤j≤2κ

|I3(vj−1, 2κ)|+ max
1≤j≤2κ

sup
z∈[0, vj, 2κ−vj−1, 2κ ]

|(I3(vj−1, 2κ + z)− I3(vj−1, 2κ))| a.s.

For u ∈ Fκ,

|I3(u)| =
∣

∣

∣

κ
∑

j=1

(I3(uj)− I3(uj−1)) + I3(u0)
∣

∣

∣
≤

κ
∑

j=0

max
1≤m≤2j

|I3(vj,m)− I3(vj,m−1)|.

Thus,

sup
u∈[0, t]

|I3(u)| ≤

κ
∑

j=0

max
1≤m≤2j

|I3(vj,m)− I3(vj,m−1)|

+ max
1≤j≤2κ

sup
z∈[0, vj, 2κ−vj−1, 2κ ]

|I3(vj−1, 2κ + z)− I3(vj−1, 2κ)| a.s. (28)

We first show that, for all ε > 0,

lim
t→∞

P

{

I
∑

j=0

max
1≤m≤2j

|I3(vj,m)− I3(vj,m−1)| > εt1/2
}

= 0. (29)

Let s ∈ N. To prove (29) we have to provide an appropriate upper bound for E(I3(u)− I3(v))
2s

for u > v > 0. Observe that I3(u) − I3(v) is equal to the a.s. limit limj→∞R(j, u, v), where
(R(j, u, v),Gj )j≥0 is a martingale defined by R(0, u, v) := 0,

R(j, u, v) :=

j−1
∑

k=0

(

(1{Sk+ηk+1≤u}−F (u−Sk))1{0<Sk≤u} −(1{Sk+ηk+1≤v} −F (v−Sk))1{0<Sk≤v}

)

,
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and G0 denotes the trivial σ-algebra and, for j ∈ N, Gj denotes the σ-algebra generated by
(ξk, ηk)1≤k≤j. By the Burkholder–Davis–Gundy inequality, see, for instance, Theorem 11.3.2 in
[9],

E(I3(u)− I3(v))
2s

≤ C
(

E

(

∑

k≥0

E
(

(R(k + 1, u, v) −R(k, u, v))2|Gk

)

)s
+

∑

k≥0

E(R(k + 1, u, v) −R(k, u, v))2s
)

= C
(

E

(

∑

k≥0

F (u− Sk)(1− F (u− Sk))1{v<Sk≤u}

+
∑

k≥0

(F (u− Sk)− F (v − Sk))(1 − F (u− Sk) + F (v − Sk))1{0<Sk≤v}

)s

+
∑

k≥0

E
(

(1{Sk+ηk+1≤u} −F (u− Sk))1{0<Sk≤u} −(1{Sk+ηk+1≤v} −F (v − Sk))1{0<Sk≤v}

)2s
)

=: C(A(u, v) +B(u, v))

for a positive constant C. In what follows C1, C2, . . . denote positive constants whose values are
of no importance. Further,

A(u, v) = E

(

∫

(v, u]
F (u− y)(1 − F (u− y))dN∗(y)

+

∫

(0, v]
(F (u− y)− F (v − y))(1− F (u− y) + F (v − y))dN∗(y)

)s

≤ 2s−1
(

E

(

∫

(v, u]
F (u− y)(1− F (u− y))dN∗(y)

)s

+ E

(

∫

(0, v]
(F (u− y)− F (v − y))(1− F (u− y) + F (v − y))dN∗(y)

)s

≤ 2s−1
(

E

(

∫

(0, u]
(1−F (u−y))1[0, u−v)(u−y)dN∗(y)

)s
+E

(

∫

(0, v]
(F (u−y)−F (v−y))dN∗(y)

)s)

=: 2s−1(A1(u, v) +A2(u, v)).

Put γs := E

[(

∑

k≥0 1{Sk∈(−1,1)}

)s]

and g(t) :=
∑⌈t⌉

n=0(1 − F (n)) for t ≥ 0, where x 7→ ⌈x⌉ is

the ceiling function. Using Lemma 4.2 with t = u and f(y) = (1 − F (y))1[0, u−v)(y) and then
with t = v and f(y) = F (u− v + y)− F (y) we infer

A1(u, v) ≤ γs

(

⌊u⌋
∑

n=0

sup
y∈[n, n+1)

(1− F (y))1[0, u−v)(y)
)s

≤ γs(g(u − v))s

and

A2(u, v) ≤ γs

(

⌊v⌋
∑

n=0

sup
y∈[n, n+1)

(F (u− v + y)− F (y))
)s

≤ γs

(

⌊v⌋
∑

n=0

(F (⌈u− v⌉+ n+ 1)− F (n))
)s

= γs

(

⌈u−v⌉
∑

n=0

(F (⌊v⌋ + 1 + n)− F (n))
)s

≤ γs(g(u − v))s.
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Also,

B(u, v) ≤
∑

k≥0

E
(

(1{v<Sk+ηk+1≤u} −F (u− Sk) + F (v − Sk))1{0<Sk≤v}

+ (1{Sk+ηk+1≤u}−F (u− Sk))1{v<Sk≤u}

)2
≤ 2γ1g(u− v) ≤ 2γ1(g(u − v))s

whenever g(u− v) ≥ 1, and thereupon

E(I3(u)− I3(v))
2s ≤ C1(g(u − v))s (30)

whenever g(u− v) ≥ 1.
Observe that vj,m − vj,m−1 = 2−jt. Given δ > 0 C1(g(2

−j t))s ≤ δ2−jsts for nonnegative
integer j ≤ κ(t) and large t. Invoking (30) we then obtain, for nonnegative integer j ≤ κ(t) and
large t,

E(I3(vj,m)− I3(vj,m−1))
2s ≤ C1(g(2

−jt))s ≤ δ2−jsts (31)

and thereupon

E
[

max
1≤m≤2j

(I3(vj,m) − I3(vj,m−1))
2s
]

≤

2j
∑

m=1

E
[

(I3(vj,m) − I3(vj,m−1))
2s
]

≤ δ2−j(s−1)ts.

By the triangle inequality for the L2s-norm, with integer s ≥ 2,

E

(

κ
∑

j=0

max
1≤m≤2j

|I3(vj,m)−I3(vj,m−1)|
)2s

≤
(

κ
∑

j=0

(

E
(

max
1≤m≤2j

(I3(vj,m)−I3(vj,m−1))
2s
))1/(2s)

)2s

≤ δts
(

∑

j≥0

2−j(s−1)/(2s)
)2s

=: C2δt
s.

By Markov’s inequality, for large t,

P

{

κ
∑

j=0

max
1≤m≤2j

|I3(vj,m)− I3(vj,m−1)| > εt1/2
}

≤ C2δε
−2s.

Letting δ → 0+ we arrive at (29).
Now we pass to the analysis of the second summand in (28). PutM(t) :=

∫

(0, t] F (t−y)dN∗(y)

for t ≥ 0. Using the equality I3(t) = N(t)−M(t) and a.s. monotonicity of N and M we infer

sup
z∈[0, vj, 2κ−vj−1, 2κ ]

|I3(vj−1, 2κ + z)− I3(vj−1, 2κ)|

≤ sup
z∈[0, vj, 2κ−vj−1, 2κ ]

(N(vj−1, 2κ + z)−N(vj−1, 2κ))

+ sup
z∈[0, vj, 2κ−vj−1, 2κ ]

(M(vj−1, 2κ + z)−M(vj−1, 2κ))

= (N(vj, 2κ)−N(vj−1, 2κ)) + (M(vj, 2κ)−M(vj−1, 2κ)).

Observe that

max
1≤j≤2κ

(N(vj, 2κ)−N(vj−1, 2κ)) ≤ max
1≤j≤2κ

|I3(vj, 2κ)− I3(vj−1, 2κ)|

+ max
1≤j≤2κ

(M(vj, 2κ)−M(vj−1, 2κ)).
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Hence, it is enough to prove that, for all ε > 0,

lim
t→∞

P{ max
1≤j≤2κ

(M(vj, 2κ)−M(vj−1, 2κ)) > εt1/2} = 0 (32)

and
lim
t→∞

P{ max
1≤j≤2κ

|I3(vj, 2κ)− I3(vj−1, 2κ)| > εt1/2
}

= 0. (33)

Arguing as above we conclude that, for u > v > 0,

E(M(u)−M(v))s = E

(

∫

(v, u]
F (u− y)dN∗(y) +

∫

(0, v]
(F (u− y)− F (v − y))dN∗(y)

)s

≤ 2s−1γs(⌈u− v⌉+ 1)s.

As a consequence, for nonnegative integer j ≤ κ(t) and large t,

E(M(vj, 2κ)−M(vj−1, 2κ))
s ≤ C32

−κsts.

By Markov’s inequality and our choice of κ,

P{ max
1≤j≤2κ

(M(vj, 2κ) − M(vj−1, 2κ)) > εt1/2} ≤ C3ε
−s2−κ(s−1)ts/2 ≤ C3ε

−s2s−1t3/4−s/4.

Hence, (32) follows upon choosing s = 4, say. To prove (33), we invoke (31) which enables us to
conclude that

P{ max
1≤j≤2κ

|I3(vj, 2κ)− I3(vj−1, 2κ)| > εt1/2} ≤ C2ε
−2sδs2−κ(s−1).

Choosing s = 2 and letting t → ∞ we arrive at (33).
Analysis of I4. It is known (see, for instance, Proposition A.1 in [13]) that

(N∗(ut)− µ−1ut

(σ2µ−3t)1/2

)

u≥0
=⇒

(

B(u)
)

u≥0
, t → ∞ (34)

in the J1-topology on D. An application of Lemma 4.3, with h = F , M(t) = N∗(t) − N∗(0),
a = 1, b = µ, c = σµ−3/2, then yields

(

∑

k≥0 F (ut− Sk)1{0<Sk≤ut} −µ−1
∫ ut
0 F (y)dy

(σ2µ−3t)1/2

)

u≥0
=⇒ (B(u))u≥0, t → ∞

in the J1-topology on D.
The proof of Theorem 2.11 is complete.
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