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In this paper, we obtain the scaling limits of one-dimensional over-
shooting Lévy walks. We also find the limiting processes for extensions of
Lévy walks, in which the waiting times and jumps are related by power-
law, exponential and logarithmic dependence. We find that limiting pro-
cesses of overshooting Lévy walk are characterized by infinite mean-square-
displacement. It also occurs that introducing different dependence between
waiting times and jumps of Lévy walks results in subdiffusive properties.
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1. Introduction

A Lévy walk (LW) process, which is special type of well know Continu-
ous-Time Random Walk (CTRW), has been found as an excellent tool for
describing many phenomena, such as anomalous diffusion in complex sys-
tems [1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8] through human travel [9, 10] and epidemic spread-
ing [11,12,13] to the foraging patterns of micro-organisms and animals
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[14,15,16,17,18,19,20]. In classical CTRW process the position of random
walker is described by the sequences of jumps and waiting times between
them. Every jumps in this process is preceded by a waiting time and it is
usually assumed that sequences of jumps and waiting times are independent
and identically distributed (iid) sequences. Introducing a coupling between
waiting times and corresponding jumps leads to the class of LWs processes.
In the classical version of LW it is assumed that the jump and corresponding
waiting times are equal, up to the constant.

Although a CTRW process was found as the powerful tool in describing
many real-life phenomena, it occurs that sometimes it is beneficial to con-
sider the so-called overshooting continuous-time random walk (OCTRW)
[21,24,23,22,25,26]. In OCTRW process, as opposed to CTRW, every wait-
ing time is preceded by corresponding jump. Similarly, as in CTRW case,
introducing spatiotemporal coupling in OCTRW model leads to the class of
overshooting Lévy walks.

In this paper, we develop limit theory of overshooting Lévy walks and
their extensions originating from OCTRW with heavy-tailed waiting times.
Moreover, we investigate the mean square displacement (MSD) of the lim-
iting processes.

1.1. Preliminaries

The CTRW process is given by the sequence of iid random vectors
{(T}, Xi) }i>1, where random variables T; and X; characterize the ith wait-
ing time and ith jump of random walk, respectively. More precisely, let us
define two counting processes which correspond to the sequence of waiting
times {7;};>1. First, let the undershooting counting process { N (t)}+>0 rep-
resenting the number of jumps of a particle up to time ¢ be defined as follows

N(t)(jléfmax{n:T1+T2+..-+TnSt}a (1)

and the overshooting counting process { N(t)}¢>o be defined as follows
N(t) défmin{n:Tlﬂ—Tg—k...—an >t}

It is easy to observe that relation N(t) = N(t) + 1 holds for any ¢ > 0.
Depending on the choice of the counting process we distinguish two fun-
damental models, namely a CTRW model

N(t)

=1
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and OCTRW [22]
N(t) N(t)+1

Rty => Xi= > X. (3)
=1 =1

From definitions (2) and (3) one can conclude that a walker following CTRW
process starts its motion at origin and waits there for a time 73} before
performing first jump. On the other hand, a walker following OCTRW
process starts its motion by performing jump from the origin and then waits
for time 7' long in the new site. R(t) describes the position of the random
walker after the last jump before time ¢ and R(t) is the position at the
first jump after time £. These both schemes leads to so-called ‘wait—jump’
and ‘jump—wait’ scenarios, respectively. CTRW process was originally used
to model a diffusive particle, while OCTRW was found useful in modeling
dielectric relaxation phenomena [24,21] or financial instruments [23].

2. One-dimensional undershooting and overshooting Lévy walks
and their extensions

2.1. One-dimensional undershooting and overshooting Lévy walks

To construct the Lévy walks originating from previously described ran-
dom walks (2)—(3), we need to introduce additional assumptions on the
waiting times and jumps. Let us assume that

A. the waiting times T; are heavy-tailed distributed
P(T;>t)oct™ as t— 00, (4)

with a € (0,1).

B. for any i > 1, |X;| = T;.

Random walks R(t) and R(t) satisfying both assumptions A and B are
called undershooting Lévy walk (LW) and overshooting Lévy walk (OLW),
respectively. Let us notice that in the physical literature only LWs are
studied in details. In further analysis we will concentrate on OLW.

Notice that the sequence of waiting times 7T; fulfilling assumption A be-
longs to the normal domain of attraction of some one-sided a-stable random
variable with positive scale parameter o. It means that

[n1]

n VN T = S, (t) (5)

i=1
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as n — oo. Here, S, (t) denotes an a-stable subordinator with the following
Fourier transform [27]

E exp(ikSq (t)) = exp(to®|k|® (isgn(k) tan(ra/2) — 1)) , (6)

where positive parameter o is a scale parameter. The above used notation
“=" denotes convergence in distribution'. In the context of scaling limits
of LW and OLW processes, it is useful to introduce the so-called inverse
a-stable subordinator S, !, defined as [29, 30]

STH(t) = inf{r > 0: S,(1) > t}.

«

The process S, ! is the scaling limit of the counting processes N (t) and N (t)
with T; satisfying condition (4), see [31]. It corresponds to the heavy-tailed
waiting times in the underlying LW and OLW.

Now, let us consider an iid sequence {I;};>; which is independent of the
sequence of waiting times {7;};>1. The distribution of I; is the following

P(;=1)=p, P=-1)=q, (7)

where p+¢ =1 and 0 < p, ¢ < 1. Using the sequence {I;};>1, we can define
the sequence of waiting times {X;};>1 such that X; = I;7;. Therefore,
sequence I; determines the direction of jump X;.

It is easy to check that the sequence {X;};>1 belongs to the normal
domain of attraction of a-stable distribution

[nt] [nt]
n—Ya Z X, = n-l/e Z LT; = La(t), (8)
i=1 i=1

where L (t) is the a-stable motion with the following Fourier transform
Eexp(ikLa(t)) = exp(ta® K| ((p — q) tan(ra/2) sgn(k) — 1))

with positive scale parameter o.

In the following theorems we derive the scaling limit for the OLW pro-
cesses and their extensions. First, let us notice that scaling limits for the
undershooting LWs were studied in [32]. The next theorem extends scaling
limit result to OLW process.

Theorem 1. Let R(t) be one-dimensional OLW process with the correspond-
ing waiting times T; satisfying (4) and jumps X; such that X; = I;T; with I;
satisfying (7). Then

= L, (5;1(1))

! More precisely, it denotes functional convergence in distribution in the J;-Skorokhod
topology [28] and it implies the convergence of finite-dimensional distributions.
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as n — oo. Here, the processes L, (t) and S, (t) have the same instants of
Jumps, additionally the length of each jump of L, (t) is equal to the length of
corresponding jump of S, (t).

Proof. See Appendix A. O

It has been shown in [32] that the limiting process in the LW scenario,
which corresponds to Theorem 1, is characterized by the MSD satisfying the
following property

EL, (S;'(t)) oc t?,

as t — oo. This is no more true for the OLW process considered in Theo-
rem 1. Let us observe that by conditional expected value we have

ERY(1) = p(fz?(t) >x) dx

v
Y
—

=
=
Il
—_
~—

P (RQ(t) > 2| N(t) = 1) dz

P(X2>a)de=P (N(t) - 1) EX? (9)

and since EX? = oo we obtain that MSD of OLW process is infinite
ER?(t) = occ.

In Fig. 1 we presented two exemplary trajectories of LW and OLW processes,
as it is seen that the first jump in OLW scenario makes the MSD of the
process infinite, although the velocity of the movement is constant.

The scaling limits of one-dimensional Lévy walk extensions has been
recently developed in [32]. In this paper we give results for OLW, corre-
sponding to the cases considered in [32]. We also present scaling limits for
extensions of LW and OLW in the case of logarithmic dependence between
waiting times and jumps.

Let us notice that OLW and LW processes with parameter p = 1 in (7)
describe a situation when walker moves only upwards. These models are in-
vestigated in [33] and can play a crucial role in modeling dielectric relaxation
phenomena in complex systems |24, 21].



1116 M. MAGDZIARZ, M. TEUERLE, P. ZEBROWSKI

40~ ‘ ‘ ‘ 40~

30 1 30}

20¢ 1 20}

10} 1 10} ]

i —w]| " (—aw]
0 20 40 60 0 20 40 60

Fig. 1. Exemplary trajectories of LW (left panel) and OLW processes (right panel),
in both cases waiting time equals to the jumps length. We can observe that for
LW process every jump is preceded by a waiting time, while for OLW process
every jump is followed by corresponding waiting time. Although in both cases the
particle moves with constant velocity, the MSD of LW is finite, whereas the MSD
of OLW is infinite.

2.2. Extension of one-dimensional undershooting and overshooting Lévy
walks: power law dependence between waiting times and jumps

In this section, we derive scaling limit for some extensions of OLW.
A first considered model introduce the power-law dependence between wait-
ing times and jumps. The limiting process with such kind of dependence
for LWs have been recently derived (Theorem 2 in [32]). The power-law
and exponential dependence in the context of correlated CTRWs has been
recently investigated in [34]. Below, we present the corresponding result in
the case of OLW process.

Theorem 2. Let R(t) be one-dimensional OLW process with, the correspond-
ing waiting times T; satisfying (4) and jumps X; such that X; = I;T,', where
v > a, with I; satisfying (7). Then

R(nt)

nYy

= La/'y (S;l<t))

as n — 0o. Here, the processes La/v(t) and S, (t) have the same instants of
jumps, additionally the length of each jump of L~ (t) is equal to the length
of corresponding jump of S, (t) raised to the power ~y.

Proof. See Appendix B. O

The MSD of the limiting process from Theorem 2 is also infinite. This
fact is straightforward as we repeat calculation given in Eq. (9) with jump
X; = LT, .
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2.8. Extension of one-dimensional undershooting and overshooting Lévy
walks: exponential dependence between waiting times and jumps

The scaling limit process of LW process R(t) with the corresponding
waiting times 7; satisfying (4) and jumps X; such that X; = L,e™"® with [;
satisfying (7) with p = ¢ = 0.5 is already known (Theorem 3. in [32]).

The next theorem establishes scaling limit result for corresponding OLW
process.

Theorem 3. Let R(t) be one-dimensional OLW process with the correspond-
ing waiting times T} satisfying (4) and jumps X; such that X; = Li,e™T¢ with
I; satisfying (7) with p=q = 0.5. Then

R(nt) = /E€_2TlB(S;1(t))

ne/2

asn — oo, where B(t) is a standard Brownian motion independent of process

S,(t).
Proof. See Appendix C. O

Let us notice that the limiting process is the same for both LW and OLW
scenario, therefore it is characterized by the same MSD behavior

E (mg (Sojl(t)))2 ot

as t — oco. Note that the probability density function of the limiting process
VEe=2T1 B(S;1(t)) fulfills the fractional Fokker—Planck equation [1]

ow(x,t) 4, 0?
T = ODt |:Ko¢ax2 w(x,t) )

for appropriate anomalous diffusion constant K.

2.4. Extension of one-dimensional undershooting and overshooting Lévy
walks: logarithmic dependence between waiting times and jumps

The next result for LW and OLW processes corresponds to the logarith-
mic dependence between waiting times and jumps. Namely, we assume that
the waiting times 7; satisfying (4) and jumps X; are related by the following
formula: X; = I;In(7; 4+ 1) with I; satisfying (7). The following theorem
have been found.
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Theorem 4. Let R(t) and R(t) be one-dimensional OLW and LW processes,
respectively, with the corresponding waiting times T; satisfying (4) and jumps
X, such that X; = I; In(T; + 1) with I; satisfying (7) with p = q = 0.5. Then

T BN ) B(5570)
D s Ve @+ 1) B (57 (0)

asn — oo, where B(t) is a standard Brownian motion independent of process

S, (t).
Proof. See Appendix D. O

and

Let us notice that the MSD of the limiting processes derived in Theorem 4
fulfills the following property

2
E ( Eln®(Ty +1)B (Sal(t))> oc 1%

since its probability density function satisfies the above mentioned fractional
Fokker—Planck equation.

3. Conclusions

This paper concerns scaling limits of overshooting Lévy walk, which cor-
responds to ‘jump-wait’ scenario. We derived results devoted to the asymp-
totic behavior of some extensions of undershooting and overshooting Lévy
walk processes. These extensions were constructed by assuming power-law,
logarithmic and exponential dependence between waiting times and jumps.
Depending on the choice of the function, the limiting process can have infi-
nite second moment (power-law dependence) or display subdiffusive dynam-
ics (exponential and logarithmic dependence). The derived explicit formulas
for continuous-time limits of OLWs can be further applied to study their
properties, such as first passage times, laws of large numbers and fractality.
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Appendix A
Proof of Theorem 1

To prove Theorem 1 let us define the following array of jumps and waiting
times of considered model

{(Xnis Tnii) Yo = {(n_l/o‘lz’Ti, n_l/aTi)}

and sequence of OLWs generated by this array

ni>1

N (t)+1
Ro(t)=n""* > LT,
i=1
where N, (t) is defined as
k
Nn(t):max{kZhn_l/aZTigt} . (A1)
i=1

In the next part of the proof, we will find the limiting process of sequence
R, (t). Let us introduce the following sequences of processes

[nt]

[n]
An(t) =Y Xpi,  Ea(t) =) Tni.
=1 =1

From the assumptions (5) and (8), it follows that A,,(t) = L, (t) and E,(t) =
Sq(t) respectively. In the next part of the proof, we will show the joint con-
vergence of (A (t), En(t)) = (La(t), Sa(t)) based on Theorem 3.2.2 [35].

Let us observe that the array {(Xy;,T,;)} fulfills condition (a) of Theo-
rem 3.2.2 [35]. Namely, for any Borel sets By € B(R\{0}) and By € B(Ry),
where Ry = [0, 00), we have that

nP(Xn1 € Br, Ty € By) =nP (n”YITy € Bin™/°T; € By)
= n/P (liu € By) P <n_1/°‘T1 € du) = np/]I(u € By)P (n_l/aTl € du>
B2 Bs
+nq/]I(—u € B))P (n_l/"‘Tl edu) :
B2
and consequently
nP(Xp1 € dxy, Ty € dxo)
= (pé(m)(dxl) + q5(_$2)(d:ﬁ1)) nP (n_l/aTl € d:c2> ,
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where 0, denotes the probability measure concentrated at point a. Due to
the fact that E,(t) = Su(t) it follows that E, (1) = So(1). Next, using (6)
and Theorem 7.3.5 in [35] we have that Lévy measure of S, is

(0]
g —Q

Irl—a) cos(wa/2)x ’

Vs, ((z,00)) =

where x > 0. Therefore, by means of Theorem 3.2.2 in [35] we have that

O_CM

-1/ _ —a
nP(n / T > ZL‘) — V35, ((z,00)) = F(l — a) COS(7TO&/2)$ , (A2)

as n — oo. Hence, by the relation (A.2), we obtain that
nP (X, €dry, T, €dxg)
= (PO(a (A1) + 03y (dwr)) P (n™Y/OTy €y )
— (PO () (dz1) + GO(—ap)(d1)) vs,, (da2)

as n — oo. It is easy to check that measure v(r,, g.) defined in the following
way

V(L5 (@1, dx2) = (DO, (A1) + q6(_ ) (d1)) Vs, (d2) (A.3)

is indeed a Lévy measure. Moreover, processes S, and L, do not have
Gaussian component in the Lévy—Khinchin representation, hence condition
(b) of Theorem 3.2.2 [35] if fulfilled with Q. s,)(t) = 0. Finally, based on
Theorem 3.2.2 [35], we have that

(An(1), En(1)) -5 (Ly(1), Sa(1))

where —% denotes one-dimensional convergence in distribution. Therefore,
by Theorem 4.1 [36] we obtain

(An(t), En(t)) = (Lo (t), Sa(t)) -
Next, using Theorem 3.6 [25], we have that
Rpa(t) = Lo(S51(1)). (A.4)

Now, let us notice that Nya(t) = N(nt), since based on (1) we have that

k k
Npa(t) :max{kz 1: (na)fl/aZTi St} :max{k: >1: ZTZ Stn}

i=1 i=1
(A.5)



Scaling Limits of Overshooting Lévy Walks 1121

and let us observe also that
Npa (£)+1 N(nt)+1 -
Buo®) =)V S pn=nt Y pm = 200

i=1 =1

(A.6)
Therefore, sequences Rya(t) and R(nt)/n have the same limiting processes,
thus based on (A.4) we obtain the final result

R(nt)

n

= Lo(S51 (1))

Note that from formula (A.3) one easily conclude that process L, (t) and
S, (t) have simultaneous jumps and the length of each jump of L (t) is
equal to the length of corresponding jump of S, (%).

Appendix B
Proof of Theorem 2

The proof of Theorem 2 has similar structure to the proof of Theorem 1.
Let us define an array of jumps and waiting times corresponding to model
considered in Theorem 2

{(Xnis T bzt = { (v 117 0o, ) } (B.1)

nyi>1
and sequence of OLWs generated by this array

Ny (t)+1
Ry (t) =n~/e LT,
1=1

where N, (t) is defined as (A.1). In the next part of the proof, we will find
the limiting process of sequence Ry« (t). Let us introduce the sequences of
processes corresponding to (B.1)

[n1]

[n]
An(t) =Y Xni,  Eu(t)=) Tni.
=1 i=1

It follows from the Appendix C in [32] and from the assumption (5), that
An(t) = Ly (t) and Ey(t) = Sa(t), respectively. In the next part of the
proof, based on Theorem 3.2.2 [35], we will show the joint convergence of

(An(t)7 En(t)) = (La/'y(t)v Sa(t))'
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Let us observe that array defined in (B.1) satisfy condition (a) of Theo-
rem 3.2.2 [35]. Namely, for any Borel sets B; € B(R\{0}) and By € B(R)
we have that

nP(Xp1 € By, Tpy € By) = nP (n_"’/o‘lle’ € Bi,n o € Bg)

:n/P (LLiu" € By) P (n_l/o‘Tl € du) :np/]l(zﬂ € B)P (n_l/o‘Tl Edu)
B2 B2

+nq/ I(—u” € By)P (n_l/O‘Tl € du)
Bs

and consequently

nP (X, €dry, T, 1 €dxg)

= (pé(gcg)(dx1)+q5(_$g)(dx1)) nP (n_l/aTl EdCL‘Q) .
Based on the property (A.2) we have that

nP(Xp1 € dxy, Ty 1 € dxoy) — (pé(xg)(dxl) + qé(,x;)(dxl)) vg, (dx2)
(B.2)
asn — 00. It is easy to check that measure v, /2rSe) defined in the following
way

ULy )y, S0) (dT1, d3g) = <p(5($;y)(dx1) + qé(,xg)(dm1)> vg, (dxs) (B.3)

is indeed a Lévy measure. Moreover, processes S, and L/, do not have
Gaussian component in the Lévy—Khinchin representation, hence condition
(b) of Theorem 3.2.2 [35] if fulfilled with Q P s.)(t) = 0. Finally, based

on Theorem 3.2.2 [35], we have that (A,(1), En(1)) —5 (Lay(1),Sa(1))

and by Theorem 4.1 [36], we prove the joint convergence (A, (t), E,(t)) =
(La/'y(t)vsa(t))’ ~

Now, as a result of Theorem 3.6 [25], we have that Rpa (t) = Lq - (S5 (t)).
Finally, using equality Npa(t) = N(nt) given in formula (A.5), we obtain
that

N(nt)+1 ~
LT = R(nt)
1

(t)+1
Bna(t) = (n) 0 37 LT =0
i=1

; ny ’
1=
and therefore sequences Rpa(t) and R(nt)/n” have the same limiting pro-
cesses. Hence Rya(t) = Ly, (S5 (t)) we obtain that

R(nt)

=L

a/y (Sgl (t)) .
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Note that from formula (B.3) one easily concludes that process L, (t) and
S, (t) have simultaneous jumps and the length of each jump of L, (t) is equal
to the length of corresponding jump of S, (t) raised to the power ~.

Appendix C
Proof of Theorem 3
The proof of Theorem 3 has similar structure to the proof of Theorem 1.

Let us define the array of jumps and waiting times corresponding to consid-
ered model

{(Xni, Tni) niz1 = {(n~Y2Le T n_l/aTi)}n,izl (C.1)

and partial sequences of OLWSs generated by this array
N ()41
Ro(t)y=n""2 3" Le ™,
i=1

where N, (t) is defined as (A.1) and sequence {I;};>1 has distribution
P(I; = 1) = P(I; = —1) = 3. Let us introduce auxiliary sequences of
processes corresponding to (C.1

[nt]

4]
An(t) =) Xni,  Eu(t) =) Tni.
=1 i=1

In the next part of the proof, we will find the limiting process of sequence
Rpa(t).
First, based on Theorem 3.2.2 [35], we will show the joint convergence

(Ap(t), En(t)) = (VEe 211 B(t), S,(t)). Let us observe that array defined
in (C.1) satisfy condition (a) of Theorem 3.2.2 [35]. Namely, for any Borel
sets By € B(R\{0}) and By € B(R) we have that

nP (Xp1 € By, Tp1 € By) = nP (n_1/2116_T1 € By,n YT e BQ)

_ n/P (n—1/211e—"”““ c Bl> P (n—l/aT1 c du)

B>
= ;n/]l (n_l/Qe_"l/aue Bl> P (n_l/o‘Tl € du)

B>

+ ;n/ﬂ (—n_l/ge_”l/aue B1> P (n_l/O‘Tl € du)
B>
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and based on the property (A.2) we have
nP (Xn,l & d.%l,Tn,l € de) = %(S(n_l/%_nl/azz) (dxl)nP (n_l/aTl S d.%'g)

+ %5(_”1/26%1/%2) (dx1)nP (nil/O‘Tl € d.TQ) — do(dz1)vs, (dxa) ,

as n — o0o. It is easy to check that resulting measure
V(B7Sa)(d$1, dzy) = do(dzy)vg, (dxe) (C.2)
is indeed a Lévy measure. Observe that

n <t,a;)2P (Xn1 €dxq, Ty 1 € dao)

lx)<e

= %n / <t1n71/267"1/%2 +t2x2>25(n71/267”1/%2> (dzq)P (nil/o‘Tl € dxg)
lxl<e

+ %n / (—tlnfl/Qe*"Ua‘” —+—t2:ﬂ2)2 5(7”1/26%1/%2) (dzq1)P (nil/"‘Tl deg)
lxl<e

=2 / e~/ 2 p (nil/aTl € d:r2>

|| (nfl/Zefnl/O‘:cz’EQ]) ||<€

+ t% z%nP (nil/o‘Tl € dx2> = th’nJ + t%Cmg .

(220w o

For arbitrary fixed € > 0 and for all n > 1/(g? — x3) we observe that

Cht = /e—in/arg]I (6—2n1/ax2 <n (52 _ x%)) P (n—l/aTl c d@)
= /ezyP(Tl € dy) = Ee 211 |
and

=

Chao < / x%nP (n_l/O‘Tl € dxg) — const x 27,

To<E
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as n — 00. Since

/ <t,SC>P(Xn71 € dl’l,Tn,l S d:EQ)

lxll<e

- / toxo P (n_l/aTl € dasg)

(-t

we have
2
0<n / <t, :B>P (Xn,l € dl‘l, Tn,l S d:L‘Q)
lzll<e
2

—lt2 n / a:P( —1/a )
= 2 2 n 1€ de

n

[T
2

1 1
< —t% / zon P (n_l/aTl € d$2> < —C’Qt%

n n

Tro<€E

for some constant C' < co. The last inequality is due to the fact that

/ zonP (n_l/aTl € dil?g)

ro<E

is finite. Therefore, we obtain

Q(B,s.)(t) = liH(l] limsupn / (t, x>2P(Xn71 € dx1, Ty € dxo)
E—>

n—00
x| <e

2

— / <t, $>P(Xn’1 c d.%‘l,TnJ € dl‘z)

zll<e

1125
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= lim liminfn / (t,w>2P(Xn71 € dx1, Ty, € dxo)

e—0 n—oo
lz||<e
2

— / <t,m>P(X 1 € dz, T, n,1 € dl’g) = t%EeiZTl .
llell<e

Finally, we checked that the condition (b) of Theorem 3.2.2 [35] is ful-
filled with Qg s,)(t) = t?Ee~271 which implies that following convergence
(An(1), E,(1)) <, (VEe=2T1B(1), S4(1)) and then by Theorem 4.1 [36], we
obtain that (A,(t), E,(t)) = (VEe 211 B(t),S4(t)). As a result of The-
orem 3.6 [25], we have that R,a(t) = VEe 211 B(S;1(t)). Finally, using
equality Ny« (t) = N(nt) given in (A.5) we obtain

Npa (£)+1 N(nt)+1 ~

Rpo(t) = (n®)~1/2 Z Lie™Ti = p=o/2 Z LeT = B0 gy

no/2

and therefore sequences Rpa(t) and R(nt)/n®/? have the same limiting pro-
cesses. As Rya(t) = VEe~2T1B(S;\(t)) we prove that

Rnt)  fgemmp (s-11) .

nao/2

Note that form formula (C.2) one easily concludes that process B(t) and
S, (t) are independent.

Appendix D
Proof of Theorem 4
First, let us prove the result for OLW process, then by simple modifica-
tion we will prove the corresponding result for LW process.

Let us define the following array of jumps and waiting times correspond-
ing to the considered model

{(Xnis Toi) bnimt = {(n—l/% In (T} + 1),n—1/an)} (D.1)

n,i>1
and sequence of OLWs generated by this array

Ny (t)+1
Ru(t)=n""2 > LIn(T;+1),
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where N, (t) is defined as (A.1) and sequence {I[;};>1 has distribution
P(I;=1)=P(; =-1)= 1.

Let us introduce the sequences of processes corresponding to (D.1)

[nt] [nt]

An(t) =) Xpi,  Ea(t) =) Tni.
i=1 =1

In the next part, based on Theorem 3.2.2 [35], we will show the joint con-
vergence of (A, (t), E,(t)) = ({/Eln? (Ty + 1)B(t), S4(t)) .

Let us observe that array defined in (D.1) satisfy condition (a) of Theo-
rem 3.2.2 [35]. Namely, for any Borel sets B; € B(R\{0}) and By € B(R)
we have that

nP(Xni1 € B1,Tp1 € By) = nP (n*1/211 In(T; + 1) € By,n" VT € BQ>
= n/P <n71/211 In (nl/au +1)e B1> P (nil/aTl € du)
Ba

= n% /]I (n*1/2 In (n'/*u+1)e B1> P <n*1/O‘T1 € du>
Bs

—i—n% /]1 (—n*W In (nV/%u + 1) € B1> P (ml/aTl e du)
By

and based on property (A.2) we have that

nP(X,1 € dxy, Ty € dxa)
= %5(7171/2 In (n1/adx2+1))(dl‘1)np (n_l/aTl S d332)

+%6(n—1/21n (_nl/ad$2+1))(d$1)nP (n_l/aTl € dx2> — 50(d$1)usa (dl‘g) ,
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as n — o0o. As in Appendix C measure v(pg,) is indeed a Lévy measure.
Let us observe that

n / <t,w)2P(Xn71 € dxy, Ty € dxa)

llxll<e

2
= % / (t1n71/2 In (nl/o‘xg + 1) + t2x2>

llz|l<e

X 5(7171/2ln(nl/axﬁl))(da:l)P (nil/aTle dsr:z)

2
+ n / (—tln_l/z In (nl/axg + 1) + tgxg)

2
x|l <e
X 6(—n*1/2ln(nl/ﬂx2+1))(dx1)P (n—l/aT1€ dl‘z)
=n / [tfnil In? (nl/o‘xg + 1) + t%xg] r (nfl/o‘Tl € dxg)

(12 00 oz 1) ) <

=13 In? (nl/o‘wg + 1) P (n_l/aTl IS dmg)

|| (n*l/z ln(nl/a12+1),xg)|‘<5

—i—t% xgnP (nil/aTl e d:r2> = t%C’n,l + t%C’n,g .

H(n—1/2 In(nl/®zy+1),22)| <e

2 po
For arbitrary fixed € and for all n > (ﬁ) * we observe that
2

Cn
_ /1112 (nl/awz 4 1) I <1n2 <n1/0‘x2 + 1) < n2/°‘x§> P <n_1/aT1 € dm)

= /ln2(y + 1)P(Ty € dy) =EIn*(Ty + 1),
and as n — 00

0<Cp2 < / :L'gnP (n_l/aTl € dw2> — const x 27,

r2<E
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Moreover, we have that

n / <t,.’13>P(Xn,1 S d$1,Tn71 € dCCQ)

lxll<e

1
=n 3 / (tln*l/2 In (nl/axg + 1) + tQIg)

llll<e

X 6(77,*1/2 ln(nl/am2+1))(dx1)P (nil/aTl (S dIQ)

1
+§ / <—t1n_1/2 In (nl/axg + 1) +t21‘2)

lll<e

2
X 6(7,”71/21n(nl/am2+1))(dx1)P (nil/aTl S d$2>)

=n toxo P (n_l/o‘Tl S d:l?g)
(172t 1)) <
2

1 9 -1/
=—t;|n zo P (TL T1€d1'2>

n

H(n—1/2 ln(nl/"172+1),172)||<8
2

1, —1/a Lo 1—a\2
< —t3 ZonP (n T, € darg) = —15 (const - £ 7%)" — 0,

n n

Tro<€E

as n — 0o. Therefore, we have

Q(B,Sa)(t) = lil% limsupn / <t,w>2P(Xn71 S da;l,TnJ S d:L’Q)
e~V n—ooo
llzll<e

2

— / <t,iL‘>P(Xn,1 S dxl,TnJ S dJJQ)

lzll<e
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= lim liminfn / (t,x)*P(Xp1 € dx1,Tn1 € dxo)

e—0 n—oo
lz]|<e
2

— / (t,m>P(X 1 € dx1, n,1 € dl’g)
llz|l<e
= ?EIn®*(T; + 1)
1 1 :

We checked that the condition (b) of Theorem 3.2.2 [35] is fulfilled with

Q(B,s.)(t) = t?EIn?(Ty +1). This fact implies that (A, (1), E,(1)) BN

< En®(Ty + 1)B(1), Sa(1)>, so by Theorem 4.1 [36] we can conclude the

following joint convergence (A, (t), En(t)) = ( E1n?(T, 4+ 1)B(t), Sa(t)>.

As a result of Theorem 3.6 [25], we have that Rya(t) = VEe~ I p( SIL@)).
We can easily check that Npa(t) = N(nt) (see A.5) and that Rna(t) =
R(nt) /n®/? (see C.3) and therefore we obtain that sequences Rya(t) and
R(nt)/n/? have the same limiting processes.

As Rpa(t) = \/EIn(Ty 4 1)B(S;(t)) we prove that

R(nt)

7 Eln®(Ty +1)B(S;'(t)).

The proof of the corresponding result for LW process has similar struc-
ture to the proof of OLW part. The main difference comes from the fact
that LW process has different counting process than OLW process. For the
array defined in (D.1) let us define corresponding sequence of LWs

N (t)
Ru(t) =n""? > LIn(Ti +1),
=1

where N,,(t) is defined as (A.1). Since the following holds N(nt) = Npa(t)
we can derive analogously to (C.3) that Rye(t) = R(nt)/n®/?. Therefore,
sequences Rya (t) = R(nt)/n®/? have the same limiting processes. By analo-
gous calculations as in the OLW case, we find the limiting process of sequence
Ryo(t). Namely, it follows from the proof of OLW part that the sequences
A, (t) and E,(t) corresponding to (D.1) converge jointly (A, (t), En(t)) =

(1/Eln? (T} + 1)B(t), So(t)). Finally, using Theorem 3.6 [25] we have the
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following result Rya(t) = y/EIn*(Ty +1)B(S;'(t)) as the processes B and

S 1 are continuous. Therefore, since R(nt)/n®? and R, (t) have the same

limiting process, we prove our statement

}igg) N \/WB((S;W))-

Note that the Lévy measure v(p g,) is of the same form as in formula (C.2)
and similarly one concludes the independence of process B(t) and S, ().
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