arXiv:0806.2780v3 [math.PR] 25 Sep 2009

The Annals of Probability 2009, Vol. 37, No. 5, 2042–2065 DOI: 10.1214/09-AOP455 © Institute of Mathematical Statistics, 2009

STATIONARY MAX-STABLE FIELDS ASSOCIATED TO NEGATIVE DEFINITE FUNCTIONS

By Zakhar Kabluchko, Martin Schlather and Laurens de Haan

University of Göttingen, University of Göttingen and Erasmus University Rotterdam

Let Wi, i ∈ N, be independent copies of a zero-mean Gaussian process {W (t), t ∈ R^d } with stationary increments and variance σ^2(t). Independently of Wi, let ∑_∞ i=1 δU_i be a Poisson point process on the real line with intensity e^{−y} dy. We show that the law of the random family of functions {Vi(·), i ∈ N}, where Vi(t) = Ui + Wi(t) − σ^2(t)/2, is translation invariant. In particular, the process η(t) = ⋁_∞ i=1 Vi(t) is a stationary max-stable process with standard Gumbel margins. The process η arises as a limit of a suitably normalized and rescaled pointwise maximum of n i.i.d. stationary Gaussian processes as n → ∞ if and only if W is a (nonisotropic) fractional Brownian motion on R^d . Under suitable conditions on W , the process η has a mixed moving maxima representation.

1. Introduction. A stochastic process {η(t), t ∈ R^d } is called max-stable if, for any n ∈ N, the process { ⋁_n k=1 η_k(t), t ∈ R^d } has the same law as {η(t) + log n, t ∈ R^d }, where η_1, . . . , η_n are independent copies of η. It follows from this definition that the marginal distributions of η are of the form P[η(t) ≤ x] = exp(−e^{−x+b(t)}) and, more generally, the finite-dimensional distributions of η are multivariate max-stable distributions of Gumbel type [26]. Maxstable processes have been studied in [8, 10, 12, 16, 29] and [9], Part III. Note that it is common to consider max-stable processes with Fréchet (rather than Gumbel) marginals, so most authors work with the process e^η instead of η.

A general description of stationary max-stable processes in terms of nonsingular flows on measure spaces was given in [12]. A usual approach to constructing examples of such processes is to use some sort of moving maxima (or, more generally, mixed moving maxima) representation; see [11, 14,

Received June 2008; revised January 2009.

AMS 2000 subject classifications. Primary 60G70; secondary 60G15. Key words and phrases. Stationary max-stable processes, Gaussian processes, Poisson point processes, extremes.

This is an electronic reprint of the original article published by the Institute of Mathematical Statistics in The Annals of Probability, 2009, Vol. 37, No. 5, 2042–2065. This reprint differs from the original in pagination and typographic detail. 1

2 Z. KABLUCHKO, M. SCHLATHER AND L. DE HAAN

27, 31]. Another family of examples, based on stationary random processes, was given in [27]. Contrary to the mixed moving maxima processes, which were shown to be mixing in [30], this family entails a nonvanishing largedistance dependence within the max-stable process.

In this paper, we are mainly interested in a remarkable stationary maxstable process constructed by Brown and Resnick in [4]. Let us recall part of their result (see also Section 9.8 in [9] for the two-sided version given here).

Theorem 1. Let W_i, i ∈ N, be independent copies of a standard Brownian motion {W (t), t ∈ R} and, independently of W_i, let ∑_∞ i=1 δ_{Ui} be a Poisson point process on R with intensity e^{−y} dy. Then, the process η(t) = ∞⋁ i=1 (U_i + W_i(t) − |t|/2) (1) is a stationary max-stable process with standard Gumbel margins.

A natural question arises as to whether further stationary max-stable processes can be constructed by replacing, in the above construction, the drifted Brownian motion W (t) − |t|/2 by other stochastic processes. Thus, we are interested in stochastic processes {ξ(t), t ∈ R^d } having the property that the process η(t) = ⋁_∞ i=1(U_i + ξ_i(t)) is stationary, where U_i, i ∈ N, are as above and ξ_i, i ∈ N, are independent copies of ξ. We call such processes ξ Brown–Resnick stationary; see Section 2 for a more precise definition. In [4], two different proofs of Theorem 1 were given. One of them is based on the fact that e^{−y} dy is an invariant measure for the Brownian motion with drift −1/2 and can be extended to show that some classes of processes with Markov property are Brown–Resnick stationary; see [5, 30]. The other proof, which uses the connection with the extreme-value theory of Gaussian processes, will be discussed later in Sections 6 and 8.

We are going to show that any Gaussian process with stationary increments becomes Brown–Resnick stationary after subtracting an appropriate drift term. Recall that a random process {W (t), t ∈ R^d } is said to have stationary increments if the law of {W (t + t_0) − W (t_0), t ∈ R^d } does not depend on the choice of t_0 ∈ R^d . If W is a Gaussian process with stationary increments (always supposed to have zero mean), then its law is completely characterized by what we shall call the variogram

γ(t) = E (W (t + t_0) − W (t_0))^2, t ∈ R^d ,

and the variance σ^2(t) = Var W (t). It is well known that a function γ : R^d → [0, ∞) with γ(0) = 0 is a variogram of some Gaussian process with stationary increments if and only if it is negative definite. The latter condition means that γ(−t) = γ(t) for every t ∈ R^d and ∑_n i,j=1 aiajγ(ti − tj) ≤ 0 for every

STATIONARY MAX-STABLE FIELDS 3

t_1, . . . , t_n ∈ R^d and a_1, . . . , a_n ∈ R satisfying ∑_n i=1 a_i = 0; see [2] for more on negative definite functions. Examples of Gaussian processes with stationary increments are provided by, for example, stationary Gaussian processes, their integrals (if d = 1) and fractional (Lévy) Brownian motions, the latter being characterized by W (0) = 0 and γ(t) = ‖t‖^α for some α ∈ (0, 2]. Here, ‖t‖ denotes the Euclidean norm of the vector t.

Theorem 2. Let W_i, i ∈ N, be independent copies of a Gaussian process {W (t), t ∈ R^d } with stationary increments, variance σ^2(t) and variogram γ(t). Independently of W_i, let ∑_∞ i=1 δ_{Ui} be a Poisson point process on R with intensity e^{−y} dy. The process η(t) = ∞⋁ i=1 (U_i + W_i(t) − σ^2(t)/2) (2) is then a stationary max-stable process with standard Gumbel margins. The law of η depends only on the variogram γ.

The process η defined above will be called the Brown–Resnick process associated to the variogram γ. If γ(t) = |t| [i.e., if the corresponding Gaussian process W , under W (0) = 0, is a standard Brownian motion], then we recover the process of Theorem 1, originally considered in [4]. The Brown–Resnick process corresponding to the variogram γ(t_1, . . . , t_d) = |t_1| + · · · + |t_d| was used as a model of extreme spatial rainfall in [6] and [13]. Another natural class of random processes, having the advantage of being isotropic, can be obtained by taking γ(t) = ‖t‖^α, t ∈ R^d , for some α ∈ (0, 2]. If α = 2, the corresponding drifted Gaussian process W (t) − σ^2(t)/2 is a “random parabola” of the form W (t) = ⟨t, N⟩ − ‖t‖^2/2, where the random vector N has the standard Gaussian distribution on R^d and we recover a process introduced in [15] and [17]; see also [11]. If γ is bounded, then the process W can be chosen to be stationary (after changing the variance and without changing the variogram; see, e.g., Proposition 7.13 in [2]) and η belongs to the class of max-stable processes considered in Theorem 2 of [27].

Different Gaussian processes with stationary increments may have the same variogram. For example, let {W (t), t ∈ R} be a standard Brownian motion and let f ∈ L^2(R). The process W_f (t) = W (t) + ∫ R f(s) dW (s) then has the same variogram γ(t) = |t| as W and it is not difficult to see that the laws of W_f and W_g coincide if and only if f = g a.s. The fact that different processes with the same variogram lead to the same η is quite surprising, even in the particular case mentioned above.

The Brown–Resnick processes defined in Theorem 2 have no a priori connection to mixed moving maxima processes mentioned at the beginning of the paper. It was asked in [30] if the original Brown–Resnick process corresponding to γ(t) = |t| has a representation as a mixed moving maxima

4 Z. KABLUCHKO, M. SCHLATHER AND L. DE HAAN

process. We shall show in Section 5 that the answer is affirmative. More generally, it will be shown that the Brown–Resnick process corresponding to a Gaussian process W with stationary increments has a mixed moving maxima representation provided that lim_{‖t‖→∞}(W (t) − σ^2(t)/2) = −∞ a.s.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the notion of Brown–Resnick stationarity. In Section 3, we prove a general criterion which allows one to decide whether a given random process ξ has the property of Brown–Resnick stationarity in terms of the Laplace transform of the finite-dimensional distributions of ξ. This criterion is then used in Section 4 to prove Theorem 2. In Section 5, we show that Brown–Resnick processes of Theorem 2 have a mixed moving maxima representation under some conditions on the variogram γ. In Sections 6 and 7, we study, generalizing [4], extremes of a large number of independent Gaussian processes. An alternative proof of Theorem 2, in the case W (0) = 0, is given in Section 8.

Remark 3. Two objects will appear frequently in our considerations: the Poisson point process ∑_∞ i=1 δ_{Ui} with intensity e^{−y} dy on R and the standard Gumbel distribution exp(−e^{−y}), which is the distribution of max_{i∈N} U_i. The transformation y → e^y allows us to switch from Gumbel to the more common Fréchet notation. That is, if Y is a random variable with standard Gumbel distribution, then Z = e^Y has standard Fréchet distribution, meaning that P[Z ≤ z] = exp(−1/z), z > 0. Further, ∑_∞ i=1 δ_eU_i is a Poisson point process on (0, ∞) with intensity dz/z^2. Thus, if η is a max-stable process, as defined at the beginning of the paper, then the process e^η is max-stable in the usual sense [8].

2. Brown–Resnick stationarity property. Let ξ_i, i ∈ N, be independent copies of a random process {ξ(t), t ∈ R^d } satisfying

E e^{ξ(t)} < ∞ for all t ∈ R^d . (3) Further, let ∑_∞ i=1 δ_{Ui} be a Poisson point process on R with intensity e^{−y} dy, independent of the family ξ_i, i ∈ N. Define a process {η(t), t ∈ R^d } by η(t) = ∞⋁ i=1 (U_i + ξ_i(t)). (4) The process η is necessarily max-stable [8]. To give a short proof of this fact, let η_1, . . . , η_n be independent copies of η, constructed by starting with ∑_∞ i=1 δ_{Ui,k} , k = 1, . . . , n, and ξ_{i,k}, i ∈ N, k = 1, . . . , n, all objects being independent. The superposition ∑_n k=1 ∑_∞ i=1 δ_{Ui,k} is then a Poisson point process on R with intensity ne^{−y} dy = e^{−(y−log n)} dy. Hence, ∑_n k=1 ∑_∞ i=1 δ_{Ui,k−log n} has the law of the Poisson point process with intensity e^{−y} dy. So, the process ⋁_n k=1 η_k − log n has the same law as η, which proves the max-stability of η.

STATIONARY MAX-STABLE FIELDS 5

By [8], the converse is also true: any stochastically continuous max-stable process η is of the form (4) for some process ξ. The finite-dimensional distributions of η were computed in [8]: given t_1, . . . , t_n ∈ R^d and y_1, . . . , y_n ∈ R, we have

P[η(t_1) ≤ y_1, . . . , η(t_n) ≤ y_n] = exp { −E exp max_{i=1,...,n}(ξ(t_i) − y_i) } . (5) In particular, condition (3) ensures that for every t ∈ R^d , η(t) is finite a.s. We are interested in processes ξ leading to a stationary process η.

Definition 4. A stochastic process {ξ(t), t ∈ R^d } satisfying (3) is called Brown–Resnick stationary if the process η defined in (4) is stationary.

It is trivial that every stationary process satisfying (3) is Brown–Resnick stationary. However, the converse is not true: by a result of [4], the nonstationary process ξ(t) = W (t) − |t|/2, where {W (t), t ∈ R} is a standard Brownian motion, is Brown–Resnick stationary. The next proposition gives an equivalent, but perhaps more natural, version of Definition 4.

Proposition 5. A process {ξ(t), t ∈ R^d } which satisfies (3) is Brown– Resnick stationary if and only if ∑_∞ i=1 δ_{Ui+ξi(·)} is a translation invariant Poisson point process on the space E = R^{Rd} .

Before we can start the proof, we need to introduce some notation. We endow E = R^{Rd} , the space of real-valued functions on R^d , with the product σ-algebra B(E) generated by the finite-dimensional cylinder sets, that is, by the sets of the form C_{t1,...,tn} (B) = {f : R^d → R : (f(t_1), . . . , f(t_n)) ∈ B}, (6) where t_1, . . . , t_n ∈ R^d and B is a Borel set in R^n . If the processes ξ_i have continuous sample paths, then E = C(R^d ), the space of continuous functions, could be considered as well. Let M(E) be the space of all measures on E which have the form μ = ∑_∞ i=1 δ_{fi} for some f_i ∈ E and which are locally finite [i.e., finite on all cylinder sets of the form (6) with bounded B]. We endow M(E) with the σ-algebra B(M(E)) generated by the maps F_{t1 ,...,tn;B} : M(E) → N_0 ∪ {∞}, μ → μ(C_{t1,...,tn} (B)). A point process on E is a random variable Θ : Ω → M(E), defined on some probability space Ω and taking values in M(E). Also, recall (see [19, 26]) that for a locally finite measure Λ on E, a Poisson point process with intensity Λ is a point process Θ : Ω → M(E) such that Θ(·)(A) ∼ Poiss(Λ(A)) for each A ∈ B(E), Λ(A) < ∞, and the random variables Θ(·)(A_i), i ∈ N, are independent provided A_i ∈ B(E) are disjoint.

6 Z. KABLUCHKO, M. SCHLATHER AND L. DE HAAN

We define a family of operators T_h : M(E) → M(E), h ∈ R^d , as follows: for μ = ∑_∞ i=1 δ_{fi} ∈ M(E), we define T_h(μ) = ∑_∞ i=1 δ_{fi(·+h)}. A point process on E is called translation invariant if its distribution, viewed as a probability measure on M(E), is invariant with respect to the family T_h. A measure Λ on the space E is called translation invariant if, for every A ∈ B(E) and every h ∈ R^d , we have Λ(A) = Λ({f(· + h) : f ∈ A}). A Poisson point process Θ on E is translation invariant if and only if its intensity measure Λ is translation invariant.

Proof of Proposition 5. Let P_ξ be the law of ξ on the space E = R^{Rd} . Define a map π : R × E → E by π(U, ξ(·)) = U + ξ(·) and let Λ be the pushforward of the measure e^{−y} dy × dP_ξ by the map π [i.e., for A ∈ B(E), define Λ(A) = ∫ π^{−1}(A) e −y dy × dP_ξ ]. We show that condition (3) implies that the measure Λ is locally finite. To this end, take t ∈ R^d and let A_{t,k} = {f ∈ E : f(t) > k}, k ∈ Z. Then, Λ(A_{t,k}) = ∫ R e^{−y}P[ξ(t) > k − y] dy = e^{−k} ∫ R e^zP[ξ(t) > z] dz, which is finite, by (3). Since any bounded cylinder set is contained in some A_{t,k}, the measure Λ is locally finite. Since ⋃ k∈ZA_k = E, the measure Λ is σ-finite.

The random measure ∑_∞ i=1 δ_{(Ui,ξi(·))} may be viewed as a Poisson point process on R × E with intensity e^{−y} dy × dP_ξ . Therefore, by a general mapping theorem (see [19]), ∑_∞ i=1 δ_{Ui+ξi(·)} is a Poisson point process on E with intensity measure Λ. Given t_1, . . . , t_n ∈ R^d , y_1, . . . , y_n ∈ R and denoting B = R^n \ ×^n_{j=1}(−∞, y_j], we have P[η(t_1) ≤ y_1, . . . , η(t_n) ≤ y_n] = P[∄i ∈ N : U_i + ξ_i(·) ∈ C_{t1,...,tn} (B)] (7) = exp(−Λ(C_{t1,...,tn} (B))). Now, suppose that the point process ∑_∞ i=1 δ_{Ui+ξi(·)} is translation invariant.

It follows that its intensity measure Λ is translation invariant. Equation (7) then implies that the process η is stationary. Conversely, if η is stationary, then, again using (7), we obtain that Λ(C_{t1+h,...,tn+h}(B)) = Λ(C_{t1,...,tn} (B)) for every set B of the form R^n \ ×^n_{j=1}(−∞, y_j] and every h ∈ R^d . The translation invariance of Λ follows from this, using uniqueness of extension of measures and the σ-finiteness of Λ. □

STATIONARY MAX-STABLE FIELDS 7

3. A general stationarity criterion. In this section, we prove a general criterion for the Brown–Resnick stationarity of a given process in terms of Laplace transforms of its finite-dimensional distributions. Let {ξ(t), t ∈ R^d } be a random process satisfying (3). For t_1, . . . , t_n ∈ R^d , denote by P_{t1 ,...,tn} the distribution of the random vector (ξ(t_1), . . . , ξ(t_n)). An application of Hölder’s inequality shows that the Laplace transform of the measure P_{t1 ,...,tn} , defined by φ_{t1,...,tn} (u_1, . . . , u_n) = ∫ R^n e^{u1x1+···+unxn} dP_{t1 ,...,tn} (x_1, . . . , x_n), is finite provided u_i ∈ [0, 1], ∑_n i=1 u_i ≤ 1.

Proposition 6. A random process {ξ(t), t ∈ R^d } satisfying the moment condition (3) is Brown–Resnick stationary if and only if φ_{t1,...,tn} (u_1, . . . , u_n) = φ_{t1 +h,...,tn+h}(u_1, . . . , u_n) (8) for every h, t_1, . . . , t_n ∈ R^d and any u_1, . . . , u_n ∈ [0, 1] satisfying ∑_n i=1 u_i = 1.

We need the following lemma on the uniqueness of the Laplace transform.

Lemma 7. Let μ_1 and μ_2 be two finite measures on R^n with Laplace transforms ψ_1(t) = ∫ R^n e ⟨t,s⟩ dμ 1(s) and ψ_2(t) = ∫ R^n e ⟨t,s⟩ dμ 2(s) such that ψ_1 and ψ_2 are finite and equal on some open set D ⊂ R^n . Then, μ_1 = μ_2.

Proof. If ψ_1 and ψ_2 are finite on D, then they are finite on the complexification of D, that is, on the set D^c = {t ∈ C^n : Re t ∈ D}. Since ψ_1 and ψ_2 are analytic functions coinciding on D, they must coincide on D^c. Let t_0 ∈ D. Then, s → ψ_1(t_0 + is) is the characteristic function of the finite measure e^{⟨t0 ,·⟩} dμ_1(·). Now, ψ_1(t_0 + is) = ψ_2(t_0 + is) and the fact that a finite measure is uniquely determined by its characteristic function together imply that e^{⟨t0 ,·⟩} dμ_1(·) = e^{⟨t0 ,·⟩} dμ_2(·). Hence, μ_1 = μ_2. □

Proof of Proposition 6. We use the notation of the previous section. Our goal is to show that the intensity measure Λ is translation invariant if and only if (8) holds. For a set B ⊂ R^n and x ∈ R, let B + x = B + (x, x, . . . , x). For a cylinder set C_{t1,...,tn} (B) [recall (6)], we have Λ(C_{t1 ,...,tn} (B)) = ∫ R e^xP_{t1,...,tn} (B + x) dx = ∫ R ∫ R^n e^x1_{B+x}(y_1, . . . , y_n) dP_{t1 ,...,tn} (y_1, . . . , y_n) dx

8 Z. KABLUCHKO, M. SCHLATHER AND L. DE HAAN = ∫ R ∫ R^n e^{y1} e^{x−y1} 1_{B+x−y1} (0, y_2 − y_1, . . . , y_n − y_1) dP_{t1 ,...,tn} (y_1, . . . , y_n) dx = ∫ R ∫ R^n e^{y1} e^z1_{B+z}(0, y_2 − y_1, . . . , y_n − y_1) dP_{t1 ,...,tn} (y_1, . . . , y_n) dz. Consider a measure μ_{t1,...,tn} on R^n , defined on Borel sets A ⊂ R^n by μ_{t1,...,tn} (A) = ∫ R^n e^{y1} 1_A(0, y_2 − y_1, . . . , y_n − y_1) dP_{t1 ,...,tn} (y_1, . . . , y_n). Note that, by (3), we have μ_{t1,...,tn} (A) ≤ E e^{ξ(t1 )} < ∞ and therefore the measure μ_{t1,...,tn} is finite. The measure μ_{t1,...,tn} may be viewed as a type of exponentially weighted projection of the measure P_{t1 ,...,tn} onto the (n − 1)- dimensional hyperplane {(x_i)^n_{i=1} ∈ R^n : x_1 = 0}. We have Λ(C_{t1,...,tn} (B)) = ∫ R e^zμ_{t1,...,tn} (B + z) dz. (9) The Laplace transform of μ_{t1,...,tn} is given by ψ_{t1 ,...,tn} (u_1, . . . , u_n) = ∫ R^n e^{y1} e^{u2(y2−y1)+···+un(yn−y1)} dP_{t1 ,...,tn} (y_1, . . . , y_n) (10) = ∫ R^n e^{y1(1−} ∑_n i=2 u_i)+y_2u_2+···+y_nu_n dP t_1 ,...,t_n (y1, . . . , yn) = φ_{t1,...,tn} ( 1 − n∑ i=2 u_i, u_2, . . . , u_n ) , where φ_{t1,...,tn} is the Laplace transform of the measure P_{t1,...,tn} . Note that ψ_{t1 ,...,tn} does not depend on u_1.

Now, suppose that (8) holds. We then obtain ψ_{t1,...,tn} (u_1, . . . , u_n) = ψ_{t1 +h,...,tn+h}(u_1, . . . , u_n) (11) provided that u_i ∈ [0, 1], ∑_n i=2 u_i ≤ 1, which, by Lemma 7, implies that μ_{t1,...,tn} = μ_{t1+h,...,tn+h} and hence, by (9), Λ(C_{t1 +h,...,tn+h}(B)) = Λ(C_{t1,...,tn} (B)). (12) This proves the translation invariance of Λ on the semi-ring of the cylinder sets. Using the theorem on the uniqueness of the extension of measures and the fact that Λ is σ-finite, we obtain the translation invariance of Λ on the whole σ-algebra B(E).

Now, suppose that Λ is translation invariant. It follows that (12) holds and thus, using (9), ∫ R e^zμ_{t1,...,tn} (B + z) dz = ∫ R e^zμ_{t1+h,...,tn+h}(B + z) dz

STATIONARY MAX-STABLE FIELDS 9

for every Borel set B ⊂ R^n and every h, t_1, . . . , t_n ∈ R^d . Since the measure μ_{t1,...,tn} is concentrated on the hyperplane {(x_i)^n_{i=1} ∈ R^n : x_1 = 0}, it follows that, actually, μ_{t1,...,tn} = μ_{t1+h,...,tn+h}. By considering the Laplace transforms, we obtain that (11) holds, from which (8) follows. This completes the proof. □

As an immediate consequence of the above proposition, we obtain the following nontrivial corollaries:

Corollary 8. Let {ξ^′(t), t ∈ R^d } and {ξ^{′′}(t), t ∈ R^d } be two independent processes, both having the Brown–Resnick stationarity property. The process ξ^′ + ξ^{′′} is then also Brown–Resnick stationary.

Corollary 9. Let {ξ_1(t), t ∈ R^{d1} } and {ξ_2(t), t ∈ R^{d2} } be independent Brown–Resnick stationary processes. The process {ξ(t_1, t_2), (t_1, t_2) ∈ R^{d1 +d2} } defined by ξ(t_1, t_2) = ξ_1(t_1) + ξ_2(t_2) is then Brown–Resnick stationary.

4. Max-stable processes associated to variograms.

Theorem 10. Let {W (t), t ∈ R^d } be a Gaussian process with stationary increments and variance σ^2(t). The process ξ(t) = W (t) − σ^2(t)/2 is then Brown–Resnick stationary.

Proof. Recall our standing assumption E (W (t)) = 0. It follows from the definition of the variogram γ(t) = E (W (t) − W (0))^2 that we have

Cov(W (t), W (s)) = σ^2(t)/2 + σ^2(s)/2 − γ(t − s)/2.

We are going to apply Proposition 6 to ξ(t). Note that E e^{ξ(t)} = 1, which shows that (3) is satisfied. We need to prove that (8) holds. The distribution P_{t1 ,...,tn} of the random vector (ξ(t_1), . . . , ξ(t_n)) is a multivariate Gaussian distribution whose expectation vector (μ_i)_{i=1,...,n} and covariance matrix (σ_{ij} )_{i,j=1,...,n} are given, respectively, by

μ_i = −σ^2(t_i)/2 and σ_{ij} = σ^2(t_i)/2 + σ^2(t_j )/2 − γ(t_i − t_j )/2.

(13)

The Laplace transform of P_{t1,...,tn} is given by φ_{t1,...,tn} (u_1, . . . , u_n) = exp (_n ∑ i=1 μ_iu_i + 1 2 n∑ i,j=1 σ_{ij}u_iu_j ) . (14)

Let u_1, . . . , u_n ∈ [0, 1] satisfy ∑_n i=1 u_i = 1. By substituting u_1 = 1 − ∑_n i=2 u_i into (14) and using (13), we obtain that

φ_{t1 ,...,tn} (u_1, . . . , u_n) = exp(L +^1_2 Q),

(15)

10 Z. KABLUCHKO, M. SCHLATHER AND L. DE HAAN

where L = L_{t1,...,tn} (u_2, . . . , u_n) and Q = Q_{t1,...,tn} (u_2, . . . , u_n) are the linear part and the quadratic part, respectively (the constant term is easily seen to be zero). The linear part is given by L = n∑ i=2 (μ_i − μ_1 + σ_{1i} − σ_{11})u_i = − 1 2 n∑ i=2 γ(t_i − t_1)u_i.

(16)

The quadratic part is easily seen to be Q = n∑ i,j=2 (σ_{ij} − σ_{1i} − σ_{1j} + σ_{11})u_iu_j

(17) = 1 2 n∑ i,j=2 (γ(t_i − t_1) + γ(t_j − t_1) − γ(t_j − t_i))u_iu_j.

Thus, both terms L and Q do not change if one replaces t_1, . . . , t_n by t_1 + h, . . . , t_n + h. Hence, (8) holds and the proof is complete. □

Proposition 11. Let W^′ and W^{′′} be two Gaussian processes with stationary increments, having the same variogram γ(t) and possibly different variances σ^{′2}(t) and σ^{′′2}(t). Let Λ^′ (resp., Λ^{′′}) be the intensity of the Poisson point process constructed as in Section 2 with ξ replaced by W^′ − σ^{′2}/2 (resp., W^{′′} − σ^{′′2}/2). Then, Λ^′ = Λ^{′′}.

Proof. Formulas (15), (16) and (17) of the previous proof show that φ^′_{t1 ,...,tn} = φ^{′′}_{t1,...,tn} , which, by (10), implies that ψ^′_{t1 ,...,tn} = ψ^{′′}_{t1 ,...,tn} . Here, all objects marked with^′ (resp.,^{′′}) correspond to W^′ (resp., W^{′′}). Lemma 7 yields μ^′_{t1,...,tn} = μ^{′′}_{t1,...,tn} . Now, (9) shows that for every cylinder set C_{t1,...,tn} (B), we have Λ^′(C_{t1 ,...,tn} (B)) = Λ^{′′}(C_{t1 ,...,tn} (B)). To finish the proof, use the σ-finiteness of Λ^′ and Λ^{′′}. □

Remark 12. Given a Gaussian process W with stationary increments, it will often be convenient to replace it by the process W̃ (t) = W (t) − W (0) having the same variogram γ as W and W̃ (0) = 0. Note that the variance of the process W̃ is given by σ̃^2(t) = γ(t).

Proof of Theorem 2. The stationarity of η follows from Theorem 10, whereas the max-stability was proven in the discussion following (4). The fact that η(t) is standard Gumbel for each t ∈ R^d follows from (5). Finally, the last claim of the theorem follows from Proposition 11. □

STATIONARY MAX-STABLE FIELDS 11

Proposition 13. If all Gaussian processes in Theorem 2 have continuous sample paths, then the process η is also sample-continuous.

Proof. Let K ⊂ R^d be bounded. We use the notation ξ(t) = W (t) − σ^2(t)/2 and ξ_i(t) = W_i(t) − σ^2(t)/2. First, we show that for every k ∈ Z, the random set

I_k = { i ∈ N : sup_{t∈K} (U_i + ξ_i(t)) > k }

is a.s. finite. Indeed, the cardinality of I_k is Poisson distributed with some (maybe infinite) intensity λ_k. We have

λ_k = ∫_∞ −∞ e^{−z}P [ sup_{t∈K} ξ(t) > k − z ] dz ≤ 1 + ∫_∞ 0 e^zP [ sup_{t∈K} ξ(t) > k + z ] dz. Since the process ξ is Gaussian with continuous paths, a result of [20] (or see Corollary 3.2 of [22]) states that E exp{ε(sup_{t∈K} ξ(t))^2} < ∞ for some small ε > 0. Hence, λ_k < ∞ and, consequently, I_k is finite a.s.

We now show that η is continuous a.s. Let A_k, k ∈ Z, be the random event inf_{t∈K} (U_1 + ξ_1(t)) > k. Note that P[ ⋃ k∈ZA_k] = 1. If, say, A_k occurs, then η(t) = ⋁ i∈I_k∪{1} (U_i + ξ_i(t)), t ∈ K. It follows that η, being a pointwise maximum of a finite number of continuous functions, is itself continuous. □

5. Representation as mixed moving maxima process. We are now going to show that under some conditions on the underlying variogram γ, the Brown–Resnick process η has a representation as a mixed moving maxima process. First, we recall a definition of mixed moving maxima processes as given in [27, 30]; see also [14, 29, 31]. Let {F (t), t ∈ R^d } be a measurable process and suppose that E ∫ R^d e F (t)dt < ∞. Let ∑∞ i=1 δ_{(ti ,yi)} be a Poisson point process on R^d × R with intensity e^{−y} dt dy (dt is the Lebesgue measure on R^d ) and let F_i, i ∈ N, be independent copies of F . A process of the form η(t) = ∞⋁ i=1 (F_i(t − t_i) + y_i), t ∈ R^d ,

is called a mixed moving maxima process. It is convenient to think of F_i as a random mark attached to the point (t_i, y_i). The process η is stationary and max-stable; its finite-dimensional distributions are given by

P[η(s_1) ≤ z_1, . . . , η(s_n) ≤ z_n] = exp { −E ∫ R^d exp max j=1,...,n (F (s_j − t) − z_j) dt } , where s_1, . . . , s_n ∈ R^d , z_1, . . . , z_n ∈ R and E denotes the expectation with respect to the law of F (see, e.g., [29]).

12 Z. KABLUCHKO, M. SCHLATHER AND L. DE HAAN

Theorem 14. Let {W (t), t ∈ R^d } be a sample-continuous Gaussian process with stationary increments and variance σ^2(t). Suppose that lim ‖t‖→∞ (W (t) − σ^2(t)/2) = −∞ a.s.

(18)

The Brown–Resnick process η defined in Theorem 2 then has a representation as a mixed moving maxima process.

Proof. Recall that ∑_∞ i=1 δ_{Ui} is a Poisson point process on R with intensity e^{−y} dy and W_i, i ∈ N, are independent copies of W . The idea of the proof is to look at the random path W_i(t) − σ^2(t)/2, not from its starting point corresponding to t = 0, but rather from its top point. Let us be more precise.

Condition (18) implies that we may define a triple (T, M, F ) ∈ R^d × R × C(R^d ) by M = sup_{t∈R}d (W (t) − σ^2(t)/2), T = inf{t ∈ R^d : W (t) − σ^2(t)/2 = M} (the “inf” is understood in, e.g., the lexicographic sense) and F (t) = W (t + T ) − σ^2(t + T )/2 − M . So, (T, M) are the coordinates of the top of the path W (t) − σ^2(t)/2, whereas F (t) is the path itself, as viewed from its top. Let M_i, T_i and F_i be defined analogously, with W replaced by W_i. Define a measurable transformation π : R × C(R^d ) → R^d × R × C(R^d ) by mapping a pair (U, W ) ∈ R ×C(R^d ) to the triple (T, U +M, F ) ∈ R^d ×R × C(R^d ). Note that ∑_∞ i=1 δ_{(Ui,Wi)} is a Poisson point process on R × C(R^d ) with intensity e^{−y} dy × dP_W , where P_W is the law of W on C(R^d ). Therefore, by the mapping theorem for Poisson point processes (see, e.g., [19]), we obtain that ∑_∞ i=1 δ_{(Ti,Ui+Mi,Fi)} is a Poisson point process on R^d × R × C(R^d ) whose intensity measure Ψ is given by

Ψ(A) = ∫ π^{−1}(A) e^{−y} dy × dP_W = ∫ R e^{−y}P[(T, M + y, F ) ∈ A] dy, (19)

where A denotes a Borel subset of R^d × R × C(R^d ).

We claim that the measure Ψ has natural invariance properties. First, it follows from (19) that for every z ∈ R, we have

Ψ(A + (0, z, 0)) = ∫ R e^{−y}P[(T, M + y, F ) ∈ A + (0, z, 0)] dy = ∫ R e^{−y}P[(T, M + (y − z), F ) ∈ A] dy = ∫ R e^{−(y+z)}P[(T, M + y, F ) ∈ A] dy = e^{−z}Ψ(A).

STATIONARY MAX-STABLE FIELDS 13

Second, Theorem 10 and Proposition 5 imply that Ψ(A+(t, 0, 0)) = Ψ(A) for every t ∈ R^d . To see this, note that the collection {(T_i, U_i +M_i, F_i), i ∈ N} can be obtained from the collection {U_i + W_i(·) − σ^2(·), i ∈ N}, viewed as a translation invariant Poisson point process on C(R^d ), by a measurable transformation, which commutes with spatial translations. Furthermore, note that

Ψ([0, 1]^d × [0, 1] × C(R^d )) ≤ ∫ R e^{−y}P [ sup t∈[0,1]^d W (t) ≥ −y ] dy is finite by the same argument (based on [20]) as in the proof of Proposition 13. We now show that the above invariance properties imply a producttype representation for Ψ. Take a measurable set A ⊂ C(R^d ) and consider a measure Ψ_A on R^d × R, defined as follows: for B ⊂ R^d × R, we set Ψ_A(B) = ∫ B×A e^y dΨ(t, y, F ). By the above, the measure Ψ_A is translation invariant and Ψ_A([0, 1]^d × [0, 1]) < ∞. It follows that Ψ_A is a multiple of the Lebesgue measure and hence we may write dΨ_A = Q(A) dt dy for some finite constant Q(A). Further, A → Q(A) defines a finite measure on C(R^d ). Introducing the normalized measure Q^′ = Q/c, where c = Q(C(R^d )), we may write dΨ in the form ce^{−y} dt dy × dQ^′ .

We are ready to finish the proof. The Brown–Resnick process of Theorem 2 may be written as η(t) = ∞⋁ i=1 (U_i + W_i(t) − σ^2(t)/2) = ∞⋁ i=1 (F^∗_i (t − t^∗_i ) + y^∗_i ),

where F^∗_i (·) = F_i(·) + log c, t^∗_i = T_i and y^∗_i = U_i + M_i − log c. We claim that this gives the required mixed moving maxima representation of η. First, recall that ∑_∞ i=1 δ_{(Ti ,Ui+Mi,Fi)} is a Poisson point process on R^d × R × C(R^d ) with intensity dΨ = ce^{−y} dt dy × dQ^′ . It follows that ∑_∞ i=1 δ_{(t}∗_{i ,y}∗_{i ,F} ∗_{i )} is a Poisson point process on the same space with intensity e^{−y} dt dy × dQ^∗ , where Q^∗ is the law of F + log c for F ∼ Q^′ . Thus, ∑_∞ i=1 δ_{(t}∗_{i ,y}∗_{i )} is a Poisson point process on R^d × R with intensity e^{−y} dt dy, whereas F^∗_i may be viewed as a random mark sampled independently of (t^∗_i , y^∗_i ) according to the probability measure Q^∗ , as required. □

Remark 15. In the case d = 1, it follows from Corollary 2.4 of [23] that condition (18) is satisfied whenever lim inf_{t→∞} γ(t)/ log t > 8.

6. Maxima of independent Gaussian processes. It was shown by Brown and Resnick [4] that a suitably normalized and spatially rescaled maximum of n independent Brownian motions or Ornstein–Uhlenbeck processes converges, as n → ∞, to the process η of Theorem 1. Some related results were

14 Z. KABLUCHKO, M. SCHLATHER AND L. DE HAAN

obtained in [15, 17, 18, 24]. We are going to extend the result of [4] to Gaussian processes whose covariance function satisfies a natural regular variation condition.

Assumption 16. Let {X(t), t ∈ D} be a zero-mean, unit-variance Gaussian process defined on a neighborhood D ⊂ R^d of 0 and having covariance function C(t_1, t_2) = E [X(t_1 )X(t_2)]. We assume that the asymptotic relation

lim_{ε↘0}

1 − C(εt_1, εt_2) L(ε)ε^α = γ(t_1 − t_2)

(20)

holds uniformly in t_1, t_2 ∈ R^d as long as t_1, t_2 stay bounded. Here, L is a function varying slowly at 0, α ∈ (0, 2], and γ : R^d → [0, ∞) is a continuous function satisfying γ(λt) = λ^αγ(t) for every λ ≥ 0, t ∈ R^d .

Define normalizing sequences

b_n = (2 log n)^{1/2} − (2 log n)^{−1/2}((1/2) log log n + log(2 √ π)), (21)

s_n = inf{s > 0 : L(s)s^α = b^{−2}_n }

(22)

and recall (see, e.g., Theorem 1.5.3 in [21]) that, for i.i.d. standard Gaussian {Z_i, i ∈ N}, we have lim_{n→∞} P [_n ⋁ i=1 b_n(Z_i − b_n) ≤ y ] = exp(−e^{−y}).

(23)

We write η_n ⇒ η as n → ∞ if, for every compact set K ⊂ R^d , the sequence of stochastic processes η_n converges to η weakly on C(K), the space of continuous functions on K.

Theorem 17. Let X_i, i ∈ N, be independent sample-continuous copies of X, a process satisfying Assumption 16. Define

η_n(t) = n⋁ i=1 b_n(X_i(s_nt) − b_n). Then, η_n ⇒ η as n → ∞, where η is the Brown–Resnick process associated to the variogram 2γ. In particular, γ must be a variogram.

Remark 18. The results of [4] can be recovered by applying the above theorem to the Ornstein–Uhlenbeck process and to the process X(t) = B(t_0 + t)/(t_0 + t)^{1/2}, where t_0 > 0 and {B(t), t ∈ R} is a standard Brownian motion.

STATIONARY MAX-STABLE FIELDS 15

Proof of Theorem 17. Note that s_n → 0 as n → ∞. Define a process Y_n(t) = b_n(X(s_nt) − b_n), t ∈ s^{−1}_n D. Further, for w ∈ R, let Y^w_n be the process Y_n −w conditioned on {Y_n(0) = w}. Let Y_{i,n} and Y^w_{i,n} be defined analogously, with X replaced by X_i.

The expectation and covariance of the Gaussian process Y^w_n are given by

μ^w_n (t) = −(b^2_n + w)(1 − C(s_nt, 0)),

(24)

r_n(t_1, t_2) = b^2_n(C(s_nt_1, s_nt_2) − C(s_nt_1, 0)C(s_nt_2, 0)).

(25)

Note that the conditional covariance r_n(t_1, t_2) does not depend on w. Let t, t_1, t_2 ∈ R^d , w ∈ R be fixed. Using (20) and (22), we obtain lim_{n→∞} μ^w_n (t) = −γ(t), (26)

lim_{n→∞} r_n(t_1, t_2) = γ(t_1) + γ(t_2) − γ(t_1 − t_2).

(27)

A further consequence of (24) is that as long as t stays bounded, there is a constant c such that, for sufficiently large n, we have |μ^w_n (t)| ≤ c + |w|/2 ∀w ∈ R. (28)

It follows from (26), (27) that as n → ∞, the process Y^w_n converges in the sense of finite-dimensional distributions to {W (t) − γ(t), t ∈ R^d }, where {W (t), t ∈ R^d } is a Gaussian process with stationary increments, variogram 2γ and W (0) = 0. On the other hand, it is known (see, e.g., Corollary 4.19 in [26]), that the point process ∑_n i=1 δ_{Yi,n(0)} converges, as n → ∞, to the Poisson point process on R with intensity e^{−y} dy. From these two facts, at least on the formal level, we obtain the statement of the theorem. However, making this rigorous requires some work.

First, we show that η_n converges to η in the sense of finite-dimensional distributions. Let t_1, . . . , t_k ∈ R^d and y_1, . . . , y_k ∈ R be fixed. By conditioning on Y_n(0) = w and noting that the density of Y_n(0) is given by

f_{Yn(0)}(w) = 1/( √ 2πb_n)e^{−(w+b2n)2/2b2n} , we obtain

P[∃j : Y_n(t_j ) > y_j ] = 1 √ 2πb_n ∫ R e^{−(w+b2n)2/(2b2n )}P[∃j : Y_n(t_j ) > y_j|Y_n(0) = w] dw = 1 √ 2πb_ne^{b2}n^{/2} ∫ R e^{−w−w2/(2b2n )}P[∃j : Y^w_n (t_j ) > y_j − w] dw.

16 Z. KABLUCHKO, M. SCHLATHER AND L. DE HAAN Noting that (21) implies that √ 2πb_ne^{b2n/2} ∼ n as n → ∞ and taking A > 0, we may write the above as

P[∃j : Y_n(t_j) > y_j ] ∼ 1 n (∫_A −A + ∫_∞ A + ∫_{−A} −∞ ) = 1 n (I_1(n) + I_2(n) + I_3(n)).

Since the convergence of the distribution of {Y^w_n (y_j)}^k_{j=1} to that of {W (y_j)− γ(y_j )}^k_{j=1} is uniform provided that w ∈ [−A, A], we obtain

lim_{n→∞} I_1(n) = ∫_A −A e^{−w}P[∃j : W (t_j) − γ(t_j ) > y_j − w] dw. (29) For I_2(n), we have the trivial estimate I_2(n) ≤ ∫_∞ A e^{−w} dw = e^{−A}. (30) We estimate I_3(n). Using (28), we obtain, if w < −A and A, n are large, P[Y^w_n (t_j ) > y_j − w] ≤ P[Y^w_n (t_j ) − μ^w_n (t_j ) > y_j − c − |w|/2 − w] ≤ P[Y^w_n (t_j ) − μ^w_n (t_j ) > |w|/4]. Recall the well-known estimate Ψ(t) ≤ e^{−t2/2}, t ≥ 0, where Ψ(t) is the tail of the standard Gaussian distribution. By (27), Var[Y^w_n (t_j)] < κ^2 for some κ > 0 and all j = 1, . . . , k, w ∈ R, n ∈ N. Hence, P[Y^w_n (t_j ) > y_j − w] ≤ e^{−(w/4)2/(2κ2 )}.

It follows that

I_3(n) ≤ k∑ j=1 ∫_{−A} −∞ e^{−w}P[Y^w_n (t_j ) > y_j − w] dw ≤ k ∫_{−A} −∞ e^{−w}e^{−w2/(32κ2)} dw. Hence, lim_{A→∞} lim sup n→∞ I_3(n) = 0.

(31)

Bringing (29), (30) and (31) together and letting A → ∞, we obtain P[∃j : Y_n(t_j) > y_j] ∼ 1 n ∫ R e^{−w}P[∃j : W (t_j ) − γ(t_j ) > y_j − w] dw = 1 n E exp max j=1,...,k (W (t_j) − γ(t_j ) − y_j) as n → ∞. Therefore,

lim_{n→∞} P[∀j : η_n(t_j) ≤ y_j] = lim_{n→∞}(1 − P[∃j : Y_n(t_j ) > y_j])^n = exp { −E exp max_{j=1,...,k}(W (t_j) − γ(t_j ) − y_j) } .

STATIONARY MAX-STABLE FIELDS 17

By (5), the right-hand side coincides with P[∀j : η(t_j ) ≤ y_j], which proves that η_n converges to η in the sense of finite-dimensional distributions.

It remains to show that the sequence η_n is tight in C(K), where K ⊂ R^d is a fixed compact set. First, note that the sequence η_n(0) is tight in R [in fact, the distribution of η_n(0) converges weakly to the Gumbel distribution]. For a function f ∈ C(K) and δ > 0, define

ω_δ(f) = sup t_1,t_2∈K,‖t_1−t_2‖≤δ |f(t_1) − f(t_2)|. By the standard tightness criterion (see, e.g., Theorem 7.3 in [3]), we need to show that for every ε > 0, a > 0, there exists some δ > 0 such that

P[ω_δ (η_n) > a] < ε for all n > N.

(32)

Throughout, N denotes a large integer whose value may change from line to line. We concentrate on proving (32). The proof of the next lemma will be given later.

Lemma 19. The following assertions hold:

1. for every c > 0, the family of processes Y^w_n , w ∈ [−c, c], n ∈ N, is tight in C(K); 2. the family of processes Y^w_n − μ^w_n , w ∈ R, n ∈ N, is tight in C(K).

For c_1 > 0, define a sequence of random events

E_n = { inf_{t∈K} η_n(t) < −c_1 } . We show that we can find c_1 > 0 such that P[E_n] < ε for all n > N . First, choose c_0 so large that 2e^{−c0} < ε. Using part 1 of Lemma 19, choose c_1 so large that P [ inf_{t∈K} Y^w_n (t) < c_0 − c_1 ] < 1/2 for all w ∈ [−c_0, c_0], n ∈ N.

Define random events A_{i,n} = { Y_{i,n}(0) ∈ [−c_0, c_0], inf_{t∈K} Y_{i,n}(t) − Y_{i,n}(0) ≥ c_0 − c_1 } . We have, by conditioning on Y_{i,n}(0) = w, P[A_{i,n}] = ( √ 2πb_ne^{b2n/2})^{−1} ∫_{c0} −c_0 e^{−w−w2/(2b2n )}P [ inf_{t∈K} Y^w_n (t) ≥ c_0 − c_1 ] dw ≥ 1 4n ∫_{c0} −c_0 e^{−w−w2/(2b2n )} dw, n > N,

18 Z. KABLUCHKO, M. SCHLATHER AND L. DE HAAN

which implies that P[A_{i,n}] ≥ c_0/n if c_0 is sufficiently large and n > N = N(c_0). Noting that P[E_n] ≤ P[ ⋂_n i=1 A^c_{i,n}] gives P[E_n] ≤ (1 − c_0/n)^n ≤ 2e^{−c0} < ε, n > N. For c_2 > 0, define the random events

F_n = n⋃ i=1 {Y_{i,n}(0) > c_2}, G_n = { ∃t ∈ K : η_n(t) ≠ sup i∈{1,...,n} : |Y_{i,n}(0)|<c_2 Y_{i,n}(t) } . Trivially, P[F_n] = P[η_n(0) > c_2] < ε for every n, if c_2 is large. We show that there exists some c_2 > 0 such that P[G_n] < 3ε for n > N . Introduce random events B_{i,n} = { Y_{i,n}(0) < −c_2, sup_{t∈K} Y_{i,n}(t) > −c_1 } . Then, again conditioning on Y_{i,n}(0) = w and recalling (28), we obtain P[B_{i,n}] = ( √ 2πb_ne^{b2n/2})^{−1} ∫_{−c2} −∞ e^{−w−w2/(2b2n)}P [ sup_{t∈K} Y^w_n (t) > −c_1 − w ] dw. By part 2 of Lemma 19, there exists some c_3 > 0 such that P [ sup_{t∈K}(Y^w_n (t) − μ^w_n (t)) > c_3 ] < 1/2, w ∈ R, n ∈ N. Recall that, by (28) and (25), we have

sup_{t∈K} μ^w_n ≤ c_4 − w 2 , sup_{t∈K} Var Y^w_n (t) < κ^2, w < 0, n > N,

for some c_4, κ. Applying Borell’s inequality (see Theorem D.1 in [25]), together with the above estimates, we obtain, for w < 0, P [ sup_{t∈K} Y^w_n (t) > −c_1 − w ] < 2Ψ(−(−c_1 − w/2 − c_3 − c_4)/κ),

where Ψ is the tail of the standard Gaussian distribution. If w < −4(c_1 + c_3 + c_4), this, together with the bound Ψ(t) ≤ e^{−t2/2}, t ≥ 0, implies that P [ sup_{t∈K} Y^w_n (t) > −c_1 − w ] < 2e^{−w2/(32κ2)}, n > N. It follows that, for n > N and c_2 > 4(c_1 + c_3 + c_4), P[B_{i,n}] ≤ 4 n ∫_{−c2} −∞ e^{−w}e^{−w2/(32κ2)} dw.

STATIONARY MAX-STABLE FIELDS 19

So, we can choose c_2 sufficiently large that nP[B_{1,n}] < ε for n > N . Therefore, P[G_n] ≤ P[E_n] + P[F_n] + P[G_n \ (E_n ∪ F_n)] < 2ε + nP[B_{1,n}] < 3ε.

We are now ready to prove (32). Let C_{i,n} = {Y_{i,n}(0) ∈ [−c_2, c_2], ω_δ(Y_{i,n}) > a} and define H_n = ⋃_n i=1 C_{i,n}. Then, P[C_{i,n}] = ( √ 2πb_ne^{b2n/2})^{−1} ∫_{c2} −c_2 e^{−w−w2/(2b2n)}P[ω_δ(Y^w_n ) > a] dw. By part 1 of Lemma 19 and the tightness criterion (see Theorem 7.3 in [3]), we can make P[ω_δ(Y^w_n ) > a] arbitrary small (uniformly in w ∈ [−c_2, c_2] and for n > N ) by choosing δ small. So, choose δ > 0 sufficiently small that P[C_{i,n}] <^ε_n . Then, P[ω_δ(η_n) > a] ≤ P[G_n] + P[H_n] < 3ε + nP[C_{1,n}] < 4ε, which yields (32) with 4ε instead of ε. This proves the tightness of the sequence η_n and completes the proof of Theorem 17. □

Proof of Lemma 19. It follows from (25) that, independently of w, Var(Y^w_n (t_1) − Y^w_n (t_2)) = b^2_n(2 − 2C(s_nt_1, s_nt_2) − (C(s_nt_1, 0) − C(s_nt_2, 0))^2) ≤ 2b^2_n(1 − C(s_nt_1, s_nt_2)).

Assumption 16 implies that, uniformly in t_1, t_2 ∈ K,

Var(Y^w_n (t_1) − Y^w_n (t_2)) ≤ 2b^2_n · 2(L(s_n)s^α_nγ(t_1 − t_2)), n > N. By (22), we have b^2_nL(s_n)s^α_n ≤ 2, n > N , and so, for some c_5 > 0, Var(Y^w_n (t_1) − Y^w_n (t_2)) ≤ 8γ(t_1 − t_2) ≤ c_5‖t_1 − t_2‖^α, n > N.

(33)

Now, the second claim of the lemma follows from (33) by applying Corollary 11.7 of [22] to the family of processes Y^w_n − μ^w_n , w ∈ R, n ∈ N [take ψ(x) = x^2, d^2(t_1, t_2) = c_5‖t_1 − t_2‖^α there]. To prove the first claim, we need to additionally show that μ^w_n , w ∈ [−c, c], n ∈ N, is a tight family of functions in C(K). This last statement follows from (24), which shows that the convergence μ^w_n (t) → −γ(t) in (26) is uniform in t ∈ K, w ∈ [−c, c]. □

20 Z. KABLUCHKO, M. SCHLATHER AND L. DE HAAN 7. Domains of attraction. We are now going to prove a partial converse of Theorem 17. More precisely, we characterize all nontrivial limits of normalized and spatially rescaled pointwise maxima of stationary Gaussian processes. Let us call a random process {η(t), t ∈ R^d } degenerate if, for all t_1, t_2 ∈ R^d , we have η(t_1) = η(t_2) a.s.

Theorem 20. Let {X(t), t ∈ R^d } be a stationary zero-mean, unit-variance Gaussian process with continuous covariance C(t) = E [X(0)X(t)] and let X_i, i ∈ N , be independent copies of X. Suppose that, for some sequences a^′_n > 0, b^′_n ∈ R and s^′_n > 0, the process {η^′_n(t), t ∈ R^d } defined by

η^′_n(t) = n⋁ i=1 a^′_n(X_i(s^′_nt) − b^′_n)

converges, as n → ∞, to some nondegenerate, continuous-in-probability process {η^′(t), t ∈ R^d }, in the sense of finite-dimensional distributions. The following assertions then hold:

1. there is an α ∈ (0, 2], a finite measure μ on the unit sphere S^{d−1} in R^d and a function L that varies slowly at 0 such that 1 − C(t) ∼ L(‖t‖)γ(t) as t → 0, (34)

where γ(t) = ∫ S^{d−1} |⟨t, x⟩|^α dμ(x); (35) 2. the normalizing sequences a^′_n, b^′_n and s^′_n satisfy lim_{n→∞} a^′_n/b_n = A > 0, lim_{n→∞} b_n(b^′_n − b_n) = B ∈ R,

(36) lim_{n→∞} b^2_nL(s^′_n)s^{′α}_n = s > 0,

(37)

where b_n is defined by (21);

3. the limiting process η^′ coincides with A(η − B), where η is the Brown– Resnick process associated to the variogram 2sγ.

We need a lemma, the essential part of which was proven in [18].

Lemma 21. For n ∈ N, let Z^{(n)}_1 , . . . , Z^{(n)}_n be i.i.d. bivariate Gaussian vectors having standard Gaussian margins and correlation ρ_n. The maxima

M_n = n⋁ i=1 b_n(Z^{(n)}_i − b_n)

converge in distribution to some bivariate random vector if and only if lim_{n→∞} b^2_n(1 − ρ_n) = c

(38)

STATIONARY MAX-STABLE FIELDS 21

for some c ∈ [0, ∞]. The limiting bivariate distribution depends on c continuously; its margins are independent if and only if c = ∞ and are equal a.s. if and only if c = 0.

Proof. Suppose, first, that (38) holds. Then, by a result of [18], the sequence M_n converges in distribution. The explicit formula, given in [18], shows that the limiting distributions corresponding to different values of c are different. Suppose, now, that (38) does not hold. We then have 0 ≤ lim inf b^2_n(1 − ρ_n) < lim supb^2_n(1 − ρ_n) ≤ ∞. Again using [18], we obtain that the sequence M_n has at least two different accumulation points and thus does not converge. The last claim of the lemma follows again from the explicit formula in [18]. □

Proof of Theorem 20. By stationarity of X, the distribution of η^′(t) does not depend on t ∈ R^d . Thus, if for some constant c_0, η^′(0) = c_0 a.s., then for every t ∈ R^d , η^′(t) = c_0 a.s., which is a contradiction since η^′ is assumed to be nondegenerate. So, in the sequel, we assume that η^′(0) is not a.s. constant. In this case, the convergence-to-types theorem (see Proposition 0.2 in [26]), together with (23), yields constants A > 0, B ∈ R such that (36) holds. It follows that the process

η_n(t) = n⋁ i=1 b_n(X_i(s^′_nt) − b_n)

converges, as n → ∞, to the nondegenerate limit η = A^{−1}η^′ + B. From now on, we consider the processes η_n and η instead of η^′_n and η^′.

For any fixed t ∈ R^d , the previous lemma, applied to the triangular array of bivariate vectors Z^{(n)}_i = (X_i(0), X_i(s^′_nt)), i = 1, . . . , n, n ∈ N, yields a constant c(t) ∈ [0, ∞] such that

lim_{n→∞} b^2_n(1 − C(s^′_nt)) = c(t).

(39)

Since the limiting process η is assumed to be continuous in probability, the distribution of the bivariate vector (η(0), η(t)) must converge weakly to the distribution of (η(0), η(0)) as t → 0. Using the last statement of Lemma 21, we obtain that lim_{t→0} c(t) = c(0) = 0, that is, c is continuous at the origin. Note, also, that c(t_0) ≠ 0 for some t_0 ≠ 0 since otherwise the process η would be degenerate.

By Bochner’s theorem, there exists an R^d -valued random variable ξ such that the characteristic function of ξ is C(t). Moreover, since the function C is real-valued, the distribution of ξ must be symmetric with respect to the origin. Let ξ_i, i ∈ N, be i.i.d. copies of ξ. Then, the characteristic function φ_n of

S_n = s^′_n

[b^2_n]∑

i=1 ξ_i

22 Z. KABLUCHKO, M. SCHLATHER AND L. DE HAAN

is given by φ_n(t) = C(s^′_nt)^{[b2n]} so that (39) yields

lim_{n→∞} φ_n(t) = lim_{n→∞}(1 − c(t)/b^2_n + o(1/b^2_n))^{[b2n]} = e^{−c(t)}.

Now, Lévy’s convergence theorem tells us that the random vector S_n converges weakly to a random vector S whose distribution is necessarily nondegenerate (i.e., P[S = 0] ≠ 1; to see this, recall that c(t_0) ≠ 0 and hence e^{−c(t0 )} ≠ 1 for some t_0 ≠ 0), stable with some parameter α ∈ (0, 2] and symmetric with respect to the origin. It follows from the characterization of domains of attraction of multidimensional symmetric stable distributions in terms of characteristic functions (see Corollaries 1 and 2 in [1]) that the covariance function C must have the form (34), (35). Inserting this in (39) for some t with ‖t‖ = 1, we obtain

lim_{n→∞} b^2_nL(s^′_n)s^{′α}_n γ(t) = c(t),

which yields (37). Furthermore, (34) and (35) imply that the process X satisfies Assumption 16. Therefore, by Theorem 17, the limiting process η must be the Brown–Resnick process associated to the variogram 2sγ. Recalling that η = A^{−1}η^′ + B, we obtain the last statement of the theorem. □

8. Extensions and remarks. In view of Theorems 17 and 20, the question arises as to whether max-stable processes corresponding to variograms γ that are not of the form (35) also admit representations as limits of pointwise maxima of stationary Gaussian processes in some broader sense, as in Theorem 20. The answer is affirmative, as the following theorem shows.

Theorem 22. Let γ be a variogram on R^d , that is, γ(0) = 0 and γ is negative definite. For each n ∈ N, let X_{1n}, . . . , X_{nn} be i.i.d. copies of a stationary zero-mean Gaussian process {X_n(t), t ∈ R^d } with covariance function exp(−γ(t)/b^2_n). Define

η_n(t) = n⋁ i=1 b_n(X_{in}(t) − b_n), t ∈ R^d . Then, η_n converges, in the sense of finite-dimensional distributions, to the Brown–Resnick process associated to the variogram 2γ.

Proof. Note that exp(−γ(t)/b^2_n) is indeed a covariance function of some stationary Gaussian process, by Schoenberg’s theorem (see Theorem 7.8 in [2]). As in the proof of Theorem 17, it can be shown that the conditional distribution of b_n(X_{in}(t)−X_{in}(0)), given that b_n(X_{in}(0)−b_n) = w, converges to the distribution of W (t) − γ(t), where W is a Gaussian process with stationary increments, variogram 2γ and W (0) = 0. The rest of the proof is the same as that of Theorem 17. □

STATIONARY MAX-STABLE FIELDS 23

Remark 23. The above theorem gives another proof of stationarity in Theorem 2 in the case W (0) = 0.

Remark 24. The bivariate distributions of the Brown–Resnick process η associated to the variogram γ are given by the formula

P(η(t_1) ≤ y_1, η(t_2) ≤ y_2)

= exp { −e^{−y1} Φ (√ γ(t_1 − t_2)/2 + y_2 − y_1 √ γ(t_1 − t_2) )

− e^{−y2} Φ (√ γ(t_1 − t_2)/2 + y_1 − y_2 √ γ(t_1 − t_2) )} , where Φ is the standard normal distribution function.

Proof. The remark is a consequence of Theorem 22 and a result of [18]. Moreover, it follows from Theorem 22 that the finite-dimensional distributions of the process η belong to the family of multivariate max-stable distributions introduced in [18]. □

Remark 25. A natural dependence measure between η(0) and η(t) is given by ρ(t) = 2 − ς(t) ∈ [0, 1], where ς(t) is determined from the condition P[η(0) ≤ z, η(t) ≤ z] = P[η(0) ≤ z]^{ς(t)} for some (and hence all) z ∈ R; see, for example, [7, 28]. It follows from Remark 24 that

ρ(t) = 2(1 − Φ( √ γ(t)/2)). Thus, a variogram γ is completely determined by the dependence function ρ(t) of the corresponding process η. It follows that η(0) and η(t) become asymptotically independent as ‖t‖ → ∞ [which corresponds to ρ(t) → 0] if and only if γ(t) → ∞ as ‖t‖ → ∞. Furthermore, if d = 1, then, by Theorem 3.4 in [30], the process η is mixing if and only if γ(t) → ∞ as t → ∞.

Remark 26. Theorem 17 may be generalized to processes whose covariance has different Hölder exponents in different directions. For example, assume that {X(t), t ∈ R^d } is a stationary zero-mean Gaussian process with covariance function C satisfying

C(t) = C(t_1, . . . , t_d) = 1 − d∑ i=1 c_i|t_i|^{αi} + o(‖t‖^{αd} ) as t → 0

24 Z. KABLUCHKO, M. SCHLATHER AND L. DE HAAN

for some 0 < α_1 ≤ · · · ≤ α_d ≤ 2, c_1, . . . , c_d > 0. If X_i, i ∈ N, are independent copies of X, then

η_n(t) = n⋁ i=1 b_n(X_i(b^{−2/α1}_n t_1, . . . , b^{−2/αd}_n t_d) − b_n) converges to the Brown–Resnick process associated to the variogram 2γ, where γ(t_1, . . . , t_d) = ∑_d i=1 c_i|t_i|^{αi} . Acknowledgments. The authors are grateful to the referees for numerous useful suggestions which considerably improved the paper. We thank also Achim Wübker for introducing us to [1].

REFERENCES

[1] Aaronson, J. and Denker, M. (1998). Characteristic functions of random variables attracted to 1-stable laws. Ann. Probab. 26 399–415. MR1617056 [2] Berg, C. and Forst, G. (1975). Potential Theory on Locally Compact Abelian Groups. Springer, New York. MR0481057 [3] Billingsley, P. (1999). Convergence of Probability Measures, 2nd ed. Wiley, New York. MR1700749 [4] Brown, B. M. and Resnick, S. I. (1977). Extreme values of independent stochastic processes. J. Appl. Probab. 14 732–739. MR0517438 [5] Brown, M. (1970). A property of Poisson processes and its application to macroscopic equilibrium of particle systems. Ann. Math. Statist. 41 1935–1941. MR0277039 [6] Buishand, T., de Haan, L. and Zhou, C. (2008). On spatial extremes: With application to a rainfall problem. Ann. Appl. Stat. 2 624–642.

[7] Davis, R. A. and Resnick, S. I. (1989). Basic properties and prediction of max- ARMA processes. Adv. in Appl. Probab. 21 781–803. MR1039628 [8] de Haan, L. (1984). A spectral representation for max-stable processes. Ann. Probab.

12 1194–1204. MR757776 [9] de Haan, L. and Ferreira, A. (2006). Extreme Value Theory: An Introduction.

Springer, New York. MR2234156 [10] de Haan, L. and Lin, T. (2001). On convergence toward an extreme value distribution in C[0, 1]. Ann. Probab. 29 467–483. MR1825160 [11] de Haan, L. and Pereira, T. T. (2006). Spatial extremes: Models for the stationary case. Ann. Statist. 34 146–168. MR2275238 [12] de Haan, L. and Pickands, J. (1986). Stationary min-stable stochastic processes.

Probab. Theory Related Fields 72 477–492. MR847381 [13] de Haan, L. and Zhou, C. (2008). On extreme value analysis of a spatial process.

REVSTAT 6 71–81.

[14] Deheuvels, P. (1983). Point processes and multivariate extreme values. J. Multivariate Anal. 13 257–272. MR705550 [15] Eddy, W. F. and Gale, J. D. (1981). The convex hull of a spherically symmetric sample. Adv. in Appl. Probab. 13 751–763. MR632960 [16] Giné, E., Hahn, M. G. and Vatan, P. (1990). Max-infinitely divisible and maxstable sample continuous processes. Probab. Theory Related Fields 87 139–165. MR1080487

STATIONARY MAX-STABLE FIELDS 25

[17] Hooghiemstra, G. and Hüsler, J. (1996). A note on maxima of bivariate random vectors. Statist. Probab. Lett. 31 1–6. MR1421762 [18] Hüsler, J. and Reiss, R.-D. (1989). Maxima of normal random vectors: Between independence and complete dependence. Statist. Probab. Lett. 7 283–286. MR980699 [19] Kingman, J. F. C. (1993). Poisson Processes. Oxford Studies in Probability 3. Oxford Univ. Press, New York. MR1207584 [20] Landau, H. J. and Shepp, L. A. (1970). On the supremum of a Gaussian process.

Sankhyā Ser. A 32 369–378. MR0286167 [21] Leadbetter, M. R., Lindgren, G. and Rootzén, H. (1983). Extremes and Related Properties of Random Sequences and Processes. Springer, New York. MR691492 [22] Ledoux, M. and Talagrand, M. (1991). Probability in Banach Spaces: Isoperimetry and Processes. Ergebnisse der Mathematik und Ihrer Grenzgebiete 3 23. Springer, Berlin. MR1102015 [23] Marcus, M. B. (1972). Upper bounds for the asymptotic maxima of continuous Gaussian processes. Ann. Math. Statist. 43 522–533. MR0388519 [24] Pickands, J. III (1969). Upcrossing probabilities for stationary Gaussian processes.

Trans. Amer. Math. Soc. 145 51–73. MR0250367 [25] Piterbarg, V. I. (1996). Asymptotic Methods in the Theory of Gaussian Processes and Fields. Translations of Mathematical Monographs 148. Amer. Math. Soc., Providence, RI. MR1361884 [26] Resnick, S. I. (1987). Extreme Values, Regular Variation, and Point Processes. Applied Probability. A Series of the Applied Probability Trust 4. Springer, New York. MR900810 [27] Schlather, M. (2002). Models for stationary max-stable random fields. Extremes 5 33–44. MR1947786 [28] Schlather, M. and Tawn, J. A. (2003). A dependence measure for multivariate and spatial extreme values: Properties and inference. Biometrika 90 139–156. MR1966556 [29] Stoev, S. A. and Taqqu, M. S. (2005). Extremal stochastic integrals: A parallel between max-stable processes and α-stable processes. Extremes 8 237–266. MR2324891 [30] Stoev, S. A. (2008). On the ergodicity and mixing of max-stable processes. Stochastic Process. Appl. 118 1679–1705. MR2442375 [31] Zhang, Z. and Smith, R. L. (2004). The behavior of multivariate maxima of moving maxima processes. J. Appl. Probab. 41 1113–1123. MR2122805

Z. Kabluchko M. Schlather Institut für Mathematische Stochastik Georg-August-Universität Göttingen Goldschmidtstr. 7 D-37077 Göttingen Germany E-mail: kabluch@math.uni-goettingen.de schlather@math.uni-goettingen.de

L. de Haan Department of Economics Erasmus University Rotterdam P.O. Box 1738 3000 DR, Rotterdam The Netherlands E-mail: ldhaan@few.eur.nl