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ON THE EXCURSION RANDOM MEASURE
OF STATIONARY PROCESSES?

BY TAILEN HSING AND M. R. LEADBETTER

Texas A&M University and University of North Carolina

The excursion random measure ¢ of a stationary process is defined
on sets E C (—o0,00) x (0, 00), as the time which the process (suitably
normalized) spends in the set E. Particular cases thus include a multitude
of features (including sojourn times) related to high levels. It is therefore
not surprising that a single limit theorem for ¢ at high levels contains a
wide variety of useful extremal and high level exceedance results for the
stationary process itself.

The theory given for the excursion random measure demonstrates, un-
der very general conditions, its asymptotic infinite divisibility with certain
stability and independence of increments properties leading to its asymp-
totic distribution (Theorem 4.1). The results are illustrated by a number
of examples including stable and Gaussian processes.

1. Introduction. Random measure theory has important applications in
the study of extremes. As usual, extremes refer to the very large and small
observations in a large sample. In this paper, however, we focus on the right
extremes since extensions to include extremes on both directions are straight-
forward. Cramér and Leadbetter (1967), Leadbetter, Lindgren and Rootzén
(1983), Resnick (1987) and Leadbetter and Rootzén (1988) illustrate the sub-
stantial benefit of proving functional limit theorems for point processes record-
ing typically either the high-level exceedance positions by a random sequence
(with discrete-time space), or high-level upcrossing positions of a random pro-
cess (with continuous-time space). To motivate the problems considered in this
paper, we now review one such approach in the discrete-time case. Let {£;} be
a strictly stationary sequence of random variables. Define the point process

N, by

n.(E)=#{j: (j/n,u,*(¢,)) € E} for Borel sets E in %7,
where 92 := (—o0, 00) x (0, o0), and u,, is some decreasing function on %, :=
(0, 00) which can typically be taken to satisfy P[¢; > u,(7)] ~ 7/n as n — oo,
7 > 0. While other normalizations can be used, we feel that this particular one
leads to the simplest “self-similar” representation of the distributional limit. If
P{max,_;., ¢{; <a,x+b,} -, G(x), then u,(r) can simply be a,G"*(e") +
b,. Note that the scalings of both time and space allow 7,, to capture the po-
sitions as well as the magnitudes of the extremes {¢;}. It is therefore natural
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that the weak convergence of 7, is equivalent to the joint weak convergence
of the extreme order statistics of &4, ..., &,. See Hsing (1987), Resnick (1987),
O'Brien, Torfs and Vervaat (1990) and the references therein.

In this paper we consider the corresponding version of n, for continuous-
time space stationary processes. Let {¢,, t € %} be a strictly stationary process
defined on some probability space, where we make the minimal assumption
that the process is jointly measurable in ¢ and o (i.e., measurable with respect
to the product o-field of the Borel o-field of i and the o-field of the probability
space). Define the random measure {; by

{r(E)=Lebesgue measure of {¢: (t/T,ur;'(£,)) e E} for Borel sets E in 9%,

where u, is an appropriate normalization whose role is similar to that of u,,
in n,. We call {7 (or {{p, T > 0}) the excursion random measure of {£,}. The
goal of this paper is to consider issues related to the asymptotic distributional
properties of .

Many features of the extremes of {£,} are recorded by ¢, for large 7. As
an elementary illustration, for sets E; = A x (0, 7;), 1 <i < k, where A C %,
and 7; > 0, the random vector ({p(E1), {p(E>5), ..., {r(E})) records simulta-
neously the amount of time in T'- A that the process {¢,} spends in the “rare
sets” (up(7;), 00). Clearly, the time and spatial sets here can be much more
general. Hence, with application of the continuous mapping theorem, the class
of limit theorems that can be derived from the asymptotic distribution of {; go
beyond those in the literature on the sojourns in rare sets by stationary pro-
cesses [cf. Berman (1980, 1982, 1983)]. Furthermore, this approach is rather
general from the following viewpoints. First, since only the amount of excur-
sion time is relevant in defining {p, very little is required in terms of sam-
ple path regularity. Furthermore, deriving the asymptotic distribution of {;
is usually relatively straightforward and, in particular, does not require the
underlying process {¢,} to satisfy a stringent mixing condition such as the
strong mixing condition. Thus, the approach applies to a very general class of
processes and can potentially lead to a wide range of applications.

A major difference between the continuous and discrete-time cases is that
for the continuous-time case, in addition to the “global” normalization ug,
a “local” normalization on the durations of the high-level excursions is also
required for the distribution of {; to stabilize for large T'. This normalization,
which differs from process to process, is in the form of a multiplicative constant
ap of {p. In some cases (for example, moving average stable processes) it is
possible to take ap as a fixed constant. However, typically up- and down-
crossings of a high level by {¢,} occur at time scale smaller than that of the
process, in which case ap — oo at a speed that reflects the “natural time scale”
for observing high-level excursions. In the Gaussian case ap can be taken as
(log T)*/2.

The main theme of this paper will be approached from a completely gen-
eral point of view. First, in Section 2 we describe the theoretical foundation
of the excursion random measure. There we also define a mixing condition
under which we deduce a set of properties that must hold in the limit for
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the excursion random measure. The class of random measures possessing
such properties is characterized in Section 3, extending the results in Mori
(1977) and Hsing (1987). In Section 4, we develop an approach for deriving
the asymptotic distribution of the excursion random measure in terms of the
global and local properties of high-level excursions. In Section 5, four examples
of different natures are given to illustrate the various aspects of the limiting
excursion random measure. In particular, a moving average stable process and
a Gaussian process are considered. For clarity of presentation, all the proofs
are collected in Section 6.

In the remaining part of this section, we briefly review some basic con-
cepts and terminology from random measure theory relevant to this paper.
The reader is referred to Kallenberg (1983) and Matthes, Kerstan and Mecke
(1978) for details. In this paper, a subspace of a topological space has the
relative topology and a product space of topological spaces has the product
topology. For a topological space T', o(T') denotes the Borel o-field of T'. The
random measures in this paper will have state (or phase) space S equal to
either %2, or %, which have the usual topologies. Also let # = %(S) be the
collection of all bounded (i.e., relatively compact) sets in ¢(S) and ¥ = 7 (S)
the class of nonnegative measurable functions on S. Denote by .# = .Z(S)
the collection of locally finite measures on (S, o(S)). Here .# is assumed to
have the vague topology which generates the Borel o-field o(.#). The null
measure in ./ is denoted by 0 when there is no risk of ambiguity. For u € .#
and f € .7, write uf = [ f du. A random measure 7 on (S, o(S)) is a mea-
surable mapping from some probability space (), %4, P) to (#,o(.#)). The
distribution of , Pon~!, is uniquely determined by its Laplace transform

Ln(f) = (prXp(—nf)a f €T.

Then 7 is infinitely divisible if, for each n > 1, there exist some i.i.d. random
measures 74, ..., 1, such that n has the same distribution as Y7 ; n,. The
following result is fundamental.

THEOREM 1.1 [cf. Kallenberg (1983), Theorem 6.1]. The relation
(1.1) “log&e " = af +/ (1—e*A(dp), fe,
#\{0}

defines a unique correspondence between the distributions of all infinitely di-
visible random measures n on (S, o(S)) and the class of all pairs (a, A), where
a isin .# and A is a measure on .#\{0} satisfying

1-—e*B)\(d < 00, B e A.
/mo}( )A(dp)

For simplicity of terminology, we shall write in this case n; := « and 7, =
UR/PE

2. The excursion random measure. Let {¢,,¢ € R} be a strictly sta-
tionary process that is jointly measurable in ¢ and w. Let {up, T > 0} be
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a collection of normalizing functions on %, = (0, co) with the following pro-
perties.

(U1) wuyp is continuous and strictly decreasing for each 7' > 0;
(U2) limp_,  u moup(r) = o for each o and 7 > 0,

where uz(y) = sup{r > 0: up(7) > y} and “o” stands for the composition of
functions. Condition (U1) is a smoothness condition, which is included here for
convenience. Condition (U2) enables a cleaner description of the asymptotic
distribution of the extremes. Condition (U2) is satisfied if, for example, u,
satisfies (U1) and

(2.1) Tlim TP{MQ) > up(n)}=r, 7>0

or

(2.2) 7!im P{M(O’T) < uT(T)} =e 7, o, 7>0,
where

M(t) = sup &, t>0.

O<s<t

Note that for a weakly dependent process, (2.1) and (2.2) are closely related
conditions. If the discrete time process {X; = sup;,_;,1 &} has a nonzero ex-
tremal index 6 [cf. Leadbetter (1983)], then (2.2) holds with up(7) = vp(7/0)
whenever (2.1) holds with u,(7) = vp(7) for some vp. The role of uy is typi-
cally to estimate the quantiles of the extremes of &,, 0 < ¢ < T. Therefore, the
function up satisfying (2.1) or (2.2) corresponds to the most useful normaliza-
tion. For the most part, we will make that assumption. However, there is no
need to confine the treatment to these two possibilities at first.

The excursion random measure {p defined in Section 1 may clearly be ex-
pressed as

gT(E):/m Ip(t/T, uz'(&))dt,  Eeo(2),

where Ig(x,y) = 0 or 1 according as (x,y) € E or (x,y) € E. It follows
readily from the joint measurability of {¢£,} and Fubini’s theorem that {;(E)
is measurable for every Borel set E and hence {r is a well-defined random
measure [cf. Kallenberg (1983), Lemma 1.4].

As explained in Section 1, a multiplicative constant a; of { is generally
necessary in order for the distribution of {; to converge. Roughly speaking, a}l
reflects the time scale of the high-level excursions. Therefore, it is desirable
that a; and up be such that ar times the mean excursion time of ¢, above
urp(7) for t € [0, T'] is bounded away from 0 and oo; that is,

(23) 0< Iijtn infapTP{& > up(7)} < limsupapTP{é; > up(r)} < occ.

T—o00
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If additionally TP{M (1) > up(7)} is also bounded away from 0 and oo [e.g.,
under (2.1)], then

o TP{M(1) > uz(v) 1 _ P{M() > ug(n)]
T7 TP{g > up(r)) TP{M(1) > up(7)) P&, > up(r)}

in which case ay is bounded away from 0. We will follow this up in Remark 1
after Proposition 2.1.

One of the major purposes of this paper is to consider the possible
asymptotic distributions of the excursion random measure for weakly depen-
dent {¢&,}. In particular we are interested in the weak dependence defined by
the following mixing condition. ForO <s <t < T and r; > 0,1 <i < m, write

B (11, .. 1) ={(& Sup(m))is<v<t 1<i<m}
Write also
ar,(t1,...,7,) =sup{ |P(AnB) — P(A)P(B)|:
A e '@oT,s(Tl, ey Th), BE '@STH,T(TL e Tm)s

§>0,l+s<T}

Then we say that the stationary process satisfies the condition A(up; 74, ...,
T,,) if

(2.4) ap 1,.(T1, ... Tp) > 0 as T — oo for some lp = o(T).

Moreover, we say that the condition A(up) holds for {&,} if {¢,} satisfies the
condition A(up; 14, ..., 7, ) for any choice of m and 7, ..., 7,, > 0. It is conve-
nient to address the characterization of the weak convergence of the excursion
random measure under the condition A(z 7). However, it should be noted that
the principles in our results hold in more general situations. Indeed, even sta-
tionarity can be relaxed to a certain degree. We choose not to work under the
most general dependence setting to avoid complications of technical nature
that are not so relevant to the main theme. This point will be apparent from
the proofs and will be partially illustrated by the examples in Section 5. On
the other hand, the condition A(ur) is quite weak, and is satisfied by a large
class of processes, including all strongly mixing stationary processes. Verifying
whether any process satisfies any given mixing condition can of course be a
nontrivial task, and we shall not spend any effort in that regard in this paper.

We first define some transformations. For 7 € %, o € %, let g, and A, be
defined by

8: (xa y) - (.X' + 7, y),
hei (x,y) = (x/0, 0y), R — R
Also, let G, and H,, 4, B € %, be defined by

(2.5)

GTZ m—> uog_.,
H, gp— (0Pu)ohy, (%) > #(%),
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where ofu is o times w. Here, as elsewhere, the notation for a transformation
and the corresponding set transformation will be the same; for example, for
B C %2,

8-(B) = {g.(x, y): (x,y) € B}.

The proof of the following result is contained in Section 6.

ProOPOSITION 2.1. Assume that u, satisfies conditions (U1) and (U2), and
{¢,} satisfies the condition A(uy). Suppose there there exist positive monotone
constants {ar} such that ap{p converges in distribution to some random mea-
sure n # 0, and

(2.6) limsup P{arp{r([0,1) x (0,1)) < B} >0 for some B > 0.

T—o00

Then ay is regularly varying with some index B € i, and 7 satisfies the con-
ditions (A1)-(A4) below.

(Al) G.on <y for all 7 %;

(A2) H, zon<nforall oeh,;

(A3) P{n([0,1) x (0,1)) < 0o} > 0.

(A4) For any choice of bounded disjoint intervals [a;,b;) C R,1 < i < &, the
random measures

n(-ﬂ([ai,bi)x§7f+)), 1<ic<k,

are mutually independent.

REMARK 1. As explained earlier, in most cases of interest where both (2.2)
and (2.3) hold, ay is bounded away from zero, and then the regular variation
index B must be nonnegative. However, as illustrated by Examples 5.1 and
5.4, generally B can be negative as well as positive.

REMARK 2. Here (Al) and (A4), respectively, state that n has stationary
and independent increments along the direction of the horizontal axis. Condi-
tion (A2) is a type of self-similar property. It can be seen (cf. Lemma 6.4) that
under (A1), (A2) and (A4), condition (A3) is equivalent to P{7([0, 1) x (0, 7)) <
oo} =1forall 7 > 0.

REMARK 3. In Proposition 2.1 if up satisfies (2.2), then (2.6) holds with
B =0. In that case it is easy to see that the following condition also holds:

(A3) P{n([0, 1) x (0, 1)) = 0} > 0.

We will give a characterization in Section 3 to processes satisfying (Al),
(A2), (A3) or (A3), and (A4).
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3. Characterization. Throughout this section, let 8 € % be a fixed con-
stant, n be a random measure on %2 = (—oo, 00) x (0, 00). The goal of this
section is to obtain a characterization for random measures 7 on Eﬁi satisfying
the conditions (A1l)—(A4) defined in Proposition 2.1, thereby to characterize the
possible limiting distributions of the excursion random measures. The proofs
of Theorems 3.1 and 3.2 and Proposition 3.3 are deferred to Section 6.

We first introduce some notation. For o € %, and ¢ € .#(%, ), define

(3.1) T, s(¢)=cPp(c™).

Let Y be a mapping which maps ((x, y), ) € %2 x.#(R,) to u € .#(NR3) where

WE) =T, sW)E,) = yP¢{t/y: (x,t) e E},  Eeo().
Also define
(3.2) mg(dxdy) = yPm(dx dy), (x,y) e R2,

where m is Lebesgue measure on ﬂﬁ.

THEOREM 3.1. In order for n to satisfy (A1)-(A4), it is necessary and suffi-
cient that 7 is infinitely divisible with canonical measure A and deterministic
part ng; = cmg for some ¢ € [0, 00), where ¢ = 0 if B < —1, and there exists
aset o/ C {¢ € #(M )\{0}: ¢(0,1) < oo}, such that ./ := Y(R2 x o7) is
measurable in .#(%3) and is a subset of the support of A with A(.#¢) =0, Y is
one-to-one and bimeasurable from %2 x .o/ to ./, and there exists a probability
measure P on & such that

(3.3) AoY=mxP on %2 x of

and
= do
/M/o (1 — exp(—»(0, 0)/03))§]}D(d,,) < co.

REMARK 1. In the proof of Theorem 3.1 in Section 6, we will illustrate how
to construct (.7, P). In particular, it will be seen that the characterization in
Theorem 3.1 is nonunique in that different pairs of (&7, P) could appear in the
decomposition (3.3). The general construction is somewhat artificial, which
makes it pointless to explain it here. However, we mention that there is a
rather natural construction of (&7, P) in the important case where (A3') also
holds (cf. Remark 3 of Section 2), as the following shows.

THEOREM 3.2. If (A3) is replaced by (A3'), then the statements of Theo-
rem 3.1 remain valid by taking ¢ = 0 and

of C g e 4R, )\{0}: ¥(0, p) =0 and ¢[p, ) > 0 for all ¢ > p},
where p = —log P{n([0, 1) x (0, 1)) = 0} € (0, 00).
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REMARK 2. We note that, by (1.1) and (3.3), the Laplace transform of a
random measure 7 satisfying (A1)—(A4) can be written as

exp{—cmB f- /M /W . (1 - exp(— /O  fx, yz)yﬁv(d2)>)m(dxdy)]P’(dv)},
fe7(R).

One useful consequence is the following alternative presentation of Theo-
rem 3.1.

PROPOSITION 3.3. The random measure n described in Theorem 3.1 can be
represented as

n=cmg+y Y(X;,Y;), ),

where ¢ € [0, 00), ¢ = 0 if B8 < —1, the (X, Y;) are the points of a stationary
Poisson process I' on ‘hi with unit intensity, the y; are random elements in .o/
distributed according to P, and T', y,, v,, ... are mutually independent.

In view of Proposition 3.3, a realization of the process 7, (cf. Theorem 1.1)
consists of an ensemble of measures confined to vertical lines. The Poisson
points can be generally interpreted as “reference” points of the lines. This is
especially meaningful in the important case where (A3') also holds, since the
mass of the measure on the line at X; lies entirely above pY; with p given by
Theorem 3.2.

4. The limits of the excursion random measures. We now return to
the consideration of the excursion random measure described in Section 2 and
will continue to use the notation defined there. By Proposition 2.1 and Theo-
rems 3.1 and 3.2, the distributional limits of the excursion random measures
are readily characterized. In this section we focus on the interpretation of the
measure P of the limiting excursion random measure in the decomposition
(3.3). We shall limit ourselves to the case where (2.2) holds. First we need to
define an extended version of the condition A(ur): say that the condition A(ur)
holds uniformly for the stationary process {&,} in the sense that there are two
sequences of positive integers {k7} and {ly}, where &y — oo, for which

Illm kT(aT’ lT(’Tl, ey ’Tm) + lT/T) =0
holds for all =, ..., r,, and all m.

THEOREM 4.1. Let uyp satisfy P{M(T) < urp(7)} > e 7, 7>0,and let ap >
0 be regularly varying with index B. Let the condition A(uy) hold uniformly
for the stationary process {¢;}. Define the random measure on 3i,:

rp -1
xr() = ap(uz (M(rp) " [ 1 (ﬂ(TT(f)T)) ) ) an
T
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where rp = T /kp. If on the space
M= e #4M,): $(0,1)=0and y[1,¢) > 0 for all ¢ > 1},

there exists some probability measure P to which P{xp € -| M(ryp) > up(7)}
converges weakly for all = > 0, then the excursion random measure ny = ar{p
converges in distribution to some nondegenerate random measure n which has
the representation given by Theorem 3.2 with p=1. O

The proof of Theorem 4.1 is contained in Section 6.4. Note that by a straight-
forward blocking argument, the condition A(uy) together with P{M(T) <
up(t)} — e 7, 7 > 0, implies (2.2). Some additional remarks concerning The-
orem 4.1 are given below.

REMARK 1. In Theorem 4.1, the global normalization u, controls the rate
of high-level excursions while r; is chosen in such a way to ensure that each
such excursion can be captured in a time interval no longer than r,. Within an
interval containing a high-level excursion, the random measure y, describes
the local behavior of the process relative to the supremum of the process on
the interval. The result shows that, with proper local normalization, the con-
ditional distribution of y, converges weakly to the measure P in the decompo-
sition of n in Theorem 3.2. Theorem 4.1 not only provides a tractable method
of obtaining the limiting excursion random measure but also a theoretical
framework for statistical modeling of local dependence.

REMARK 2. Under the assumptions of the theorem, one can also show that
the weak convergence of n implies that of yp so that the two convergence
statements are equivalent. See Hsing (1993), Theorem 2.2.

REMARK 3. It is worth pointing out that the result is related to the so-
called “local and global sojourn limit theorems” in Berman (1982, 1983). Con-
sider now the Laplace-Stieltjes transform of a;7((0, 1] x (0, 7)), the normal-
ized total excursion time of {&,} in (up(7), 00) for ¢ € (0, T]. By Remark 2
following Theorem 3.2, for s > 0,

TILr‘roloEexp(—saTn((O, 1] x (0, 7)))
- exp{— /M /O°°(1 — exp(—sv(0, 7/y)y?)) dy IP’(dv)}

= exp{— /Ooo(l — exp(—sx))(m, x P)o Vl(dx)},

where m__ is the Lebesgue measure on 3, and V is the mapping defined by
V:(y,v) = v(0,7/y)y"?, Ry xA—>NR,.
Comparing this with Theorem 4.1 of Berman (1983), we see that the function
(m, xP)oV(x, 00)
plays the role of H(x) or —I"(x) in Theorem 4.1 of Berman (1983).
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REMARK 4. To give a complete characterization of the limit of the excursion
random measure, one should address the issue of whether there is a process
{¢&,} for which a given probability measure P on .# would appear in the de-
composition of the limiting excursion random measure. This is quite difficult
and so far we have not resolved it.

We illustrate in Section 5 how Theorem 4.1 can be applied to obtain limiting
excursion random measures with three classes of examples.

5. Examples. This section contains four examples which illustrate the
various aspects of the excursion random measure (details of proof being again
deferred to Section 6). In Example 5.1 we construct a somewhat artificial
example to show that the regular variation index of a; can take any value
in the entire range [0, co). We consider moving average stable processes in
Example 5.2 and normal processes in Example 5.3. Finally, in Example 5.4
we illustrate that if the normalizing function u; does not reflect the extreme
guantiles of ¢, 0 <t < T then B can be negative and the limiting excursion
random measure can be nonrandom.

EXAMPLE 5.1 (Regular variation index of ay). Let 8 > 0 be a constant and
X;, 1 € | be i.i.d. unit exponential random variables, where I is the set of
integers. Define a process ¢, by

& = i I(te[i,i+1))(X; —(t—i)exp(BX,)), t € (—o0, 00).

While §, is not stationary, &, := &, is where § is uniform on [-1/2,1/2].
Clearly the amounts of excursion time above any level in a large time interval
by {¢,} and {¢,} are asymptotically the same. Let

up(r)=1og(T/7), >0 and u}l(y) =Te™ 7, y € (—00, 00).
Then

im P{ sup &, < uT(T)}

|
T—o0

fim P{ sup ¢, < uT(r)}

0<s<T 0<s<T
= lim Py max X ; <up(7)
T— o0 1<j<[T]
=e ", 7>0.

PROPOSITION 5.1.  For the processes {&,} and {¢,} defined above, the random
measures

" /}“ Ip(t/T,uz'(&))dt and T® /m (/T ui(€) dt, B e o)

both converge weakly to a limit  which has the structure described by Theorem
3.2 with p = 1 and .7 containing only the measure v, where

v[1, x] = log x, x> 1.
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EXAMPLE 5.2 (Moving average stable processes). We now consider the mov-
ing average stable process. Let {£,} be the moving average stable process
described in Theorem 5.2 in Rootzén (1978); that is,

&= [a(t-x)dZ(x), ~oo<t=<oo,

where a(t) is a deterministic filter satisfying various regularity conditions,
and Z has stationary independent stable increments with Z(0) = 0 and
Z(1) ~ stable (o, a, y) where the scale parameter o = 1, the index of sta-
bility « € (0, 2) and the parameter of symmetry y € [—1, 1]. We will basically
follow the notation of Rootzén (1978) (with the exception of vy, the parameter
of symmetry, which is denoted by g8 there) to which the reader is referred for
details. Thus for example, A = sup,.y(a(t) v 0), a = sup,.,(—a(t) v 0) and
¢, = m T'(a)sin(am/2). By Corollary 5.3 of Rootzén (1978),

Tlim P{M(T) < xT"*} = exp(—cx™®), x>0,

where ¢ = ¢, (A*(1+v) +a*(1 —v)). Thus let
T 1/a
up(r) = <c_> , 7>0
T

and

T
u}l(u):i—al(u>0)+oo-1(u50), ued.

PROPOSITION 5.2. For the moving average stable process described above,
the excursion random measure

/ Ig(/T,uz (&) dt,  E e o),

N

converges in distribution to n, which has the structure described by Theorem 3.2

with p =1, B =0 and

A*(1+y) a*(1-vy)

]P){V"'} = a a > IP{V_} = a a >
A1+ y)+a*(1—17y) A1+ vy)+a%(1—y)

where v, [1, x] = [ I(a(t) = Ax~Y*)d¢, v_[1, x] = [ I(—a(t) < ax™Y/*)dt,
for x > 1.

ExaMPLE 5.3 (Normal processes). Consider in this example the stationary
normal process {¢,}, standardized to have zero mean and unit variance. As-
sume that the covariance r(t) = E£,¢, satisfies

r(t) =1 — Mt2/2 4+ Mt4 /8 +o(t*) ast— 0

and r(¢) tends to O fast enough as ¢ — oo [cf. Ibragimov and Rozanov (1978)]
so that {¢,} is strongly mixing. The conditions on r(¢) at both 0 and oo could
possibly be weakened. In particular, we assume strong-mixing here so that we
can readily apply Theorem 4.1. We have shown elsewhere that the excursion
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random measure converges in distribution by a different method based on the
condition r(¢)logt — 0 as ¢ — oo. [cf. Hsing and Leadbetter (1997)].

By Rice’s formula [Theorem 7.3.2 of Leadbetter, Lindgren and Rootzén
(1983)], the mean number of upcrossings of a level u by &, in a unit inter-
val is

1/2 2

A, u
=€ e N.
w(u) = - Xp< 2), uef

Let

1/2 N 1/2
AT
up(t) = (2 log 227” ) ) >0,

so that Tu(up(7)) =7, 7 >0, and

TA? u?
(5.1)  upr(u)= 22 exp(—?)l(u >0)+o0-I(u<0), ued.
a
By Theorem 11.1.5 of Leadbetter, Lindgren and Rootzén (1983),
Tlim P{M(T) < up(r)}=e7", 7> 0.

PROPOSITION 5.3. For the stationary normal process described above, and
with ap = up(1), the excursion random measure

ar /m Ig(t/T, u}l(gt)) dt, Ec a’(ﬂﬁ)

converges in distribution to » which has the structure described by Theorem 3.2
with p =1, B =0, and &/ containing only the measure v satisfying

v[1, y] = 2(2A3" log y)l/z, y>1

EXAMPLE 5.4 (Degenerate limit). The following result provides a contrast
and shows that if the normalization uy is not chosen appropriately, a; may
tend to O, in which case a degenerate limiting excursion random measure is
possible.

PROPOSITION 5.4. Let ap > 0 be regularly varying with index 8 € (-1, 0)
and let ap and uq4 be such that
apTP{¢, > up(r)y — P+ forall r > 0.

Also let the condition A(up;7) hold for {¢,} for all = > 0, such that for each
7 > 0 there exist &y, I > 1 for which

(5.2) limsupa,;T/kp < oo and 7!im ky(ap (1) +1p/T) =0.

n—o00o
Then arp - (B + 1)mg, where my is defined by (3.2).
6. Technical details. Sections 6.1-6.6 contain, respectively, the proofs of

Proposition 2.1, Theorem 3.1, Theorem 3.2, Proposition 3.3, Theorem 4.1 and
those for Examples 5.1 to 5.4.
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6.1. Proof of Proposition 2.1. We first state a lemma.

LEMMA 6.1. Suppose 74, ..., T, are positive reals, that the condition A(ur;
T, ..., Ty) holds for {£,}, and that {kr} is a collection of positive integers
satisfying
(61) Iim kT(aT,lT(Tl’""Tm)+lT/T) :O

Let I,(= I (1)), 1 < i < kg, be disjoint subintervals of [0, 1) with lengths >
Ip/T, Ul I; =[0,1)and J; = (0,7;),1 < j < m. Then for any nonnegative
constants su(_ s;(T)), 1 < l <kp,1<j=<m,

Eexp(— kXT: i sii¢r(1; x Jj))

i=1 j=1

by m

-11 Eexp(— Y siir(I; % JJ-)) -0 asT — oc.
i=1 j=1

ProoF. For any fixed choice of {s;;} define the random measure

ky m
{p(B) =33 s;ir(BNI) x J;), B c|[0,1).

i=1 j=1

Thus {7 is a random measure satisfying the conditions of Lemma 2.2 of Lead-
better and Hsing (1990), from which the result follows by taking B =[0,1). O

REMARK 1. In view of (2.4), (6.1) clearly holds for bounded %4, and more-
over kp can be chosen to tend to oo and satisfy (6.1).

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2.1. That 7 satisfies (Al) follows readily from the
stationarity of {£,}. Next we show that ar is regularly varying and that (A2)
holds. For ¢ and T > 0, define a one—one transformation

hy r(x,y) = (x/0, uzour(y)),  (xy)eni.
It follows from (U2) that

(6.2) Jim by p(x,y) = ho(x, ), (x,9) €N,

where h, is defined in (2.5). By definition, for E € o(%2),

(r(E) = [1p(t/T, uz'())dt

and

on(B) = [ 18( S ugben) de = [ 1o pugbourouri(e)) de

— [ 16(hon (g wr0) ) dt = cronty(E,
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Thus
gngnTohU,T’ g, T>0
It follows that

(63) aTgT = aTg(rT © h’o’ T = a_Tau'Tgu'T © hrr T> g, T > 0.
> a,r 5

Since a,r{,7 —4 m by assumption, it follows from (6.2) and the continuous
mapping theorem that

ayrlorhy r —>gmoh,,0>0 as T — ooc.

By (6.3), this implies that ay/a,p converges for each o > 0 as T' — oo. There-
fore a; is regularly varying and ar/a,r — o~# for some g (cf. Resnick, 1987).
Then (A2) also follows from (6.3).

By Lemma 3.1 of Hsing (1987), a;{7([0, 1) x (e, 1))—d>n([0, 1) x (&, 1)) for
all ¢ > 0. Thus, by (2.6) and Billingsley (1968), Theorem 2.1, for some B > 0,

P{n([0.1) x (0,1)) < B} = lim P{n([0,1) x (2,1)) < B]

> limsuplimsup P{a;{7([0, 1) x (&, 1)) < B}
e—0

T—o0

> limsup P{ary{7([0,1) x (0,1))< B}> 0.
T—o00
This shows (A3). Next let I; = [a;,b;), 1 <i < k,and J; =(0,7;), L < j < m,
where —oco < a; < b; < oo with the [a;, b;) disjoint and 0 < 7; < co. To show
(A4) it suffices to show for all s;; > 0,

k. m k m
i=1j=1 =1 j=1

In doing so, note that by (Al) and (A2) we need verify (6.4) only for the case
where the I;’s are contained in [0,1). By Lemma 6.1, the condition A(ur)
implies that as T' — oo,

k. m
Eexp(—aT Z Z 8;;i{p(I; x Jj))
6.5) .

k m
-T1 Eexp(—aT > siidr(I; x Jj)) -0

i=1 j=1

Since ap{r —4 m, applying Lemma 6.1.2 of Kallenberg (1983) and Lemma 3.1
of Hsing (1987) we get

(arlr(I; x J;),1<i<kl<j<m)—y(n;xJ;),1<i<k1l<j<m).
Thus (6.4) follows from (6.5). This completes the proof. O
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6.2. The proof of Theorem 3.1. In this subsection we give a detailed proof
of Theorem 3.1. Since the proof is rather long, we divide it into several parts.
First, the sufficiency part of the theorem is relatively straightforward. In fact,
it will be quite obvious after the proof of necessity. Therefore we shall focus on
the more difficult part of the proof and begin by assuming that » is a random
measure on &Ri, satisfying conditions (Al)—(A4).

LEMMA 6.2. The term 7 is infinitely divisible. Write, with the notation in-
troduced in Theorem 1.1, n = 04 + n,. Then conditions (Al1)-(A4) hold with 7
replaced by 1, and 7,.

PROOF. To show infinite divisibility only requires (Al) and (A4). It suffices
to show that (n(E,,), 1 <m < k) is infinitely divisible as a random vector for
each integer k£ and bounded sets Eq, ..., E, of the form [a, ) x [¢,d) C %2
[cf. Kallenberg (1983), Lemma 6.3]. Moreover by (A4), it suffices to show that
(n(E;;), 1 <i <1, 1< j<dJ)isinfinitely divisible as a random vector for
any integers I and J, and bounded sets E;; = [a;,b;) x [c;,d;) C %, where
the [a;, b;)'s are disjoint. For each n > 1, write

Egjnk) _ |:ai + (k—1)(b, _ai),ai + k(b; _ai)> % [cj;dj)-

n n

By (A1) and (A4), the n random vectors (n(Eﬁ;‘,g), 1<i<I1<j<d),
1 < k < n, are i.i.d., showing that 7 is infinitely divisible. Clearly, (A3) and
(A4) must both hold for n replaced by n,; and 7,. To show that the same can
be said for (A1) and (A2), simply notice that

G.(n4) = (G.(n))a < g4,
H, s(ng) = (H, 5(n), < m4.

This completes the proof. O

In view of Lemma 6.2 and Theorem 1.1, to characterize n, we can focus on
the structure of n; and 7, (equivalently, & and A). In the following let m_, m
and m, respectively, be Lebesgue measures on R, %, and S)‘Li. Recall that m

is the measure on S)’ti defined by (3.2). The deterministic part n, is completely
characterized by the following.

LEMMA 6.3. m, = cmg for some c € [0, c0), where ¢ =0 if B < —1.

Proor. Define

n4(E) = /Eyfﬁnd(dx, dy), Eeo(R).
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By (A2),

(Hy0°Ma)(E) =14°hy)o(E) = /E(y/ﬂ)_ﬁ(‘fldohl/a)(dx,dy)

= [y P(H,poma)dx,dy) = [y Pna(dz, dy) = fia(E).
Thus it is easily seen that
fg=G,o0g=H, o ong forall(r,o)eR.

It follows from Lemma 2.5 of Hsing (1987) that 7, is a constant multiple of
Lebesgue measure m, and hence ny(dx, dy) = cmg(dx, dy) for some ¢ > 0.
However, if g < —1 then m([0, 1) x (0, 1)) = oo so that ¢ =0 by (A3). O

The rest of the proof focuses on the consideration of 7,, or equivalently, the
canonical measure A.

LEMMA 6.4. The following hold.

(i) P{n.([0,1) x (0,1)) < oo} = 1; equivalently, M{u e .Z(%"2)\{0}:
u([0,1) x (0,1)) = 00} = 0.

(i) P{n,.([0,1) x (0, &)) = O} is either identically equal to O or strictly posi-
tive and tends to 1 as & tends to 0; equivalently, A{u € .Z(%2)\{0}: u([0, 1) x
(0, €)) > 0} is either identically equal to oo or strictly positive and tends to 0
as ¢ tends to 0; equivalently, P{7,([0,1) x (0,1)) =0} =0o0r > 0.

ProoOF. By (Al), (A2) and (A4) (cf. Lemma 6.2),

P2{1,.([0,1) x (0, 1)) < oo} = P{n,([0, 2) x (0, 1)) < oo}
= P{27%7,([0,1) x (0, 2)) < oo}
= P{n,([0,1) x (0, 1)) < oo},

where the last equality follows from the fact that [0, 1) x [1, 2) is bounded and
hence P{7,([0,1) x[1,2)) < oo} = 1. This implies that P{7,([0,1) x (0,1)) <
oo} = 1 by (A3). Using the Laplace transform representation (2.1), it follows
by dominated convergence that

Mp e #(M2)0\{0}: ([0, 1) x (0, 1)) = oo}
= —1lim [(1— exp(=su([0. 1) x (0, 1))))A(dn)
=— |SI_ET(1) log & exp(—sn,.([0, 1) x (0, 1))

= —log P{n,([0,1) x (0,1)) < 00} = 0.
This proves (i). To prove (ii), note that by (Al), (A2) and (A4),

o (02)) o - (32) 05) -

= Pl/n{nr([o’ l) X (O’ 1)) = 0}7
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which is identically equal to zero or tends to one according as P{n,([0, 1) x
(0,1)) =0} =0 or > 0. Then (ii) follows by monotone convergence from

Mu € .2 (R2)\{0}: u([0,1) x (0, &)) > 0}
= lim (1 —exp(—su([0, 1) x (0, £))))A(du)
= — lim log & exp(—sn,([0, 1) x (0, )))

= —log P{n,([0, 1) x (0, £)) = 0}. D

(i) of Lemma 6.4 shows that under (Al), (A2) and (A4), the condition (A3)
is equivalent to P{n([0, 1) x (0, 1)) < oo} = 1. (ii) of Lemma 6.4 describes the
dichotomy of 7 satisfying (A3’) and the complement of (A3') in (A3). We will see
below that the characterization problem is more straightforward under (A3').

Let ® map (x, ) in R x 4 (R,) to u in .#(N2) satisfying w(E) = ¢(E,) =
y{t: (x,t) € E}, E C %2 Also, for convenience, say that the condition V()
holds for some set ¢ C .#(%)\{0} if

1
(6.6) /O (1—exp(— (0, 0)/0P))otdo <o, e

and ¢ is invariant under the family of transformations {7', ;, o > 0} [defined
by (3.1)] in the sense that ¢ € € = T, z() € ¢ for all o > 0 [equivalently,
T, g(¢)=<¢ forall o > 0].

LEMMA 6.5. There exists # C {§ € .# (%, )\{0}: ¥(0,1) < oo} measurable
in .# (M) and satisfying the condition V(B), such that . := O(% x %) is
measurable in .# (92 ) and is contained in the support of A with A(.”7¢) =0, ©
is one—one and bimeasurable as a mapping from i x £ to . and

(6.7) Ac®=m, xQ onNRx4AH,

where m_ is Lebesgue measure on it and Q is a measure on &% such that

(6.9) [ (1= exp(=(0, 1)) Q(dy) < o0
with T'; ; defined by (3.1).

Proor. Define
A=0(%x {ye.#(M,)\{0}: ¥(0,1) < oo}).
We first show that A(A¢) = 0. Then A can be written as A N B where
A ={pe.#(M)\{0}: n({x} x R, )¢ =0 for exactly one x € 9},
B ={u e .#(M%)\{0}: u(% x (0,1)) < oo}.
Since A¢ = AU (A N BY), it is sufficient to show
MA)=AMANB°) =0.
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Let A,,, = {n € #4(R2)\{0}: u([k/2", (k+1)/2") x (0, m)) = O for all but pos-
sibly one % in 1}, where | is the set of all integers. Then A, is nonincreasing
in m for each n, N5,_; A,,, is nonincreasing in n and A = (52, Ny_1 A,n-
Thus

A(AS) = lim lim A(AS,)

< lim lim Z/\{MG%(EH_%)\{O}Z M([i i+1> % (0, m)> =0

n—00 m— 00 on’ 2n

i#J
du(lL, 221 « (0 0
and u 2—n, 2—n X ( 5 m) > .
By (A4) and Lemma 6.4(i), we can apply 2.2.12 of Matthes, Kerstan and Mecke
(1978) [cf. Lemma 7.3 of Kallenberg (1983)] to conclude that
i +1

/\{,u € 4 (N2)\{0}: “([E 2—n> x (0, m)) > 0 and

(445 rom) o] -

for each i, n and m. Thus A(A¢) = 0. Similarly

ANB°C G {w e #R\{0}: u([m —1,m) x (0, 1)) = oo}.

m=—00

It follows readily from Lemma 6.2 that
(6.9) AoG,=A forall e
Thus Lemma 6.4(i) implies that

MANBY) < > Mue #M)\{0}: u([m —1,m) x (0,1)) =oc0} =0.
This shows A(A€) = 0.
Now, by (6.9), if O(r, ) is in the support of A for some 7 € %, then O(7, )
is in the support of A for all 7 € %. Therefore, support(A) = O(R x €) for some
closed set ¢ c .# (%, )\{0}. Write

-/ = support(A) N A.
In view of the definition of A, we conclude that
S =0ON x B),

where % = { € ¢: (0, 1) < oo}. Clearly ./ and # are, respectively, measur-
able in .#Z(%2) and .#Z (%), ./ is contained in the support of A with A(.7¢) = 0
and 0O is one—one and bimeasurable from % x % to ..

Next fix E € o(#) and define the set function

pp(B)=100(Bx E), Bea®).
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Let B;, i > 1 be mutually disjoint sets in o(R). Since A is a measure and O is
one—one and bimeasurable, we have

pu( U B ) =A( U0 x B)) = 2 pu(By),

i=1 i=1 i=1

Thus pgz(-) is a measure on R. By (6.9), for each B € o(9),
pE(B+ 1) = pgp(B), T e N

This shows that pz can be written as Q(E) x m_. where Q(E) is a nonnegative
constant. Next regarding Q as a set function on (%), it can be shown as before
that Q is a measure, and hence

(6.10) Ao®@=m,.xQ onMf x A

Applying (i) of Lemma 6.4, (6.10), and the canonical representation in Theo-
rem 1.1, it follows that

(6.11) [ (1= exp(=u(0. 1)) Q(dw) < oo,
Now, applying (A2) and (6.10) twice, it follows that
o(m.x Q)YBxE)=(my xQ)oBxE)=100(cB x E)
=AoH,z00(cB x E)
=100(Bx T, 4(E)) =(msxQ)B x T, 4E)),
Be o), E € o(X),
showing that
(6.12) Q=01Qo Ty p o> 0.

It is then straightforward to conclude that £ (which is the support of Q) is
invariant under the family of transformations {7, 4z, o > 0}. (See the expla-
nation following (6.6).) Moreover, (6.11) and (6.12) imply that

00 > /@(1 — exp(—(0, 1)))Q(dy)
! = do
= fo /@(1 —exp(—¢(0, 1)))Q(dTU’B(¢))7
! do -
= [ [ (1= exp(~4(0, 0)/0")) “ZQ(d).
%70 o
Thus (6.6) holds for all € % except a set Z of Q-measure 0, where
7= {w e @ [ (1—exp(-(0, 0)/0") 27 = oo}.
0 o

Note that Z (and hence 2°) is also measurable in .Z(%_) and invariant under
{T, g, o> 0}.
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Finally, making use of the above, # := # N 2¢, ./ := O(% x #) and Q :=
the restriction of Q to & satisfy the requirements of the lemma. O

We now continue the proof with the notation developed in Lemma 6.4. For
convenience, call a function s from # to R, a scale function for # if it is
measurable and

(6.13) s(T,. p(¥)) = os(¥), o>0,¢cA.

There exist infinitely many different scale functions for %. A “good” scale
function makes the decomposition of (3.3) more informative. The proof of The-
orem 3.1 does not depend on the particular choice of this function. However,
we now show that there exists at least one leading to the set of criteria as in
Theorem 3.1. Define

g(9) = [ (L= exp(~4(0. 0)/eP)) s do, 5> 0.

By a change of variables, it is readily seen that
(6.14) 8r, ,n(¥) = 8y(¥/0), y>0,0>0
and it is clear that g,(y) < oo for all y > 0 and ¢ € %. Consider the function
(6.15) s: ¢ — infl{y > 0: g,(y) = 1A g,(c0)/2}, B — N, .
By (6.14) for any o > 0,

s(T,, p()) =inf{y > 0: gr, ,(¥) = 1A gT(,,ﬁ(.p)(OO)/Z}

=infly > 0: g,(y/0) = 1 A g,(0)/2} = as(),

showing (6.13). Also the measurability of s can be routinely checked, which
verifies that s is a scale function.

Now let s be any scale function. Since the condition V() holds for &, for
every given ¢, in 4, the image of the set

{ve®: ¢ =T, z(y,) for some o > 0}

under s is R,. Consequently there exists in the set a unique measure » such
that s(v) = 1. In fact, this measure is equal to 7'y /) g(¢) = T;(}b),ﬁ(gb) for
every ¢ in this class, since

S(Tw/s0,8(0)) = (1/s())s(¥) = 1.
Now let o7 be the space of such representatives; that is,
o ={ € #: s(y) =1}.

Here 7 is equipped with the relative o-field. Let II map (o,v) € %, x &7 to
T, s(v) e .
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LEMMA 6.6. Assume the notation of Lemma 6.5 in this lemma, and let &/
and II be as defined above and Y as in Section 3. Then the mapping

Y((x, ), v) = O(x, I(y, v)), ((x, ¥),v) e W2 x o,

is one-one, onto and bimeasurable as a mapping from Eﬂi x o/ to its range
- and

(6.16) AoY=mxP ondis x .,

where m is Lebesgue measure on ‘hi and P is a measure on .7 satisfying
(6.17) / f " (1 exp(—»(0 t)/tﬁ))%p(dy) < 0.
o Jo ’ ¢2

ProOOF. First we show that II is one—one and bimeasurable from R, x &/
to #%. It follows simply from the definition of .« that II is one—one and II is
measurable since the mapping

O: (o,v) = T, g(v), Ry x AR —> A(N,)

is measurable (in fact continuous) and II is the restriction of () to i, x »7. On
the other hand, the composition of the following two measurable mappings

¢ — (s(),¥), B—> N, xB,
(0, 9) = (o, T(¥), Ry xB—> R, xB

is o(#)|o(NR, x #)-measurable . Since I17! is in fact this composition and
o/ has the relative o-field, II! is o(£)|o(R, x o7)-measurable. Thus, as a
mapping from R, x o7 to &, 11 is one—one, onto and bimeasurable. Combining
with Lemma 6.5, it is concluded that Y is one—one, onto and bimeasurable as
a mapping from ?)ii x &/ to its range .. To show (6.16), in view of (6.7) of
Lemma 6.5, it suffices to show that

(6.18) Qoll=m_ xP onN_ x ..

The approach here is basically the same as that in the proof of (6.10). Fix a
measurable set E in &/, and define

¢5(B):=Qoll(Bx E)=Q{T, s(v): ye B,vec E},  Bea(n,).

Then ¢y is a measure on o(N,) since II is one-one and bimeasurable. By
(6.12), for each o > 0,

ép(oB)=Q{T,, s(v): ye B,vec E} =Q{T, 40T, 4(v): y € B,v € E}
=oQ{T, s(v): y € B,v e E} = 0ép(B).

This implies that £z can be written as P(E) x m_, where P(E) is a nonnega-
tive constant and m_ is Lebesgue measure on %, . Again, treating [P as a set
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function, it is readily seen that it is a measure on 7. Thus (6.18) and hence
(6.16) are proved. It remains to show (6.17), which follows from (6.8) by noting

00> [ (1— exp(—p(0.1))Qdw) = [ [ (1~ exp(=T,5 o¥(0.1))) doP(dv)

00 do
- _ _ B
_f /0 (1— exp(—(0, 0)/a")) e P(dv).
The proof is complete. O

REMARK 2. Note that the arguments in the proof of Lemma 6.6 do not
depend on which scale function s we use. In particular, they are not based on
the scale function s in (6.15). However, the decomposition (6.16) does depend
on the choice of s. For clarity of notation, we will denote in the following
(A, P,) the pair of (o7, P) based on a particular scale function s.

The proof of the necessity part of Theorem 3.1 is now nearly complete. The
only problem is that we have not shown that P, in (6.16) may be chosen to
be a probability measure. For that, our strategy is to first pick an arbitrary
scale function s, and obtain the pair (&7, P,) according to Lemma 6.6. Then,
making use of the information contained in P, another scale function s’ is
defined from s in such a way that P, is a probability measure. This is made
precise in the following lemma.

LEMMA 6.7. There exists a scale function s for £ for which P, in (6.16) is a
finite measure. Furthermore if for some scale function s, Py(o7) = p < oo, then
for any ¢ > 0, P, (o4,) = cp for s’ = c71s.

PrOOF. We begin by taking s to be any scale function for % and show first
that P, is o-finite. Since o/, = U,,>1 Up=11v € o: v(0, m) > 1/n}, it suffices
to show that P{v € &7 v(0,a) > ¢} < oo for all a, ¢ > 0. By (6.17),

00 do
00 > /&/s/o (1 — exp(—v(0, U)/UB))?]P)S(dV)

. / (1~ exp(—»(0, a)/aﬁ))i—jm(du)

~ Jveds: v(0,0)>¢}
%0 d

> P{v € o: v(0,a) > s}/ (1—exp(—&/0?)) 5.
a (o

Since [°(1 — exp(—&/0P))(do/o?) > 0, we conclude that P.{v € &/: v(0,a) >
&} < oco. Hence P, is o-finite.

Write I[I =1, and Y = Y, to stress the dependence of I, Y on s. Let {E;} be
a disjoint measurable partition of (24, o(24), P,) such that P,(E;) < oco. This
is possible since P, is o-finite. Choose w; > 0 such that ¥° w;'P(E;) = 1.
Define

S = S wis(L(W € pi(E)), e B,

=1
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where p () = Ts_(t)’ﬁ(lﬂ); namely, p, maps ¢ € 4 to its representative in .o/

(p, is the second coordinate of I1;1). Then s’ is measurable since it is a sum
of measurable functions. For each o > 0, ¢ € %,

T, p(¥) € P;H(E)) = L(¥ € pH(E)))
since if ¢ € p;1(E;) then every equivalent ¢ is in p;1(E;). Thus it is readily
seen that s'(T, g(¢)) = os'(¥), o € R, and hence s’ is also a scale function
for #. For ¢ € p;1(E;),
s'() = w;s(y)
and hence if
vi=p(¥) = Ty, p(¥),
then
v = () = Tly p(0) = Ty, 6 (W) = Togt p() © Ty 5 () = Tl p(v).
Thus, for (x,y) e X2, v € E;,
Yo (2, w;9), ') = Y((x, ¥), v).
Hence if E. = p,(p;1(E;)), two applications of (6.16) give
w; Py (E;) = m((0,1) x (0, w;))Py(E})
=2°Y(((0,1) x (0, w;)) x E})

= A°Y,(((0,1) x (0, 1)) x E;)
— m((0, 1) x (0, 1))P,(E;) = P,(E).

Since, by the proof of Lemma 6.6, II, is bimeasurable, it follows that
(I, % Ey)) =R, x py(p;H(EY)

is measurable in %, x o,. Thus E; = p,(p;1(E;)) is measurable in =7, and
it is clear that {E; = p,(p;1(E;))} is a disjoint measurable partition of =7,.
Therefore by the choice of w;,

IP)s’(”Q/s’) = ZPS’(E;) = Z wi_lPS(Ei) =1,
i=1 i=1

which shows that P, is a probability measure. The second claim also follows
in an obvious way from the above proof. O
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6.3. The proof of Theorem 3.2. The proof is largely the same as that of
Theorem 3.1, with the following minor modifications. First, as before, we only
show the necessity part. Thus it is assumed throughout that conditions (Al),
(A2), (A3) and (A4) hold. First we note that n, is absent by (A3).

LEMMA 6.8. The set # of Lemma 6.5 is a subset of {y € .# (R, )\{0}:
(0, &) = 0 for some ¢ > 0}.

PrOOF. First define
A =0(%x {y e.#(M,)\{0}: ¢(0, &) = 0 for some & > 0}).

It suffices to show that A(A¢) = 0 and the rest of the proof completely parallels
that of Lemma 6.5. Write

A=ANB,
where A is as defined in the proof of Lemma 6.5, and
B = {u e #(M5)\{0}: n(% x (0, &)) = 0 for some & > 0}.
It is easy to see that

ANBC G ﬁ {M e 4 (M2)\{0}: ,u([—m, m) x (o, %)) > o}

m=1 n=1
and hence by (6.9),

MANBS) < lim lim A{p, e 4 (N2)\{0}: ,u([—m, m) x (o, %)) > o}

m—0o0 n—00

1
< lim lim ZmA{M e 4 (R)\{0}: M([o, 1) x (0, —)) > 0},
m—00 n—00 n

where the right-hand side is 0 by (ii) of Lemma 6.4. Thus we have shown that
A(A¢) = 0, which concludes the proof. O

Note that by Lemma 6.4, p := —log P{7([0, 1) x (0,1)) = 0} € (0, c0). For
the set 4 in Lemma 6.8, define the function s by

(6.19) s: ¢ — inf{y > 0: (0, y/p) > 0}, B— N,.

It is easily verified that s is a scale function for %. As before, define the space
o/ ={ € #: s(¢) = 1}. The proof of Theorem 3.2 is complete once it is shown
that the measure P in (6.16) based on this scale function is a probability
measure. Observe that .7 contains measures in .Z (%, ) whose supports start
at p~1. Thus,

Y(((0,1) x (0, p)) x &) = {¢ € A: ¢((0,1) x (0, 1)) > 0},
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where A is as defined in the proof of Lemma 6.8. This implies that
M € A: ¢((0,1) x (0,1)) > 0}

m((0,1) x (0, p))
—log P{n((0,1) x (0,1)) =0}/p =1,

which completes the proof. O

P(/) =

6.4. The proof of Proposition 3.3. By Remark 2 of Section 3, it suffices to
show that the Laplace transform of > Y((X;, Y;), v;) is equal to

exp{— /Q/ /) . (1 - exp(— /O ~ fx, yz)yﬁv(dz)>>m(dxdy)zp>(du)},

e F(N2).
LetE, ,=(¢g—1,q]x(r—1,r]and

nq,r = Z Y((XL’ Yi): yi)a r= 07 q, re I’
(Xiﬁyi)EEq,r

where | is the set of all integers. Conditional on I'(E, ,) = k, where k is any
nonnegative integer, the points of I' in E, . are independently and uniformly

distributed over E, ,. Thus for any f € 9’(%2)

zfexp{—/wzfdnq,r}

- é P{(E, ) = k}& {eXF’(‘ /, ! d"‘“>

F(Eq,,)zk}
_go exp(= 1){ / / exp< / f(x, yz)yﬁy(dz))dxdyp(du)}

_ exp{— [ /E (1 ~exp(- [ Y F(x, y2) va(d2)> dx dyIP’(dv)}.

The result follows from the fact that >~ Y((X;,Y;), v;) can be written as the
sum of the random measures n, ,, r > 0, g, r € I, which are mutually inde-
pendent. O

6.5. The proof of Theorem 4.1. For each B € (%), let
Mp = {g[; e #(M,): y(0, y) =0 for some y > 0 (depending on ) and
#(B) > 0}.

Also define .7,,,(%, ) as the collection of step functions f of the form

k
f(y) =25l ), y >0,
i=1



EXCURSION RANDOM MEASURE OF STATIONARY PROCESSES 735

where £ > 1, s; > 0,0 < 7; < co. We start by stating some conclusions that
will be used repeatedly throughout the proof. First define

or()=ar [ I(uz'(&) e) dt
and
QT = kTP [¢] w}l.

Routine calculations using the mixing condition and Lemma 6.1 show that

~tog Eexpl - [ Lo,y (0)f () dn(x, )]
(6.20) = kpE(1 —exp(—orf))+o(1)
= [ exp(=4)Qr(dd) +0(1). [ € FaeplO).

Also using the mixing condition and the assumption P{M(T) < up(7)} —> ™",
it follows analogously to Lemma 2.3 of Hsing, HUsler and Leadbetter (1988)
that

(6.21) QT(V//(O’ 7)) = kTP{nT([O, 1) x (0,7)) > O} — T, 7> 0.

We first prove that n, converges in distribution to a nontrivial random mea-
sure if there exists a measure Q on .#, ., such that

6.22) Jim krE(1—exp(—wrf)) = [ (1 - exp(~uf))Qdy) < oo,
| o

fe *Ztep(er)-

With the latter assumption, use of (6.20) shows that the random vectors
1n7([0,1) x (0, 71)), ..., n7p([0, 1) x (0, 75)) jointly converge in distribution for
all 74,..., 7, > 0. It may be shown in the same manner as in Theorem 3.2 of
Leadbetter and Hsing (1990) that this implies that the random measures

nT((' N [0’ 1)) X (07 Tl))s cee 7’]T((' N [0’ 1)) X (0’ Tk))

jointly converge in distribution. In particular this implies that for any
[ai’ bl) C [0’ 1)! 1 < L < k;

nT([ab bl) X (O’ Tl))? LR} T]T([alw bk) X (0’ Tk))

jointly converge in distribution. It is further possible to show using stationarity
and the property (U2) (which holds by the mixing condition and the condition
on uyp) that the restriction of [a;, b;) C [0, 1) can be relaxed. Hence, by a stan-
dard existence criterion [see, for example, Lemma 5.1 of Kallenberg (1983)],
n converges in distribution to a nontrivial random measure. In view of this,
to prove Theorem 4.1 it suffices to show that the assumptions of the theorem
imply (6.22) for some Q. Similar to Section 6.2, let IT map (o,v) € R, x .#
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to T, g(v) € 4o, It is clear that II is one—one and bicontinuous. For any
vy >0,

QT(H((O9 y) X ) N v/(o, 7)) _ QT © H((0> YN T) X )
QT('//(O, T)) QT('//(O, T))

QT © H((O’ YA T) X ) QT(“/(O, y/\f))
Qr(# 0, yrr)) Qr(#0, )

A ~
—w IP(~)¥ on .Z,

where the weak convergence follows using the assumption and the fact that
the first ratio is simply P{xy € -|M(ryp) > ur(y A 7)}. This implies that

Qp(II(- x ) N Ao ) L, m (00,1 xP()
Qr(-#(o, 7)) “ m (0, 7)
which implies, by the fact that IT is bicontinuous, that
Qr(-N A, ) (my xP)oll™*(-N A, )
_>w
Qr(-#(o, ) T
Defining Q = (m . x P) o IT"%, the last convergence can be rewritten as
Qr(-N A, ) Q(-N Ao, )
_>w
Qr(#0, ) Q(-#(0, )
which implies that for any f € F5p(9,) with support in (0, 7),
o, €"Qe(AY) [, e Qdw)
%
Qr(-#(o, ) Q(-# 0, )

Since Qr(-#(o,,)) = Q(-#, ) by (6.21), and the support of f is contained in
(0, 7), this implies that

J@a=eNQr(dy) — [(1—e)Qdw).

Since this holds for all 7> 0 and ' € Fep(N,), (6.22) is proved. O

on (0, ) x .4,

0N 4o, o0)-

on ,//(O’ 0)>

6.6. Proofs for Section 5.
PROOF OF PROPOSITION 5.1. In this proof we do not directly use Theo-

rem 4.1, but rather the essence of it. Note that since {Et,_i <t<i+1l},iel,
are i.i.d., it suffices to show that conditional on supy_,_; & > ur(7),

-B 1 “1c&
T8yt : I up () ) d
(623) (uT (Os<l:£)1 ‘fs)) /O (uTl(Sup0<s<l gs) =7 ‘

— log «, x>1,
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for each = > 0. Notice that supy_,.; &, = X, and

u}l(f_t) _ T exp(—(X, — texp(BX,))
u%l(sup053<1 és) Te_XO

Thus
B 1 L&
Tﬁ<uT1(sup gfs)) / I( — uy (&) — < x) dt
0<s<1 0 Up (SUPg<s-1 €5)

1
= TH(T exp(—X,)) * /O I(exp(tePXo) < x) dt

= exp(t exp(BXo)).

P |
= T*(Texp(~Xo) " [ 1(t < %> a

which, if X, is large, is equal to
TP(T exp(—X,)) ¥ log x/ exp(BX,) = log x.
This establishes (6.23) and completes the proof. O
A SKETCHED PROOF OF PROPOSITION 5.2. We only provide an explanation
of why the result is true, referring the reader to Hsing and Leadbetter (1991)
for a complete proof. First, note that we can assume without loss of generality

that a has compact support so that {¢,} is m-dependent. For, if this is not the
case, writing

a™(t) = a()I(t] < m/2)
and
&m — /a(m>(t —x)dZ(x), —oo<t< o0,

it is easy to show that

lim lim P{ sup |&, — &™) > uT(T)} =0, 7>0.
m—>00 T— o0 0<t<T

Hence a standard uniform convergence argument combined with the following

will suffice. Also for notational convenience we assume that a(¢) is nonnega-

tive. By m-dependence and Theorem 4.1, it is enough to show that there exists

a sequence kp such that by — oo, rq :=T/kp — 0o and

; rT r(é)
tm Py =) 40

=I{/OO I(a(t)zAxl/“)dt>z}, x>1,z>0,7>0.

M(rp) > uTm}
(6.24)

Letx > 1, z > 0, 7 > 0 be fixed from now on. As in Rootzén (1978), let 2(T") > 0
be such that A(T") — oo and h(T)/T — 0 but otherwise arbitrary, and let

tpy = inf{t > W(T): & > up(r)}.
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By Theorem 5.2 of Rootzén (1978), there is a sequence of constants {7y, } such
that

I|m limsup P{|tp; — 71| > 8} =0

-0 T00

and as T — oo,
P{Y 13(6)/ur(r) € s < eT} =, P{Za(~t) €} on D(~00,0), & >0,
where Y ry(t) = &, and
P{Z<z}=1-A"(1+7)2" 22 AQ+yY

Thus there exists kr (which can be chosen independent of 7 > 0) such that
kp — oo, rp:=T/kp — oo, K(T)/rp — 0, and

(6.25)  P{Yp1(t)/up(7) € -ltpy <rp}—, P{Za(-t) €} on D(—o0, ).

It turns out that the two events (M(ry) > urp(7)) and (¢7, < rp) approximate
each other so that

P{/jl(%_ )dt>z

= P{/ I(YTl(t) > x Y sup YTl(s)> dt > z|tp < rT} +0o(1),

—m<s<m

M(rr) = ur(o)}

the proof of which can be found in Hsing and Leadbetter (1991). Now (6.24)
follows by virtue of (6.25).

A SKETCHED PROOF OF PROPOSITION 5.3. Again, some technical details
will be omitted to save space. A detailed proof is contained in Hsing and Lead-
better (1991). Since {&,} is strongly mixing, the sequence k4 in Theorem 4.1
exists for {£,}. By Theorem 4.1 and the fact that P{v} = 1, v being defined in
Proposition 5.3, it suffices to show that

T (&)
Pler (Gt =2) 4=+
—>I(y[1,y]§x), T,x>0,y>1,

M(rp) > um}

which, after replacing u;l(u) by the expression given in (5.3.1), becomes

(6.26) Py = P{aT /0 I<§t > (M?(rp) —2log y)l/z) dt < xiM(rT) > uT(T)}

— I(v[1, y] < x), 7,>0,y>1

Then (6.26) is proved using the idea that the behavior of a normal process at
a high-level crossing can be described by a Slepian model process, defined (for
u €N by

lr'(t
E,o=ur(t)— () + Ky, ten,
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where ¢ has density (z/A,)exp(—2z%/2),), z > 0, and k, is a nonstationary
normal process, independent of ¢ with zero mean, and with the covariance
function
r'(s)r'(t)

A,

See Chapter 10 of Leadbetter, Lindgren and Rootzén (1983) for details. Let
£, be the supremum of &, . for ¢ between 0 and the first time a downcrossing
of u by &, , occurs (cf. Corollary 10.3.3 of Leadbetter, Lindgren and Rootzén
(1983). Also define

CoV(kg, k;) =1(s—1t) — r(s)r(t) —

A, t?
fw,t=—27+§t, ten.

It follows from Theorem 10.4.2 of Leadbetter, Lindgren anq Rootzén (1983)
that ¢ , is the a.s. limit of u(§, ,, —u) as u — oo. Let §,, be the global
supremum of £, ,. Also for & > 0, define

8/up(r) 2 12
Qp(d) = P{uT(1)/5/ o e 2 (€ — 2109 )Pt < x}
—o/up(7T

It can be shown that
(6.27) 5|im TIim |Pr— Qr(8)] =0,
so that it suffices to analyze Q7(8). In the integral of the definition of @ 7(5),

making a change-of-variables with v = u;(7)t,

Pl 1 2 log y)"'*)d
Qr() = P [ 1Eusioopunie) = (€, — 2109 3) ) do
(6.28)
= qu(T)/uT(l)}-
By Theorem 10.4.2 of Leadbetter, Lindgren and Rootzén (1983),
ur(T)(éupry, vjup(r) — Ur(7)) = €x.»,  a.s. uniformly for [v| < &
for any finite 8. Thus
: s 2
§L2‘T(T) - giT(T), v/up(ry = (fuT(T) - uT(T)) - (fuT(T), v/up(t) — uT(T))2
+ 2up(7)(€up(ry — ur(7))
— 2up(7)(Eup(r), vjup(ry — wr(7))
— 2(éy, — €xp)  as. uniformly for |v| < 8.
Therefore, since up(7)/up(l) — 1,
P /8 I(¢ > (€2, —210g ¥)"*)dv < xup(r)/ur(l)
s up(7),v/up(t) = up(r) y = T T
(6.29) 5
— P<f I1(2(é — €0.p) < 2l0g y) dv < x), as T — oo,
)
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which converges, as § — 0, to
P(/ I(Z(goo_goo,v)fzmgy)dvfx>

:I(/Oo I(A202§2|0gy)dv§x>

= I(2(A\;"2log y)'/? < x).

(6.30)

Thus the result follows from (6.27)—(6.30). O

PRrROOF OF PROPOSITION 5.4. First, let 0 < x < 1. It follows from (5.2) and
Lemma 6.1 that for s > 0O,

— log E(exp{—sar{7([0, x) x (0, 7))})
= xkpE(1 — exp{—sap{r([0, T/ky) x (0, 7))}) + o(1)

T/kyp
— kaE<1 - exp{—san0 (¢, > uT(T))dt}> +o(1).
By Bonferroni’s inequality,
T/kp T/kyp 2
E<saT [ > uT(T))dt) <SaT [ > uT(T))dt)
T/ky
< E(l - exp{-saT/O I(¢, > uT(T))dt}>
T/kp
< E(saT/O I(¢, > uT(T))dt>.

By stationarity,

sapT B+l
kT P{& > up(7)} ~

E(saT fo e - uT(T))dt>

Also
E(saT /0 e - uT(T))dt>2
T(flT /T/kT> fo >urp, & > uT(T)}

2 2
scasT
< T

T (1Pl > ur () + -any (1) + 4 Pl = ur(0})
T

s2apl s2a? T2 32
= %(’Tﬁjq' + 0(1)) + k€ ar, lT(’T) + k_Z(Tz(ﬂ+1) + 0(1))
T T T
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By (5.2),
T
limsup kp 227 < timsup 2L jim fzlr _ o
n—00 T n—o00 kT n—o
. azT? ) azT? .
lim sup kT—Z2 ar,;,(7) < limsup 22 lim kpag () =0.
n—oo T n—oo T
Hence,
T/ky
kaE(l - exp{—saT/ I(¢ > uT(T))dt}> — xrPtls,
0
Thus

Jim E(exp{—sar£7([0, x) x (0, 7))}) = exp(—a7P*1s).
Since the limit is degenerate, the result follows readily. O
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