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Preface

The books by Athreya and Ney (1972), Harris (1963) and Jagers (1975) contain a
lot about finite-dimensional branching processes and their applications. Measure-
valued branching processes with abstract underlying spaces were constructed in
Watanabe (1968), who showed those processes arose as high-density limits of
branching particle systems. The connection of measure-valued branching processes
with stochastic evolution equations was investigated in Dawson (1975). A special
class of measure-valued branching processes are known as Dawson—Watanabe su-
perprocesses, which have been undergoing rapid development thanks to the contri-
butions of a great number of researchers. The developments have been stimulated
from different subjects including classical branching processes, interacting particle
systems, stochastic partial differential equations and nonlinear partial differential
equations. The study of superprocesses leads to better understanding of results in
those subjects as well. We refer the reader to Dawson (1992, 1993), Dynkin (1994,
2002), Etheridge (2000), Le Gall (1999) and Perkins (1995, 2002) for detailed treat-
ments of different aspects of the developments in the past decades. Branching pro-
cesses give the mathematical modeling for populations evolving randomly in iso-
lated environments. A useful and realistic modification of the branching model is
the addition of immigration from outside sources. From the viewpoint of applica-
tions, branching models allowing immigration are clearly of great importance and
physical appeal; see, e.g., Athreya and Ney (1972). This modification is also famil-
iar in the setting of measure-valued processes; see, e.g., Dawson (1993), Dawson
and Ivanoff (1978) and Dynkin (1991a).

The main purpose of this book is to give a compact and rigorous treatment of
the basic theory of measure-valued branching processes and immigration processes.
In the first part of the book, we give an analytic construction of Dawson—Watanabe
superprocesses with general branching mechanisms. The spatial motions of those
processes can be general Borel right processes in Lusin topological spaces. We
show that the superprocesses arise as high-density limits of branching particle sys-
tems, giving the intuitive interpretations of the former. Under natural assumptions,
it is shown that the superprocesses have Borel right realizations. From the gen-
eral model, we use transformations to derive the existence and regularity of several

v



vi Preface

different forms of the superprocesses including those in spaces of tempered mea-
sures, multitype models, age-structured models and time-inhomogeneous models.
This unified treatment of the different models simplifies their constructions and
gives useful perspectives for their properties. When the underlying space shrinks
to a single point, the superprocess reduces to a one-dimensional continuous-state
branching process. We discuss briefly extinction probabilities and limit theorems
related to the latter. The theory of the one-dimensional processes requires much less
prerequisite knowledge and is helpful for the reader in developing their intuitions
for superprocesses. Under Feller type assumptions, several martingale problems for
superprocesses are formulated and their equivalence are established. The martingale
measures induced by those martingale problems are not necessarily orthogonal, but
they are still worthy. To make the book essentially self-contained, overlaps of the
first part with Dawson (1993) and Dynkin (1994) cannot be avoided completely, but
we have made them as little as possible.

In the second part of the book we investigate the immigration structures asso-
ciated with measure-valued branching processes. For that purpose, we first give
some characterizations of entrance laws for those processes. We define immigra-
tion processes in an axiomatic way using skew convolution semigroups as in Li
(1995/6). 1t is then proved that the skew convolution semigroups associated with a
given measure-valued branching process are in one-to-one correspondence with its
infinitely divisible probability entrance laws. The immigration superprocess has reg-
ularities similar to those of the Dawson—Watanabe superprocess if the corresponding
probability entrance law is closable. Instead of establishing the results by repeating
the techniques in the first part, we concentrate on the genuinely new or different
aspects of the immigration processes and develop the theory on the bases of the pro-
cesses without immigration. In this way, we hope to give the book a more compact
and unified form.

The concept of skew convolution semigroups can actually be introduced in an
abstract setting. Roughly speaking, such a semigroup gives the law of evolution of a
system with branching structure under the perturbation of random extra forces. The
immigration process is only a special case of this formulation. There is another spe-
cial case investigated by Bogachev and Réckner (1995) and Bogacheyv et al. (1996),
who formulated Ornstein—Uhlenbeck type processes on Hilbert spaces using gener-
alized Mehler semigroups. Skew convolution semigroups were also used in Dawson
and Li (20006) to study the affine Markov processes introduced in mathematical fi-
nance. In the last part of the book, we discuss briefly characterizations of generalized
Mehler semigroups and properties of the corresponding Ornstein—Uhlenbeck type
processes. We also show that a typical class of those processes arise as fluctuation
limits of immigration superprocesses.

The main theory of Dawson—Watanabe superprocesses and immigration super-
processes is developed for general branching mechanisms that are not necessarily
decomposable into local and non-local parts. Most of the results were obtained be-
fore only for specific classes of branching mechanisms. The emphasis here is the
basic structures and regularities, rather than intensive properties of specific models.
The setting of Borel right processes we have chosen is very convenient for the de-
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velopment of the theory. The title of the book stresses the applications of techniques
from the theory of general Markov processes. Our main references for those are
Ethier and Kurtz (1986) and Sharpe (1988). In the appendix we give a summary of
the basic concepts and results that are frequently used. We hope the summary will
help the reader in a quick start of the main parts of the book. In the last section of
each chapter, comments on the history and recent development are given. This book
can be used as a reference of the basics of Dawson—Watanabe superprocesses and
immigration superprocesses. It can also be used in a course for graduate students
specialized in probability and stochastic processes.

I would like to express my sincere thanks to Professor Zikun Wang for his advice
and encouragement given to me for many years. I am deeply grateful to Profes-
sor Mufa Chen for his enormous help in my work. My special thanks are given to
Professors Donald A. Dawson, Eugene B. Dynkin and Tokuzo Shiga, from whom
I learned the theory of measure-valued processes. I have also benefited from stim-
ulating discussions on this subject with many other experts including Professors
Patrick J. Fitzsimmons, Klaus Fleischmann, Luis G. Gorostiza, Zhiming Ma, Hao
Wang, Shinzo Watanabe, Jie Xiong and Xiaowen Zhou. I thank Professors Marco
Fuhrman, Michael Réckner, Byron Schmuland, Wei Sun and Fengyu Wang for their
advice on generalized Mehler semigroups. I am very grateful to Professors Peter
Jagers, Thomas G. Kurtz, Jean-Francois Le Gall and Renming Song for valuable
comments on earlier versions of this book. I want to thank Professors Wenming
Hong, Yanxia Ren, Yongjin Wang, Kainan Xiang and Mei Zhang for helpful dis-
cussions. The materials in this book have been used for graduate courses in Beijing
Normal University. I am indebted to my colleagues and students here, who provide
a very pleasant research environment. In particular, I thank Congzao Dong, Hui He,
Chunhua Ma, Rugang Ma, Li Wang and Xu Yang for reading the manuscript care-
fully and pointing out numerous typos and errors. I would like to express sincere
gratitude to Dr. Marina Reizakis, the PIA series editor at Springer, for her advice
and help. I want to thank the Natural Science Foundation and the Ministry of Edu-
cation of China, who have supported my research in the past years. Finally I thank
my wife and my son for their continuing moral support.

Beijing, China Zenghu Li
May 18, 2010
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Chapter 1
Random Measures on Metric Spaces

In this chapter, we discuss the basic properties of Laplace functionals of random
measures, which provide an important tool in the study of measure-valued pro-
cesses. In particular, we give some characterizations of the convergence of random
measures in terms of their Laplace functionals. Based on these results, a general
representation for the distributions of infinitely divisible random measures is estab-
lished. We also give some characterizations of continuous functions on the posi-
tive half line with Lévy—Khintchine type representations. The reader is referred to
Kallenberg (1975) for more complete discussions of random measures and Laplace
functionals.

1.1 Borel Measures

Given a class ¢ of functions on or subsets of some space E, let 0(¥) denote the
o-algebra on F generated by ¢. If .7 is a class of functions, we define the classes
b% ={f € .Z : fisbounded} and p.¥ = {f € .F : f is positive}. Let R denote
the real line and let R, = [0, c0) denote the positive half line.

For a topological space E, let Z(F) denote the o-algebra on E generated by
the class of open sets, which is referred to as the Borel o-algebra. A real function
defined on E is called a Borel function if it is measurable with respect to Z(FE).
We also use #(E) to denote the set of Borel functions on E. Let B(E) = b%(E)
denote the Banach space of bounded Borel functions on E endowed with the supre-
mum/uniform norm || -||. For any a > 0, let B, (E) be the set of functions f € B(F)
satisfying || f|| < a. Let C(E) denote the space of bounded continuous real func-
tions on F. We use the superscript “+” to denote the subsets of positive elements
of the function spaces, and the superscript “++” is used to denote those of positive
elements bounded away from zero, e.g., B(E)™, C(E)**. If a metric d is specified
on F, we denote by C\,(E) := Cy(E, d) the subset of C'(E) of d-uniformly contin-
uous real functions. If E is a locally compact space, then Cy(E) denotes the space
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2 1 Random Measures on Metric Spaces

of functions in C'(F) vanishing at infinity. Therefore Cy(E) = C(E) when E is
compact.

A Borel measure, or simply a measure, on some topological space F means
a measure on the space (E, #B(E)). We write u(f) or {(u, f) for the integral of
a function f with respect to a measure p if the integral exists. The unit measure
concentrated at a point x € E is denoted by J,. A measure x4 on E is said to
be purely atomic if it has the decomposition i = ), a;0,, for countable families
{a;} € [0,00) and {z;} C E. We say p is a diffuse measure if it does not charge
any singleton.

Theorem 1.1 Suppose that (E, d) is a metric space and A is a non-empty subset of
E. Forx € Eletd(x,A) = inf{d(x,y) : y € A}. Then we have

|d(z, A) — d(y, A)| < d(z,vy), z,y € E. (1.1)
In particular, x — d(z, A) is a uniformly continuous function on E.
Proof. Forany z,y € E and z € A we have
d(x, A) — d(y,2) < d(x,2) - d(y, z) < d(z, ).

Then we take the supremum over z € A in both sides to get

d(z, A) —d(y, A) < d(z,y).
By the symmetry of d(-, -) we have

d(y,A) —d(z, A) < d(z,y).
Combining the two preceding inequalities gives (1.1). a
Corollary 1.2 For any metric space (E, d), we have o(C,(E)T) = B(E).

Proof. Since a continuous function is measurable, we have o(C\,(E)") C B(E).
Given a proper open subset G C F, let f,(z) = (1 A d(z,G))Y/" forz € F
and n > 1. By Theorem 1.1 we have {f,} C C,(E)". It is easy to see f, — lg
as n — oo, implying G € o(Cy,(E)"). But we have E € o(C,(E)") clearly, so
a(Cy(FE)™) contains all open subsets of F. That implies Z(E) C o(C,(E)T). O

For a topological space E, let M (E) denote the space of finite Borel measures
on E and let P(E) be the subset of M (F) consisting of probability measures.
We say a sequence {u,} C M(FE) converges weakly to ;i € M(FE) and write
limy, oo fln = Oy, — g if limy, o0 pin (f) = p(f) for every f € C(E). The
weak convergence is a topological concept. For functions fi,..., fx € C(FE) and
open sets G1,...,G C Rlet

U(f177fk1G177Gk):{V€M(E)V(fZ) GG“lSZSk} (1.2)
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It is easy to show that the family % of sets U(f1,..., fx; G1,...,G}) obtained
by varying k¥ > 1 and {(f1,G1),...,(fx, Gx)} satisfies the axioms of a base for
a topology of M (FE), which is called the topology of weak convergence. It is clear
that lim,, o t, = w if and only if u,, converges to u in this topology.

Proposition 1.3 Ler (E, d) be a metric space and let 4 be a set of functions on E
which is closed under bounded pointwise convergence. Then

(1) Cu(F) C ¥ implies B(E) C ¥,
(2) Cu(EYYT C 9 implies B(E)T C 9.

Proof. Since C,,(F) is a vector space which contains 1z and is closed under multi-
plication, the first assertion follows from Proposition A.2 and Corollary 1.2. Under
the condition of the second assertion, we have

Cu(E)yc{f:ef eCuBY T} {f:ef €9}

Then the first assertion implies B(E) C {f : e/ € ¢}. In particular, for any
h € B(E)** we have logh € B(E) C {f : ¢/ € 4} and hence h = e!8" ¢ ¥,
That proves B(E)™ C ¢, implying the second assertion since ¢ is closed under
bounded pointwise convergence. a

Corollary 1.4 Let (E,d) be a metric space and let u,v € M(E). If u(f) = v(f)
forevery f € C,(E), we have 1. = v.

Proof. Let ¢ be the family of functions f € B(FE) such that u(f) = v(f). Then
Cy(FE) C ¢. By dominated convergence it is easy to show that ¢ is closed under
bounded pointwise convergence. Consequently, we have B(E) C ¢ by Proposi-
tion 1.3. a

Corollary 1.5 Let (E, d) be a metric space. Then for every f € B(E) the mapping
= p(f) from M(E) to R is Borel measurable.

Proof. Let ¢ be the family of functions f € B(E) such that y — u(f) is Borel
measurable. Then ¢ is closed under bounded pointwise convergence. For any f €
Cy(E) the mapping p — u(f) is continuous and hence Borel measurable. In other
words, we have C, (E) C ¢. Then Proposition 1.3 implies B(F) C ¥. O

Theorem 1.6 Suppose that (E,d) is a metric space. For any u € M (FE) and any
sequence { i, } C M(E) the following statements are equivalent:

(D) limp o0 fin = p5

(2) limy, o0 pn(f) = ,u(f)for every f € Cu(E)’

(3) limy— oo n (1) = p(1) and limsup,, ,  pn(C) < u(C) for every closed set
CcCE;

4) limy oo ptn (1) = p(1) and liminf, . un(G) > p(G) for every open set
GCE;

(5) limp— o0 pin(B) = u(B) for every B € B(E) with u(0B) = 0, where OB is
the boundary of B.
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Proof. The results are obvious if (1) = 0. If u(1) > 0, then there is an index
no > 1 so that p,(1) > 0 for all n > ng. Let i = pu(1)"'p € P(E) and let
i, = pn(1) L, € P(E) for n > ng. It is easy to see that lim,, oo i, = pu if
and only if lim,, 00 (1) = (1) and lim,, o fin, = f2. Then the theorem follows
from the results in the special case of probability measures; see, e.g., Ethier and
Kurtz (1986, p.108) and Parthasarathy (1967, pp.41-42). a

Theorem 1.7 Suppose that E is a Borel subspace of a metrizable topological space
F. Let p € M(E) and let {p,} C M(E) be a sequence. Let v and v,, denote
respectively the extensions of p and p, to F such that v(F'\ E) = v, (F'\ E) = 0.
Then lim,, o0 vy, = v in M(F) if and only if lim,, o ptr, = p in M(E).

Proof. Since the restriction of a bounded continuous function is also a bounded
continuous function, lim,, o ft, = pin M (E) implies lim,, o v, = v in M(F).
For the converse, suppose that lim,,_. ., v, = v in M (F'). Then we have

lim p,(F) = lim v,(F)=v(F) = u(E).
For any closed subset C of F, there is a closed subset D of F'such that C' = DN E.
It follows that

lim sup i, (C) = limsup vy, (D) < v(D) = p(C).

Then lim,, o0 ftn, = v in M (E) by Theorem 1.6. O

If F is a separable metric space, its topology can be defined by a totally bounded
metric (z,y) — d(z,y). Indeed, E is homeomorphic to a subset of the countable
product space [0,1]°° furnished with the product metric; see, e.g., Kelley (1955,
p.125). Then the set of uniformly continuous functions C\,(E) endowed with the
supremum norm || - || is a separable Banach space; see, e.g., Parthasarathy (1967,
p.43).

Theorem 1.8 If E is a separable metric space, then M (E) is separable.

Proof. Let @ be a countable dense subset of [0, 00) and F' a countable dense subset
of E/. We claim that the countable set

n
M1 :{Zazéml :xl,...,wnEF;al,...,anEQ;n21}
i=1

is dense in M (E). To see that we first fix a totally bounded metric d on E' compatible
with its topology. Then for each integer n > 1 the space F has a finite covering
{Bn,::1=1,...,p,} consisting of open balls of radius 1/n. Take z,, ; € B, ;NF
fori=1,...,p,.Let A,1 =Bpiandlet A, ; = B, ;\ (Bp1U---UBy, ;1) for
i=2,...,pn.Given pu € M(E) wetake ay,; € @ sothat |, ;—pu(Anq)| < 1/np,
and define 1, = > 0", @ ;0. € M;. Then for any f € C,(F) we have

T i
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ln () = ()] < Z|an if (@ni) — pu(fla,,)
p‘n.

=1

+ Z |(An i) f(@0i) — 1(fla, )|

< ”fH Z — + Zysup ‘f Ty, z - f(y)W(An,z)
=1
< 1l s o 1£(@) — F@) ().
d(w,y)SQ/n

By the uniform continuity of f € C,,(F), the right-hand side of the above inequality
tends to zero as n — oo. Then M is dense in M (E). ad

Theorem 1.9 Suppose that E is a separable metric space and d is a totally bounded
metric on E for its topology. Let S(E,d) = {fo, f1, f2, ...} be a dense sequence
in Cy(E) with fo = 1. Then p,, — pin M(E) if and only if u,(f;) — wu(f;) for
every f; € S(E,d).

Proof. 1t is clear that p,, — p in M (F) implies u,(f;) — wp(f;) for every f; €
S(E,d). Conversely, suppose that u,(f;) — wu(f;) for every f; € S(E,d). For
f€Cy(E)and f; € S(E,d) we have

[ (f) = (| < w1 = fil) + pllf = fil) + [pa (i) — p(f)]
< = filllpn (1) + (O] + [pn (i) — p(fo)]-

Since there is a sequence { f,} C S(F,d) satisfying || fx, — f|| — 0, it is easy to
conclude |py, (f) — p(f)| — 0. Then p,, — g by Theorem 1.6. O

Corollary 1.10 Suppose that E is a separable metric space and d is a totally
bounded metric on E for its topology. Let S1(E,d) = {hg, h1, ha, ...} be a dense
sequence in {f € C,(E)T ¢ || fll <1} with hg = 1. Then ju,, — pin M(E) if and
only if pn (hi) — p(hi) for every h; € S1(E, d).

Proof. If i, — pin M(E), we clearly have p,(h;) — p(h;) for every h; €
S1(E, d). Conversely, suppose that p,, (h;) — p(h;) for every h; € S1(F,d). Then
pn(f) — p(f) forevery f € 2, where 2 = {ah; + bh; : h;,h; € S1(E,d) and
a, b are rationals} is a countable dense subset of C,(F). Then we have y,, — g in
M (FE) by Theorem 1.9. O

Given a separable metric space E, we fix a totally bounded metric d compatible
with its topology and let S1 (E, d) be as in Corollary 1.10. Then a metric p on M (E)
is defined by

=1
)= 5 (WA lu(h) = v(h)l), v € M(E). (1.3)
i=0
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This metric is compatible with the weak convergence topology of M (E). In other
words, we have u, — p in M(E) if and only if p(un, ) — 0. The countable
family %4 of sets

U(hOa hla veey hk; (ao, bO)v (a’lv bl)a BERE) (akv bk))

obtained by varying the integer k& > 1, the functions h; € S;(E, d) and the pairs of
rationals a; < b; is a countable base of the topology of M (E).

Theorem 1.11 For a separable metric space E we have B(M(E)) = o({u —
p(f): f e C(E)TY) =o({u—ulf): f € C(E)D).

Proof. It is easy to see that By = o({uy — wu(f) : f € C(E)T}) con-
tains the countable family %;. Since every open subset of M (FE) is the union
of some elements of this family, all those open subsets belong to %, and hence
BM(E)) € By C o{u — p(f) : f € C(E)}). On the other hand, for
any f € C(FE) the mapping p — u(f) is continuous on M (E). Then we have

o({p = u(f): feCE)}) C B(M(E)). O

Corollary 1.12 If E is a separable metric space, then B(M(E)) = oc({u —
u(f): f e BE)}) =o({u— u(A): Ac B(E)}).

Proof. Let #1 = o({p — p(f) : f € B(E)}) and By = o({p — pu(A) :
A € AB(E)}). Then $1 DO P, obviously. By Theorem 1.11 it is easy to see
PB(M(E)) C . Then Corollary 1.5 implies Z(M(E)) = ;. For a simple
function f € B(E), the mapping p — p(f) is clearly measurable with respect to
5. By an approximation argument one sees p — () is measurable with respect
to %, for an arbitrary f € B(E). Then By D %;. O

Theorem 1.13 Suppose that (F,.F) is a general measurable space and E is a sep-
arable metric space. For A € B(E) and p € M(E) write [5(n) = pu(A). Then
W is a measurable map from (F, %) to (M (E), B(M(E))) if and only if for every
A € B(E) the composition | 4 o 1 is a measurable real function on (F, F).

Proof. Suppose that ¢ is a measurable map from (F,.%) to (M (E), Z(M(E))).
By Corollary 1.12 the real function [ 4 on M (E) is Borel for every A € %(FE). Then
the composition [ 4 0 is a measurable function on (F, .%). Conversely, suppose for
every A € Z(F) the composition [ 4 o 1) is a measurable function on (F,.% ). Then
for B € #(R) we have ¢~ *(I,(B)) € #,s0 ¢y~ ({I;'(B) : A € B(E),B ¢
PB(R)}) C Z. 1t follows that

F oo {1,"(B): Ac B(E),B
=y Y o({I;*(B): Ac B(E),B
= ¢ N o({la: A B(E)})) =~ (B(M(E))).

Then 9 is a measurable map from (F, %) to (M (E), Z(M(E))). O
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Theorem 1.14 If E is a compact metric space, then M(E) is a locally compact
separable and metrizable space. Moreover, for any b > 0 the set My, = {u €
M(E) : u(E) < b} is compact.

Proof. Since E is a compact metric space, it is separable. Then M (E) is separable
by Theorem 1.8. Let d be a metric on E for its topology and let Sy (F,d) be as
in Corollary 1.10. The topology of M (E) can be defined by the metric p given by
(1.3). For any p € M(E) let T(p) = (pu(ho), p(h1), p(he),...). It is easy to see
that 7" is a homeomorphism between M (FE) and a subset of the countable product
space R°. Observe that T'(M;) C [0,b]°° C RY. We claim that T'(M,) is closed
in [0, b]>°. To see this, suppose that {u,, } C M and T'(psy,) — (g, a1, @z, . ..) in
[0, b]>°. We need to show (ag, a1, 2, ...) € T(My). For f € C,(E)" satisfying
IfIl < 1let{h; } C Si(E,d) be asequence so that ||h;, — f|| — 0as k — oc.
For n > m > 1 we have

[ (f) = b (O < NS = P [Tpan (1) + pan ()] + | (i) = o (P )|

and hence

lim sup [en (f) = pm (f)| < 200l f = i, |-

m,n— oo

Then letting k — oo gives

lim sup [ (f) = pm (f)] = 0.

m,n— oo

By linearity, the above relation holds for all f € C,(F), so the limit A(f) =
lim,, oo pn (f) exists for each f € C,(E). Clearly, f — A(f) is a positive linear
functional on C,,(E). By the Riesz representation theorem, there exists 1 € M (E)
so that u(f) = A(f) for every f € Cy(E). In particular, p(h;) = A(h;) = «; for
all 4 > 0. It follows that u(1) = ap = lim, e pn(1) < b and hence p € M,,.
That shows (ag, a1, g, ...) = T'(p) € T(Mp). Then T'(M,) is a closed subset of
[0,b]°°. Since [0, b]*° is compact, so is T'(M,). It follows that M}, is compact and
M (FE) locally compact. O

Corollary 1.15 Let E be a compact metric space and let M(E) := M (E)U{A} be
the one-point compactification of M (E). Then w,, — A if and only if j,,(E) — oc.

Proof. Tt is easy to see that {M(E) \ M, : b > 0} is a local base at A. Then the
assertion is evident. a

A metrizable space F is called a Lusin topological space if it is homeomorphic
to a Borel subset of a compact metric space. Such a space is clearly separable. A
measurable space (F,.%) is called a Lusin measurable space if it is measurably
isomorphic to (F, Z(F)) with E being a Lusin topological space.

Theorem 1.16 If E is a Lusin topological space, then M (E) is a Lusin topological
space.
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Proof. Since E is a Lusin topological space, we may embed it into some compact
metric space F' as a Borel subset. Theorem 1.7 implies that M (E') is homeomorphic
to {u € M(F): u(F\ E) = 0}. By Corollary 1.12 the mapping p — pu(F \ E)
is (M (F))-measurable. Then { € M(F) : u(F \ E) = 0} is a Borel subset
of the locally compact separable and metrizable space M (F'), which is an open
subset of its one-point compactification M (F) := M (F) U {A}. Therefore M (E)
is homeomorphic to a Borel subset of the compact metrizable space M (F). a

Example 1.1 Let [0, 1]°° be the countable product of the unit interval furnished with
the product metric ¢. Suppose that (F, d) is a separable metric space with the dense
sequence F' := {x1,xo,...}. Forany x € F write

g(x) = (1 Ad(x,21),1 Ad(z,22),...).

Then g is a homeomorphism between E and g(E) C [0, 1]°°. This homeomorphism
induces a totally bounded metric on E compatible with its original topology. For
e >0let

g(F)* ={y €10,1] : q(y, g(x;)) < £ for some i > 1}.

Clearly, each g(F")¢ is an open set in the compact metric space [0, 1]°°. If (E, d) is

complete in addition, then g(E) = N2, g(F)'/™. Consequently, a complete sepa-
rable metric space is a Lusin topological space.

1.2 Laplace Functionals

In this section, we assume E is a Lusin topological space. Recall that M (E) is the
space of finite measures on F equipped with the topology of weak convergence.
Given a finite measure ) on M (E), we define the Laplace functional L of () by

Lo(f) = /M(E) eNQ(dv),  feB(E)T. (1.4)

Theorem 1.17 A finite measure on M (FE) is uniquely determined by the restriction
of its Laplace functional to C(E)™.

Proof. Suppose that ()1 and @) are finite measures on M (E) and Lo, (f) =
Lo, (f) forall f € C(E)*. Let # = {v+s e ) : fc C(E)*} and let £ =
{F € BIM(E)) : Q:1(F) = Q2(F)}. Then .# is closed under multiplication and
% is a monotone vector space containing #". By Theorem 1.11 it is easy to show
o(X) = B(M(E)). Then Proposition A.1 implies .¥ D bo(#) = B(M(E)).
That proves the desired result. a

Theorem 1.18 Ler Q1,Qo, ... and Q be finite measures on M(E). If Q, — @
weakly, then Lo, (f) — Lq(f) for f € C(E)*. Conversely, if Lqg, (f) — Lo(f)
forall f € C(E)T™ U{0}, then Q,, — Q weakly.
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Proof. If Q, — @ weakly, we have lim,,_,o, Lq, (f) = Lq(f) for f € C(E)*
clearly. Now assume lim,, .o, Lo, (f) = Lo(f) forall f € C(E)*™* U {0}. Let
F' be a compact metric space so that E is embedded into F' as a Borel subset.
Then M (F) is a locally compact separable and metrizable space. Let M (F) =
M (F)U{A} be its one-point compactification, which is a compact metrizable space
by Theorem 1.14. We identify M (E) with the Borel subset of M (F') consisting of
measures supported by E and regard Q1, Q2, . . . and @ as finite measures on M (F).
Then

lim Q,(M(F)) = lim Qu(M(E)) = lim Lg,(0) = Lo(0),  (15)

n—oo n—0o0 n—o0

and hence {Q,} C M(M(F)) is a bounded sequence. By another application of
Theorem 1.14 we conclude that {Q,, } is relatively compact. Let {Q,, } C {Qn} be
a subsequence that converges to some ) € M (M (F)). By (1.5) we have

QUVI(F)) = lim Qu, (V(F)) = Lo(0) (16)

Moreover, for any f € C(F)*T,

/ e *NQ(dv) = lim e DQu (dv) = Lo(f), (D)

M (F) k—oo J 1 (F)

where f = f|p denotes the restriction of f to E and e‘A(Jj ) = 0 by convention. By
letting f — O+ in (1.7) we find Q(M (F)) = Lg(0), so Q is supported by M (F).
From (1.7) we have

/ ew(f’)Q(dy):LQ(f):/ e "D Q(dv).
M(F)

M(E)

Then the uniqueness of Laplace functionals implies Q) is supported by M (E) and its
restriction to M (E) coincides with Q. By Theorem 1.7 we have lim,, oo Qn, = Q@
weakly on M (FE). In the same way, one shows that every convergent subsequence
of {@,,} has the same limit Q). Thus lim,, .., @, = @ weakly on M (E). O

A Lusin topological space E with the Borel o-algebra is isomorphic to a compact
metric space with the Borel o-algebra. Indeed, a complete separable metric space
is at most of the cardinality of the continuum and two Borel subsets of complete
separable metric spaces are isomorphic if and only if they have the same cardinal-
ity; see, e.g., Parthasarathy (1967, pp.8—14). Consequently, (E, Z(F)) is in fact
isomorphic to a compact subset of the real line with its Borel o-algebra. Then we
can and do introduce a metric r into E so that (E,r) becomes a compact metric
space while the Borel o-algebra induced by r coincides with Z(FE). Let Sy(E, 1)
be a dense sequence in C(E, )™ including all strictly positive rationals and let
So(E,r) = So(E,r) U{0}.

Proposition 1.19 Suppose that L is a functional on So(E,r) and there is a se-
quence {fn} C Sa(E,r) such that lim,, .« fn = 0 in bounded pointwise conver-
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gence and lim,,_,, L(f,) = L(0). If there is a sequence of finite measures {Q,, }
on M (E) such that

nILH;CLQn(f) :L(f)v fE 52(E7T)7 (1.8)
then there is a finite measure Q) on M (E) such that Lo(f) = L(f) for every f €
Sao(E,r) and lim, o Qn, = Q weakly on M(E,r).

Proof. This is a modification of the proof of Theorem 1.18. By Theorem 1.14,
the space M (FE,r) is locally compact, separable and metrizable. Let M (E,r) =
M(E,r) U {A} be its one-point compactification. Then (1.8) implies that {Q,, } is
a bounded sequence of measures on M (E,r). By Theorem 1.14 the sequence is
relatively compact in M (M (E,r)). Choose any subsequence {Q,,, } C {Q,} that

converges to a finite measure Q € M (M (E,r)). Then
Q(M(E,r)) = lim Q,,(M(E,r)) = lim Lq,, (0) = L(0). (1.9)
k—o00 k—o0

By (1.8) for any f € S3(F,r) we have

/ e Q(dv) = lim e NQu(dv) = L(f),  (1.10)
M(E,r) k—oo Jh1(E,r)

where e=2(/) = 0 by convention. It follows that

Q(M(E,r)) = lim e7?UnQ(dr) = lim L(f,) = L(0). (1.11)

n—oo M(E,T‘) n—oo

In view of (1.9) and (1.11) we have Q({A}) = 0, so (1.10) implies Lo (f) = L(f)
for f € S3(F,r). By Theorem 1.7 we have limy_,oc Qr, = Q weakly on M (E, ).
In the same way, if {Q;,, } C {Qx} is another subsequence converging to a finite
measure Q" on M (E,r), then Q' ({A}) = 0and Lo/ (f) = L(f) for f € So(E,r).
Consequently,

/ er(f)Q(d,/) - / e*”(f)Q’(dz/)
M(E)

M(E)

first for f € So(E,r) and then for all f € C(E,r)" by dominated convergence, so
@ = @’ by Theorem 1.17. Therefore we must have lim,, o, @Q,, = @ weakly on
M(E,r). O

Theorem 1.20 Let {Q,} be a sequence of finite measures on M (E) and let L be a
functional on B(E)T continuous with respect to bounded pointwise convergence. If
lim,, oo Lg, (f) = L(f) for all f € B(E)*, then there is a finite measure Q on
M (E) such that L = Lg and lim,,_.o Qy = Q by weak convergence.

Proof. By Proposition 1.19, there is a finite measure Q) on M (E) such that L (f) =
L(f) for all f € S3(E,r) and lim, .o @, = @ weakly on M(E,r). Let
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¢ = {f € B(E)" : Lo(f) = L(f)}. Then S2(E,r) C . Since both
f — L(f) and f — Lg(f) are continuous in bounded pointwise convergence
and Sy(FE,r) is dense in C(E,r)", we have C(E,r)* C ¢, so Proposition 1.3
implies B(E)™ C 4. Thatis, Lo(f) = L(f) forall f € B(E)™. It then follows
that lim,, . Lo, (f) = Lo(f) for all f € B(E)*. By Theorem 1.18, we have
lim,, o @, = @ weakly on M (E). O

Corollary 1.21 Let {Q,} be a sequence of finite measures on M (E). If Lg, (f) —
L(f) uniformly in f € B,(E)" for each a > 0, then there is a finite measure Q) on
M (E) such that L = Lg and lim,, .o Qy = Q by weak convergence.

Theorem 1.22 Suppose that (F,.7) is a measurable space and to each z € F there
corresponds a finite measure Q,(dv) on M (E). If z — Lq,(f) is Z -measurable
forevery f € C(E)Y, then Q. (dv) is a kernel from (F, %) to (M(E), B(M(FE))).

Proof. Let . denote the set of functions G € B(M(E)) so that z — Q,(G) is .Z -
measurable. Then . O % := {v — e *() : f € C(E)*}. By Proposition A.1
and Theorem 1.11 we have . D bo(#) = B(M(E)). Then Q,(dv) is a kernel
from (F,.Z) to (M (E), B(M(E))). O

Let M (E)° = M(E)\ {0}, where 0 is the null measure. We often use a variation
of the Laplace functional in dealing with o-finite measures on M (E)°. A typical
case is considered in the following:

Theorem 1.23 Ler ()1 and Q2 be two o-finite measures on M (E)°. If for every
fecCc(kE)",

/ (1—e"U)Qi(dv) = / (1—e"UN)Qao(dv)  (1.12)
M(E)° M(E)°
and the value is finite, then we have Q1 = Q2.

Proof. By setting Q1({0}) = Q2({0}) = 0 we extend @1 and Q) to o-finite mea-
sures on M (E). Taking the difference of (1.12) for f and f + 1 we obtain

/ efy(f) (1 o efu(l))Ql(dy) _ / e*V(f)(]_ _ er(l))Q2(dl/).
M(E) M(E)

Then the result of Theorem 1.17 implies that

(1- e*”(l))Ql(dy) =(1- eiu(l))Qg(dl/)
as finite measures on M (FE). Since 1 — e~ (Y is strictly positive on M (E)°, it
follows that )1 = Q5 as o-finite measures on M (E)°. O

For any integer m > 1, we can also consider the Laplace functionals of finite
measures on the product space M (E)™. The results proved above can be modified
obviously to the multi-dimensional setting. In particular, we have the following:
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Theorem 1.24 Let Q1,Qo, ... and Q be finite measures on M (E)™. Then Q,, —
Q weakly if and only if

lim . exp{ Zl/l )}Qn dvy,...,dvy)

n— 00
i=1

/ ex
M(E)m

forall {f1,...,fm} C C(E)".

Suppose that h € pA(FE) is a strictly positive function and let M}, (F) be the
space of Borel measures 1 on E satisfying pu(h) < oo, which is sometimes referred
to as the space of tempered measures. A topology on M}, (E) can be defined by the
convention:

m

2:1/z 1) } (dvy, ..., dvg)
=1

T

tn — pin My (E) if and only if u,, (hf) — p(hf) forall f € C(E).
In particular, if A is a strictly positive continuous function on F, we have

pn — pin My, (E) if and only if p,, (f) — w(f) forall f € Cy(E),

where C},(E) is the set of continuous functions f on FE such that |f| < const - h.
A random variable X taking values in M}, (F) is also called a random measure on
E. Let By (E) be the set of functions f € %(F) satisfying | f| < const - h. Given a
finite measure @) on M),(E), we define the Laplace functional L¢ of Q) by

Lo(f) = /M - e 'NQ(dv),  feBL(E)". (1.13)

This is a generalization of (1.4). By increasing limits we can easily extend the
Laplace functional to all functions f € B(E)T, oreven to all f € p%(FE), with the
convention e~ *° = (. We shall make those extensions whenever they are needed.
The Laplace functional of a random measure X taking values in M}, (E) means the
Laplace functional of its distribution on M}, (E). It is easy to see that the mapping
p(dz) — h(x)p(da) defines a homeomorphism between My, (E) and M (E). Then
the results proved above can also be modified to the space M} (E).

If E = {a1,...,aq} is a finite set containing d elements, the mapping p —
(n({a1}),...,u({aq})) gives a homeomorphism between M(E) and R%. Then
the results for M (E) can be restated for the space R%. In particular, we define the
Laplace transform of a finite measure G on R‘fr by

LG(/\):/ e MWG(du), A eRL, (1.14)
Rd

where (-, -) denotes the Euclidean inner product on R¢. This is essentially a special
form of the Laplace functional defined by (1.4).
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1.3 Poisson Random Measures

Suppose that E is a Lusin topological space. Let h € p#(E) be a strictly positive
function and let A € M},(E). A random measure X on E taking values from M} (E)
is called a Poisson random measure with intensity )\ provided:

(1) for each B € Z(FE) with A(B) < oo, the random variable X (B) has the
Poisson distribution with parameter \(B), that is,

)‘(B)ne—)\(B)
n! ’

() if By,...,B, € #(F) are disjoint and A\(B;) < oo foreachi =1,...,n, then
X(By),...,X(B,) are mutually independent random variables.

P{X(B)=n}= n=0,1,2,...;

Theorem 1.25 A random measure X on E is Poissonian with intensity A € M}, (E)
if and only if its Laplace functional is given by

E exp{—X(f)} exp{ f[Eu ef(“’)))\(dm)}, fEBLE)T. (1.15)

Proof. Suppose that X is a Poisson random measure on F with intensity A. Let
By, ..., B, € #(F) be disjoint sets satisfying A\(B;) < oo foreachi =1,...,n.
For any constants a4, . .., o, > 0 we can use the above two properties to see

Eexp{ —éaiX(Bi)} :exp{ -

Then we get (1.15) by approximating f € B, (E)T by simple functions and us-
ing dominated convergence. Conversely, if the Laplace functional of X is given by
(1.15), we may apply the equality to the simple function f = 21;1 o;lp, to get
(1.16). Then X satisfies the above two properties in the definition of a Poisson ran-
dom measure on F with intensity \. ad

‘ (1—e°”)>\(BZ-)}. (1.16)

i=1

Corollary 1.26 Suppose that X1 and X, are independent Poisson random mea-
sures on E with intensities A1 and Ao € M} (E), respectively. Then X1 + Xo is a
Poisson random measure on E with intensity \1 + Xo.

Theorem 1.27 For any A € My, (E), there exists a Poisson random measure with
intensity \.

Proof. We assume A # 0 to avoid triviality. Let {Ey, Ea,...} C B(FE) be a se-
quence of disjoint sets so that E = U2, E; and 0 < A(E;) < oo. For each i > 1
let 7); be a Poisson random variable with parameter A\(E;) and let {£;1, &2, ...} bea
sequence of random variables on E with identical distribution A(E;)~*\|g,, where
Alg, denotes the restriction of A to Ej;. Suppose that {n;,&; : i,j = 1,2,...}
are mutually independent. Then we can define a o-finite random measure on E' by
X =322, 2L, O, For f € Bu(E)* we have
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Eexp{~X(f)} = Eexp{ - iiﬂ&j)}

i=1 j=1

SIS e B e [ fow i

i=1n=0
! {/ e_f(z))\(dx)}n
|
Ev

i=1n=0 : K

— Hexp{ —\E) +/E e_f(x)A(dx)}

i=1 i

= exp{ — /E (1- ef(z))/\(dx)}.

Thus X is a Poisson random measure on E with intensity . a

Il
—
7]

|
>

5
3

Proposition 1.28 Suppose that X is a Poisson random measure on E with intensity
A€ My(E). Let X = X — \. Then for f,g € Bp(E)" we have:

(1) E[X(g)e X(f)] Age HE[e=X(D);
(2) E[X(g)%e~*)] =[x ( 2¢71) + Mge ™ )?|E[eX));
(3) BIX(H)" = A(f") + ( f2)2.

Proof. For any > 0 we may apply (1.15) to the function x — f(x)+ 0g(z) to get

4

E[exp{—X(f+69)}] = exp{ - /E (1 - e_f(x)_eg(w)>)\(dx)}.

By differentiating both sides with respect to 8 > 0 at zero we get (1). The other two
results can be obtained in similar ways. a

Theorem 1.29 Suppose that X is a finite measure on E and p is a probability mea-
sure on (0, 00) satisfying

/00(1 Au)p(du) < oo
0

Then there is a probability measure () on M (E) with Laplace functional given by

Lo(f) —eXp{ //\dx/ 1—e“f(x)),u(du)}. (1.17)

Proof. We assume A # 0 to avoid triviality. Let 77 be a Poisson random variable
with parameter A(E) and let {£1,&o,...} be a sequence of random variables on
E identically distributed according to A(E)~!\. In addition, let {0;,0,...} be a
sequence of random variables with identical distribution z.. Suppose that {7, &;, 6;
Jj = 1,2,...} are mutually independent. Then a finite random measure on F is
defined by X = Z;’Zl 0;0¢ ;. As in the proof of Theorem 1.27 it is simple to see
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Eexp{—X(f)} = exp{ —/E/\(dx) /ODO (1- e_“f(x)),u(du)}.

for f € B(E)™. Then X has distribution Q on M (E) given by (1.17). O

A random measure X on F with distribution @) given by (1.17) is called a com-
pound Poisson random measure with intensity \ and height distribution u. The in-
tuitive meanings of the parameters are clear from the construction of the random
measure given in the above proof.

1.4 Infinitely Divisible Random Measures

Let E be a Lusin topological space. For probability measures @1 and Q2 on M (E),
the product Q; x Q- is a probability measure on M (E)?2. The image of Q1 x Q2
under the mapping (p1, 2) — w1 + po is called the convolution of Q1 and Q2 and
is denoted by ()1 * @2, which is a probability measure on M (E). According to the
definition, for any F' € b#B(M (F)) we have

/ F()(Q1 + Q2)(dp)
M(E)

= / F(py + p2)Q1(dur)Qa(dpuz). (1.18)
M(E)?

Clearly, if X; and X5 are independent random measures on F with distributions
@1 and Q2 on M (E), respectively, the random measure X7 + X5 has distribution
Q1 * Qo. It is easy to show that

La«@.(f) = Lo, (f)Lg.(f),  f e B(E)™. (1.19)

Let Q*° = §y and define Q*"* = Q*("~1 « Q inductively for integers n > 1. We
say a probability distribution () on M (E) is infinitely divisible if for each integer
n > 1, there is a probability @,, such that ) = @Q}". In this case, we call Q),, the
n-th root of Q). A random measure X on F is said to be infinitely divisible if its
distribution on M (E) is infinitely divisible.

Example 1.2 Poisson random measures and compound Poisson random measures
are infinitely divisible. The n-th roots of their distributions can be obtained by re-
placing the intensity A with \/n.

The main purpose of this section is to give a characterization for the class of
infinitely divisible probability measures on M (E). Let .# (E) denote the convex
cone of all functionals U on B(E)* with the representation

U(f)=XMf)+ /M(E)O (1—eD)L(dv), feB(E)Y, (1.20)
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where A € M (E) and (1 Av(1))L(dv) is a finite measure on M (E)°. Let So(E,r)
be defined as in Section 1.2.

Proposition 1.30 The measures \ and L in (1.20) are uniquely determined by the
Sfunctional U € .9 (E).

Proof. Suppose that U can also be represented by (1.20) with (A, L) replaced by
(v, G). For any constant § > 0, we can evaluate U(f + 0) — U() with the two
representations and get

v(f) + / (1—eN)e G (dv)
M(E)°

= \f) +/ (1—eN)e @ L(dv).
M(E)°

Letting  — oo gives v(f) = A(f), and hence v = \. Then the above equality and
Theorem 1.23 imply e *(*)G(dv) = e *(¥) L(dv), and so G(dv) = L(dv). O

Proposition 1.31 Suppose that J is a functional on So(E,r) and there is a se-
quence {fn} C Sa2(E,r) such that lim,,_,~ f,, = 0 in bounded pointwise conver-
gence and lim,,_,o. J(f) = 0. If there is a sequence {Uy,} C F(E) so that

lim U, (f) = J(f), f e S2E,r), (1.21)

then J is the restriction to Sa(E, 1) of a functional U € 7 (E).

Proof. Recall that P(F) denotes the space of probability measures on E. For v €
M(E)° let |v| = v(E) and # = |v|~'v. The mapping F' : v — (|v|,?) is clearly
an homeomorphism between M (E)° and the product space (0,00) x P(E). For
0<u<oo,m€ P(E)and f € B(E)" let

(1—e "1 - e*“”(-f)) if0 <u < oo,
E(u,m, f) = q 7(f) ifu =0, (1.22)

1 if u = oo.

Suppose that U,, € #(E) is given by (1.21) with (A, L) replaced by (\,,, L,,). Let
T, € P(E) be such that A,, = |\,|m, and let H,,(du, d7) be the image of L, (dv)
under the mapping F. Define the finite measure G,,(du, dw) on [0, c0] x P(E) by
Gn({(0,mn)}) = [Anl, Gu(({0, 00} x P(E))\ {(0,7)}) = 0 and Gy (du, dr) =
(1—-e")H,(du,dr) for 0 < u < oo and 7 € P(E). Then we have

_ +
Un(f) = /[O’Oo] /P ST NGaldudm), f € BB

By (1.21) it is evident that {G,, } is a bounded sequence in M ([0, co] x P(E)). Let
(E, 1) be the compact metric space as described in Section 1.2. Then Theorem 1.14
implies that {G,,} viewed as a sequence of measures on [0, 0] x P(E,r) is rela-
tively compact. Take any subsequence {G,, } C {G,,} such thatlimy_,.. Gy, = G
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weakly for a finite measure G on [0, oo] X P(E,r). For any f € S3(E,r) the map-
ping (u, ) — &(u, 7, f) is clearly continuous on [0, 00] x P(E,r). By (1.21) we
have

10 =[ [ ewmpGldudn, e saE)
[0,00] / P(E)
Observe also that lim, .o J(f,) = 0 implies G({oo} x P(E)) = 0. Then the
desired conclusion follows by a change of the integration variable. ad

Theorem 1.32 Suppose that U is a functional on B(E)™ continuous with respect
to bounded pointwise convergence. If there is a sequence {U,} C % (FE) such that
U(f) =limy, oo Upn(f) forall f € B(E)", thenU € (E).

Proof. This is similar to the proof of Theorem 1.20 with an application of Proposi-
tion 1.31. O

Corollary 1.33 Suppose that {U,} C #(E) and U is a functional on B(E)™". If
Un(f) — U(f) uniformly in f € Bo(E)" for eacha > 0, then U € .7 (E).

Corollary 1.34 Suppose that {U,,} C .9 (E) and there is a measure m € M (E) so
that U, (f) < w(f) forallm > 1and f € B(E)T. IfU(f) = limy—o Up(f) for
all f € B(E)™, then we have U € 7 (E).

Proof. Let U, be given by (1.20) with (\, L) replaced by (A, L,,). For f € B(E)™"
we can use monotone convergence to see

M+ [ L) = Jim 670,(6) < (7).
M(E)o 0—0+
Consequently, for any f and g € B(FE)™ we have

)~ Ol < lf =a 5 [ w15 =g Eatar

< 7T(|f - g|)7
and hence |U(f)—U(g)| < 7(|f —g|). Then U is continuous in bounded pointwise
convergence and so U € .#(FE) by Theorem 1.32. O

Suppose that U € .#(E) has the representation (1.20). Let N (dv) be a Poisson
random measure on M (E)° with intensity measure L. By Theorem 1.25 it is easy
to show that

X i=\+ / vN(dv) (1.23)
M(E)°

defines a random measure on F with —log Lx = U. Let ) be the distribution of
X on M(E). By the same reasoning, for any integer n > 1 there is a probability
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measure @, on M (E) satisfying —log Lo, = n~'U, implying Q" = Q. There-
fore @ is infinitely divisible. We write @Q = I(A, L) if @Q is an infinitely divisible
probability measure on M (E) with U = —log Lg € .#(E) represented by (1.20).
The construction (1.23) for the corresponding random measure is called a cluster
representation.

Theorem 1.35 The equation U = —log Lg establishes a one-to-one correspon-
dence between functionals U € ¥ (E) and infinitely divisible probability measures
Qon M(E).

Proof. By the above comments we only need to show if () is an infinitely divisible
probability measure on M (E), then U := —log Lg € #(E). Forn > 1let (), be
the n-th root of . Then

U(f)= lim n[l - e_”flU(f)] = lim (1- e_”(f))nQn(dl/)

n— oo n— oo M(E)°

and the convergence is uniform in f € B,(FE)" for each a > 0. By Corollary 1.33
we have U € 4 (E). O

Theorem 1.36 Suppose that V : f +— v(-, f) is an operator on B(E)" so that
v(x,) € F(E) forall x € E. Then we have the representation
v ) =Map+ [ (e D)L, feBE) 124

M(E)°

where A(z,dy) is a bounded kernel on E and (1 A v(1))L(z,dv) is a bounded
kernel from E to M (E)°.

Proof. Under the assumption, for any fixed * € E we have the representation

(1.24), where A(z, ) € M(E) and (1Av(1))L(x,dv) is a finite measure on M (F)°.
Forevery f € B(E)™,

z—w(z, f)=2v(z, f+1) —v(z, f+2) —v(z, f)
is a bounded Borel function on E. Observe also that

w(z, f) = /M(E)° e V() (1- e*”(l))2L(m,d1/).

By Theorem 1.22 we see that (1 — e=*(1))2L(z, dv) is a bounded kernel from E to
M(E)°. In view of (1.24),

T (1- e_”(l))L(x, dv)
M(E)°

is a bounded function on E. It follows that (1 A v(1))L(x,dv) is a bounded kernel
from E to M (FE)°. By another application of the relation (1.24) one sees that z +—
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A(z, f) is a bounded Borel function on E for every f € B(E)". Then A(z,dy) is a
bounded kernel on E. O

Theorem 1.37 [fU € . (E) and if V : f — v(-, f) is an operator on B(E)™ such
thatv(z, ) € S (E) forallx € E, thenU oV € Z(E).

Proof. By Theorem 1.36 it is easy to see that for any u € M (E) the functional f +—
1(V f) belongs to .# (E). Then there is an infinitely divisible probability measure
Q(p,-) on M (E) satisfying —log Lg(,,.)(f) = u(V f). By Theorem 1.22 we see
that Q(u,dv) is a probability kernel on M (FE). Let G be the infinitely divisible
probability measure on M (F) with — log Lg = U and define

Q(dv) = / GpQUu.dv), v e M(E).
M(E)

It is not hard to show that —log Lo = U o V. By the same reasoning, for each
integer n > 1 there is a probability measure @,, such that —log Lo, =n"'Uo V.
Then @ = Q" and hence () is infinitely divisible. By Theorem 1.35 we conclude
that U oV € Z(E). O

The following result gives a useful method for the calculation of the moments of
infinitely divisible probability measures on M (E).

Proposition 1.38 Let U € .7 (FE) be given by (1.20). Then for any f € B(E)t we

have

GUEN =MD+ [ (et L) (1.25)
and

di — (_1\n—1 v n —0v(f) v

Gl en = [ et L) (1.26)

for0< @ <occandn=2,3,....

Proof. Forany n > 1 the function z — z™e™# achieves its maximal value on [0, c0)
at z = n. It follows that

v(f)me=) <nmggme™, 0> 6y >0, € M(E).

Fix y > 0 and f € B(E)" and let F,,(v) = n"0;"e " A v(f)". It is easy to see
that L(F,,) < oo and

v(f)"e "D < F(v),  0>06,veM(E).

Then we have (1.25) and (1.26) by dominated convergence. a
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To close this section we give a characterization of infinitely divisible probability
measures on the half line [0, 00). Write ¢ € & if X — () is a positive function
on [0, 0o) with the representation

W) = BA + /000(1 — e Mi(du), (1.27)

where § > 0 and (1 A w)l(du) is a finite measure on (0, 00). As a consequence of
Theorem 1.35 we have the following:

Theorem 1.39 The relation 1) = —log L, establishes a one-to-one correspon-
dence between the functions 1 € & and infinitely divisible probability measures
won [0, 00).

Example 1.3 Let b > 0 and o > 0. The Gamma distribution -y on [0, 00) with
parameters (b, @) is defined by

b

v(B) = % /Bacb_le_‘mdx7 B e A([0,0)).

This reduces to the exponential distribution when b = 1. The Gamma distribution
has Laplace transform

L= () 2z

It is easily seen that + is infinitely divisible and its n-th root is the Gamma distribu-
tion with parameters (b/n, ).

Example 1.4 For ¢ > 0 and 0 < o < 1 the function A — cA® admits the represen-
tation (1.27). Indeed, it is simple to show

« o du
A= — — 1—e A > 0. 1.28
F(l—a)/o (1-e )u1+a’ =0 (1.28)

The infinitely divisible probability measure v on [0, c0) satisfying —log L, (\) =
cA® is known as the one-sided stable distribution with index 0 < « < 1. This
distribution does not charge zero and is absolutely continuous with respect to the
Lebesgue measure on (0, co) with continuous density. For o« = 1/2 it has density

q(zx) :== L;1:*3/2(37‘:2/4“3, x> 0.

2y

For a general index the density can be given using an infinite series; see, e.g., Sato
(1999, p.88).
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1.5 Lévy—Khintchine Type Representations

In this section, we present some criteria for continuous functions on [0, o) to have
Lévy—Khintchine type representations. The results are useful in the study of high-
density limits of discrete branching processes. For an interval T C R let €' (T')
denote the set of continuous (not necessarily bounded) functions on 7. For any
¢ > 0 we define the difference operator A, by

AcfN) = FfA+e) = fN),  MA+ceT, feE(T).

Let AY be the identity and define A? = A"~! A, for n > 1 inductively. Then we
have

AT = ()™ ZO (T) (—1)'f(A +ic). (1.29)
We call 6 € €([0,00)) a completely monotone function if it satisfies

(=1)'AL9(N) >0, A>0,¢>0,i=0,1,2,.... (1.30)
The Bernstein polynomials of a function f € €([0, 1]) are given by

Bjm(s) = i (m) Umf(0)s',  0<s<1lm=12,....
iz \'
It is well-known that
Bym(s) = f(s), s € [0,1], (1.31)

uniformly as m — oo; see, e.g., Feller (1971, p.222).

Theorem 1.40 A function 6 € €(]0,00)) is the Laplace transform of a finite mea-
sure G on [0, 00) if and only if it is completely monotone.

Proof. If 6 € € ([0, 0)) is the Laplace transform of a finite measure on [0, c0) it is
clearly a completely monotone function. Conversely, suppose that (1.30) holds. For
fixed a > 0, we let y,(s) = 6(a — as) for 0 < s < 1. The complete monotonicity
of 6 implies

Ai/m’ya(o) 207 i:O,l,...,m.

Then the Bernstein polynomial B, ,,(s) has positive coefficients, so B.,, ,, (e™*/%)
is the Laplace transform of a finite measure G, ,,, on [0, c0). By Theorem 1.20,

O(\) = lim lim B, (e M%),  A>0,

a— 00 M—00

is the Laplace transform of a finite measure on [0, co). a
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Now let us consider a general Lévy—Khintchine type representation for continu-
ous functions on [0, o). For u > 0 and A > 0 let

(= Au)’

il

n—1
§n(u,)\):e_’\“—1—(1+u")_lz , n=12....
i=1

We are interested in functions ¢ € € ([0, 00)) with the representation

n—1 00
600 = 3 ai+ / G N1 — e~ "G(du), A>0,  (1.32)
i=0 0

where n > 1 is an integer, {ao,...,an—1} is a set of constants and G(du) is a
finite measure on [0, c0). The value at v = 0 of the integrand in (1.32) is defined by
continuity as (—A)"/nl.

Lemma 1.41 A functionn € €([0,0)) is a polynomial of degree less than n > 1
if and only if An(0) = 0 forall ¢ > 0.

Proof. If n € €(]0,00)) is a polynomial of degree less than n > 1, one sees easily
Al'n(0) = 0 for all ¢ > 0. For the converse, suppose that n € %(]0,00)) and
Al'n(0) =0 forall ¢ > 0. Fix @ > 0 and let 1,(s) = n(as) for 0 < s < 1. Since

A, (0)=0, 0<c¢< n~t,

the polynomials of 7, have degree less than n, that is,

n—1

Bunls) = WS, m=
i=0
The coefficients bgm) here can be represented as linear combinations of
By,,m(1/n), By, m(2/1), ..., By, m(n/n).

By (1.31) the limits

lim 5™ =b;, i=0,1,...,n—1

m— 00

exist and hence 7, (s) = Z;:Ol b;s for 0 < s < 1. Setting a; = a~'b; we get

n—1
n(s) = Zaisi, 0<s<a.
i=0

Clearly, this formula holds in fact for all s > 0. O

Theorem 1.42 A function ¢ € €([0,00)) has the representation (1.32) if and only
if for every ¢ > 0 the function
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0c(N) = (-1)"AZ$(N),  A=0 (1.33)
is the Laplace transform of a finite measure on [0, c0).

Proof. Suppose that ¢ is given by (1.32). Using (1.29) it is simple to see

0.(\) = /OOO e M1 —e ) (1 — e ) "G(du),

where the integrand is defined as ¢ at u = 0 by continuity. Thus 6. is the Laplace
transform of a finite measure on [0, co). Conversely, assume 6, is the Laplace trans-
form of a finite measure G, on [0, o), that is,

0.(\) = /OOO e MG (du), A>0. (1.34)
From (1.29) and the relation
(=1)"AT0(N) = ATAZG(N) = AZATO(N) = (=1)" A1 ()
it follows that
/000 e M(1 — e ) "Ge(du) = /OOO e M(1 — e~ ) "G(du),
where G = (G1. Therefore
G.(du)=(1-e")"(1—e ") "G(du), 0<u<oo (1.35)

by the uniqueness of the Laplace transform. Let
do(N) = / En(u, \) (1 —e ™) "G(du), A>0. (1.36)
0

The function () := ¢(\) — ¢o(A) is continuous and

(=1)"AFT (N = (=1)"Ac[ATO(N) — Aldo(N)]
— A, [ac(x) - / e (1 — e~y (1 — e*U)*nG(du)}
0
= A:[G({0}) — c"G({0})] =0,
where we used (1.35) for the third equality. By Lemma 1.41 the function 7 is a
polynomial of degree less than n + 1, say n(A\) = >, a;A". By (1.33) and (1.36),
we have

nla, = AMp(\) = (—1)" [91@) - /0 e Mug(du)] = o.

Then ¢ has the representation (1.32). O
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Based on the above two theorems we can give canonical representations for the
limit functions of some sequences involving probability generating functions. Let
{ax} be a sequence of positive numbers and let {g; } be a sequence of probability
generating functions, that is,

oo
gk(2) =Y prizt, |2l <1,
=0

where py; > 0 and Zfio pri = 1. We first consider the sequence of functions {ty, }
defined by

Ye(A) = o[l —gr(1 = A/K)],  0<A<k (1.37)

Theorem 1.43 If the sequence {1} defined by (1.37) converges to some ¢ €
% ([0, 00)), then the limit function belongs to the class .9 defined by (1.27).

Proof. For any ¢, A > 0 and sufficiently large £ > 1 we have

Acthr(N) = —apAcgr(1 — - /k)(N).

Since for each integer ¢ > 1 the i-th derivative gg) is a power series with positive

coefficients, so is A g,(:) for any m > 1. In particular, we have

o dt , ;
(1) T Aetie(N) =~k ardeg” (1 —-/R)(X) 2 0.

By the mean-value theorem, one sees inductively (—1)? A% Aq4pg(\) > 0. Letting
k — oo we obtain (—1)?A} A.p(X) > 0. Then Aq1p(N) is a completely monotone
function of A > 0, so by Theorem 1.40 it is the Laplace transform of a finite measure
on [0,00). Since ¢(0) = limy_ oo ¥, (0) = 0, by Theorem 1.42 there is a finite
measure F' on [0, 00) so that

b = / T e (1 - e R (du),

where the value of the integrand at v = 0 is defined as A by continuity. Then (1.27)
follows with 3 = F({0}) and I(du) = (1 — e~ *) "' F(du) for u > 0. 0

Example 1.5 Suppose that g is a probability generating function so that 5 :=
g'(1—) < oo. Let a, = k and gi(z) = g¢(z). Then the sequence () defined
by (1.37) converges to S\ as k — oo.

Example 1.6 For any 0 < o < 1 the function t)(\) = A“ has the representation
(1.27). For « = 1 that is trivial, and for 0 < a < 1 that follows from (1.28).
Let ¢ () be defined by (1.37) with aj, = k* and gx(2) = 1 — (1 — 2)°. Then
Yr(A) = A*for0 < A < k.
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In the study of limit theorems of branching models, we shall also need to consider
the limit of another function sequence defined as follows. Let {«} and {gx} be
given as above and let

or(N) = arlgr(l = A/k) — (1 = AK)], 0<A<E. (1.38)

Theorem 1.44 If the sequence {¢i} defined by (1.38) converges to some ¢ €
% ([0, 00)), then the limit function has the representation

¢()\):a)\+c>\2+/ (e_)‘“—l—i— Au

where ¢ > 0 and a are constants, and m(du) is a o-finite measure on (0, 00) satis-

fying
/oo(lAu2)m(du) < o0. (1.40)
0

Proof. Since ¢(0) = limy_,o ¢1(0) = 0, arguing as in the proof of Theorem 1.43
we see that ¢ has the representation (1.32) with n = 2 and a¢y = 0, which can be
rewritten into the equivalent form (1.39). O

Now let us consider a special case of the function ¢ € € ([0, 00)) given by (1.39).
Observe that if the measure m(du) satisfies the integrability condition

| wna?ymidu) < . (141
0
we have
¢()\):b/\+0/\2+/ (e — 1+ u)m(du), (1.42)
0

where

oo u3

Proposition 1.45 The function ¢ € €([0,00)) with the representation (1.39) is
locally Lipschitz if and only if (1.41) holds.

Proof. For computational convenience we first rewrite (1.39) as
AN) = biA + e\ + / (e™™ — 14+ Aulyy<iy)m(du), (1.43)
0

where

e u
= — —ul .
by a—|—/0 (1+u2 u {ugl})m(du)
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By applying dominated convergence to (1.43), for each A > 0 we have

¢'(N) = by + 2cA +/

u(l = e )m(du) — ue M m(du).
[ e~ [ (du)

(1,00)

Then we use monotone convergence to the two integrals to get

¢'(0+) = by —/ um(du).

(1700)

If ¢ is locally Lipschitz, we have ¢’(04) > —oo and the integral on the right-hand
side is finite. This together with (1.40) implies (1.41). Conversely, if (1.41) holds,
then ¢’ is bounded on each bounded interval and so ¢ is locally Lipschitz. ad

Corollary 1.46 If the sequence {¢r} defined by (1.38) is uniformly Lipschitz on
each bounded interval and ¢, (X) — ¢(X) for all A > 0 as k — oo, then the limit
function has the representation (1.42).

Example 1.7 Suppose that g is a probability generating function so that ¢’(1—) = 1
and ¢ := ¢"(1-)/2 < oo. Let oy, = k% and gi(z) = g(z). By Taylor’s expansion
it is easy to show that the sequence ¢y ()\) defined by (1.38) converges to cA? as
k — o0.

Example 1.8 For 0 < « < 1 the function ¢(A) = —A* has the representation
(1.39). That follows from (1.28) as we notice

/°° (L)d_“ _ /°° (;)d_u c o

o M Aw2/ulte  fo 14 w2/ ue '

The function is the limit of the sequence ¢y () defined by (1.38) with oy = k* and
ge(z) = 1 — (1 - 2)°.

Example 1.9 For any 1 < o < 2 the function ¢(A) = A can be represented in the
form of (1.42). In particular, for 1 < o < 2 we have

o ala—=1) [ _\, du

Let ¢x(\) be defined by (1.38) with o, = ak® and gy (2) = 2+ a1 (1 —2). Then
O(A) =Afor0 < A < k.

1.6 Notes and Comments

For the theory of convergence of probability measures on metric spaces we refer to
Billingsley (1999), Ethier and Kurtz (1986) and Parthasarathy (1967). The standard
reference of random measures is Kallenberg (1975).
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A slightly different form of Proposition 1.19 was given in Dynkin (1989a). The-
orem 1.20 can be found in Dynkin (1989b, 1991a). See Dynkin (1989b) for another
proof of Theorem 1.23. Some earlier forms of Theorem 1.32 were given in Silver-
stein (1969) and Watanabe (1968). Theorem 1.40 is a modification of a theorem of
Bernstein; see, e.g., Feller (1971, p.439) or Berg et al. (1984, p.135). The proof of
Theorem 1.42 is from Li (1991).

The Laplace transform provides an important tool for the study of probability
measures on the half line R . To characterize a probability measure y on the real
line R one usually uses its characteristic function defined by

A(t) = /]R e u(dr),  teR.

It is well-known that the probability measure is infinitely divisible if and only if its
characteristic function is given by the Lévy—Khintchine formula:

fi(t) = exp {z’at —ct? + /\{ } (e —1-— ity1{|y|§1})L(dy)}, (1.44)
R\{0

where ¢ > 0 and a are constants and L(dy) is a o-finite (Lévy) measure on R \ {0}
such that

/ (1 A y?)L(dy) < oco.
R\{0}
For the infinitely divisible probability measure y given by (1.44) we have
[ leludn) < oo
R

if and only

[l ns)na) < o

R\{0}

see, e.g., Sato (1999, p.163). In this case, we can rewrite the Lévy—Khintchine rep-
resentation into

fi(t) = exp {ibt —ct? + / (e —1— ity)L(dy)}7 (1.45)
R\{0}

where

b:/qu(dx).
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In particular, a one-sided stable distribution with index 1 < o < 2 is obtained by
taking b = ¢ = 0 and L(dy) = hy_l_o‘l{y>0}dy for some constant A > 0 in
(1.45).



Chapter 2
Measure-Valued Branching Processes

A measure-valued process describes the evolution of a population that evolves ac-
cording to the law of chance. In this chapter we provide some basic characteriza-
tions and constructions for measure-valued branching processes. In particular, we
establish a one-to-one correspondence between those processes and cumulant semi-
groups. Some results for nonlinear integral evolution equations are proved, which
lead to an analytic construction of a class of measure-valued branching processes,
the so-called Dawson—Watanabe superprocesses. We shall construct the superpro-
cesses for admissible killing densities and general branching mechanisms that are
not necessarily decomposable into local and non-local parts. A number of moment
formulas for the superprocesses are also given.

2.1 Definitions and Basic Properties

Suppose that £ is a Lusin topological space and (();):>0 is a conservative transition
semigroup on M (E). We say (Q¢):>o satisfies the branching property provided

Qt(l’b1+u27):Qt(ul7)*Qt(/j’27)7 tZOa M1, 2 GM(E) (21)

Given the transition semigroup (Q;);>0, fort > 0 and f € B(E)™ let

Vif(x) = —log /M(E) e VHQ(6,,dv), x € E. (2.2)

We say (Q¢)¢>0 satisfies the regular branching property if for every ¢ > 0 and
f € B(E)™ the function V; f belongs to B(E)™ and

/ e " DQy (1, dv) = exp{—pn(Vif)}, p e M(E). (2.3)
M(E)
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Clearly, (Q¢):>0 has the branching property (2.1) if it satisfies the regular branching
property (2.3).

Theorem 2.1 If (Q:):>0 satisfies the branching property (2.1), then for any proba-
bility measures N1 and No on M (E) we have

(N1 * No)Qi = (N1Q¢) * (N2Q1), t>0. (2.4)

Proof. Foranyt > 0and f € B(E)™",

/ e VU (Ny N3 ) Qi (dv)
M(E)

— [N [ e 0 ()
M(E)

M(E)

— [ MiuNalde) [0y + )
M(E)? M(E)

= N1(du1)N2(du2)/ e 1 D=2 Q, (p1, dvr) Qi (a2, die)
M(E)? M(E)?
:/ eful(f)(Nth)(dlh)/ e 2 (N2 Qy) (dws).
M(E) M(E)
Then (2.4) follows by the uniqueness of the Laplace functional. a

Proposition 2.2 If (Q):>o satisfies the branching property (2.1) and K is an in-
finitely divisible probability measure on M (E), then KQy is an infinitely divisible
probability measure on M (E) for any t > 0.

Proof. For n > 1 let K,, be the n-th root of K. By applying (2.4) inductively we
have (K,Q:)*" = (K;")Q¢ = KQ:. Then KQ); is infinitely divisible. O

Suppose that T is an interval on the real line and (% )ier is a filtration. A
Markov process {(X¢, %) : t € T} in M (E) with transition semigroup (Qy)¢>0
satisfying the branching property (2.1) is called a measure-valued branching pro-
cess (MB-process). In particular, we call {(X;, %) : t € T'} a regular MB-process
if (Q¢)i>0 satisfies the regular branching property defined by (2.2) and (2.3).

Theorem 2.3 Suppose that {( Xy, %) : t € T} and {(Y2,%,) : t € T} are two
independent MB-processes with transition semigroup (Q¢)i>o0. Let Z, = X3 +Y;
and 7 = o(F: U4,). Then {(Z, ) : t € T} is also an MB-process with
transition semigroup (Q¢)>0.

Proof. Letr <t € T and suppose ' € b.#Z, and G € b¥,. For any f € B(E)™
we use the independence of {(X;,.%#;) : t € T} and {(Y},%;) : t € T} and the
branching property (2.1) to see that

E[FG exp{~Z(f)}]

= B[Fep{-X(/)}|B|Cep{-Yi()
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E[F [ o 0Q, (4 an]B[6 [ e Qv )]
M(E) M(E)

- E[FG e—"<f>Qt,T(zr,du)}.

M(E)

Then Proposition A.1 implies

Bltrew(-z(| =B[H [ Do, 2.a)

M(E)
for any H € b.77,. That gives the desired result. O

Recall that .#(E) denotes the convex cone of functionals on B(E)™ with the
representation (1.20). Let (V;);>0 be a family of operators on B(E)* and let
vz, f) = Vif(x). We call (V3);>0 a cumulant semigroup provided:

(1) v(z,-) € #(F)forallt >0andz € E;
2) V.V, =V, forevery r,t > 0.

By Theorem 1.36, if (V}):>0 is a cumulant semigroup, each operator V; has the
canonical representation

Vif(x) = Me(z, f) + /M(E)O (1—e D) Ly(a,dv), feBE)T, (2.5)

where A\¢(z,dy) is a bounded kernel on E and (1 A v(1))L¢(x,dv) is a bounded
kernel from F to M (E)°.

Theorem 2.4 The relation (2.3) establishes a one-to-one correspondence between
cumulant semigroups (Vi)i>0 on B(E)" and transition semigroups (Q)i>0 on
M (E) satisfying the regular branching property.

Proof. Suppose that (V};);>0 is a cumulant semigroup. By Theorem 1.35 we see that
(2.3) defines an infinitely divisible probability measure Q(u,-) on M (E). From
ViV = Vit we have Q,Q; = Q14 Thatis, (Q¢)¢>0 is a transition semigroup
on M(E). Conversely, suppose that (Q¢);>o is a transition semigroup on M (E)
satisfying the regular branching property. Then Q:(y, ) is an infinitely divisible
probability measure on M (E). This is true in particular for i = §,,, and so V; f(x)
has the representation (2.5) by Theorems 1.35 and 1.36. The semigroup property of
(Vi)>0 follows from that of (Q¢):>0. O

Example 2.1 Let M,(F) and My(F) denote respectively the subset of M (E) of
purely atomic measures and that of diffuse measures. Then each © € M(FE) has
the unique decomposition 1 = 1, + g for p, € M, (E) and pg € My(E). The
mappings ¢ — g and pu — pg are measurable; see Kallenberg (1975, pp.10—
11). Take two distinct real constants ¢, and ¢gq and let Q;(u,-) be the unit mass
concentrated at e“*? 11, +e“* 114. Then (Q4):>0 satisfies the branching property (2.1),
but it is not regular in the sense of (2.3).
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Theorem 2.5 Suppose that E is a compact metric space. If (V)1>o is a cumulant
semigroup on E preserving C(EYtY and V, f(x) — f(x) pointwise as t — 0 for
every f € C(E)*, then (2.3) defines a Feller semigroup (Q¢)t>0 on M (E). Con-
versely, if (Q1)1>o is a Feller semigroup having the branching property (2.1), then it
satisfies the regular branching property (2.3) with cumulant semigroup (V;)¢>q pre-
serving C(E)* and V, f (x) — f(z) pointwise as t — 0 for every f € C(E)*T.

Proof. If (V;)¢>0 is a cumulant semigroup on E that preserves C'(E)** and
Vif(x) — f(z) pointwise as t — 0 for every f € C(E)™™T, it is simple to
see that (2.3) defines a Feller semigroup on M (FE). For the converse, suppose
that (Q¢):>0 is a Feller semigroup on M (E) having the branching property (2.1).
Given f € B(E)" we define V; f(z) by (2.2). For any f € C(E)*" we clearly
have V,f € C(E)". If p = >_7 (pi/qi)ds, for z; € E and integers p; and
q; > 1, we have (2.3) by easy calculations based on (2.1). By an approximating
argument, the equality holds for all 4 € M(FE) and f € C(F)™*. The exten-
sion from f € C(E)** to f € B(E)* is immediate by Proposition 1.3. Then
(Q+)t>0 satisfies the regular branching property. If there exists f € C(E)™*
so that V;f ¢ C(FE)"™T, the compactness of E assures the existence of a point
xo € E satisfying Vi f(xo) = 0, so the function u — exp{—p(Vif)} does not
belong to Cy(M(E)), yielding a contradiction. Then (V;):>( preserves C'(E)*T.
Since Q:F () — F(u) pointwise as ¢ — 0 for every F' € Cy(M(E)), we have
Vif(x) — f(z) pointwise as t — 0 for every f € C'(E)*T. O

In the rest of the book, we will only consider regular MB-processes and will omit
the adjective “regular”. Given the transition semigroup (Q;);>o of an MB-process
in M(E), we use (QF)¢>0 to denote its restriction to M (E)°.

Proposition 2.6 Suppose that (Q;):>o is defined by (2.3) with (V;)i>o given by
(2.5). If N = I(n, H) is an infinitely divisible probability measure on M (E), then
NQ: = I(n:, Hy) is infinitely divisible for every t > 0, where

= / n(dy)ely, ) and H, = / WALy, ) + HQE.  26)
E E

Proof. We first note that N @), is infinitely divisible by Proposition 2.2. For ¢ > 0
and f € B(E)* we have

_ —u(f) y
log/M(E)e NQ¢(dv)
= n(Vif) + / (1= e D) H(dv)
M(E)°
— [ atntwn+ [ a@) [ @)Ly
E E M(E)°
+/ (1—e "DV HQ; (dv).
M(E)°

Then NQ; = I(n, Hy) with (1, H;) given by (2.6). O
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Corollary 2.7 Suppose that (Q¢)>o is defined by (2.3) with (V;)>0 given by (2.5).
Then for anyt > r > 0 and x € E we have

)\r+t(xa ) = / )‘T‘(xa dy))‘t(y? ) (27)
E
and
L) = [ Mo )+ [ L), @9
E M(E)°
Proof. This follows by applying Proposition 2.6 to the infinitely divisible probabil-
ity measure Q,-(d,, ) on M (E). O

Suppose that (Q););>¢ is the transition semigroup of an MB-process defined by
(2.3). In general, the corresponding cumulant semigroup (V})¢>¢ has the represen-
tation (2.5). Let E° be the set of points € E such that \;(z, E) = 0 for all ¢ > 0.
Then € E° if and only if

Vif(z) = /M(E)O (1—e ) Ly(a,dv), t>0,f€BE)T. (29

In view of (2.8), we have the following:

Proposition 2.8 For any x € E° the family of o-finite measures {L(x,-) : t > 0}
on M (E)° constitute an entrance law for the restricted semigroup (Q5)¢>0.

2.2 Integral Evolution Equations

Let F be a Lusin topological space. Suppose that { = (2,7, %, &, P.,,) is a Borel
right process in E with transition semigroup (P;);>o. Let {K(t) : ¢ > 0} be a
continuous additive functional of £ which is admissible in the sense that each w —
K;(w) is measurable with respect to the o-algebra F° := o({& : t > 0}) and

k(t) := sup P, [K(t)] — 0, t— 0. (2.10)
rel

For any 3 € B(E) we write

mw=£a&mm& £>0.

Let b&(K) denote the set of functions 3 € B(E) so that ¢ — e~ %:(%) is a locally
bounded stochastic process. Recall that ||-|| denotes the supremum norm of functions
on E.
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Proposition 2.9 Ler f € B(E) and b, € b&(K). If the two locally bounded
Sunctions h,u € B([0,00) x E) satisfy

u(t,x) = P, [e*Kt(B)f(gt)] +P, L/t eiKs(ﬁ)h(t — s, £S)K(ds)} ,(2.11)
0

they also satisfy

u(t,r) = P, I:e_Kt(b)f(é't):I + PI{/O e_KS(b)h(t B S,§S)K(ds)}
_Pw{/0 e K B(¢,) — b(&s)]ult — s,gs)K(ds)}. (2.12)

Proof. Let K] (8) = K(B8) — K, (8) fort > r > 0. Since s — % is a right
continuous filtration, the process

s Px[e_Kf(ﬁ)f(ftNQS] = eKd(ﬁ)Pr[e_Kt(ﬂ)f(gt)|<98]
is a.s. right continuous. Let g = 8 — b € b&(K). By the Markov property of &,
P.{ [Lale e OR [ e K(as)
0
- { [late. )e*Ks<">Pz[e*Kf“”f(st)ws}K(ds)}
0
= lim PI{ > / g(€)e  K-p, [e*Ki”“@f(gt)Wit/n}K(ds)}
(i—1)t/n

n— oo

n it/n
- nleooZPm{Pw{/(_ o g(Ea)e= R ()= KI7(B) {(e K (ds)| 7 ”/n}}
i=1 i n
=~ Zt/n it/n
= nleooZPx{/( e g(€)e K=K / “”f(gt)K(ds)}
i=1 i—1)t/n

_ Pm{ / tg(@)e*m’”e*Kf(mf(at)K(ds)}
- Pz{ / tg(@)e*Kf<b>e*’<f(g>f<st>f<<ds)}
= Po{f(€)e O (1 - e K@)},

By similar calculations we have

Px{ /Ot g(€s)e Ko Op, [/Ot_se_KT(ﬁ)h(t —s—r, {r)K(dr)} K(ds)}

x{/tg(s e KO rc(as) [ e Dt = s = K (s 4 an)
{ [ steoe s ["em@na - nexan]

Pz} Bt — 7, £2)e K- ® K (dr) /0 a(E)e Kr<9>K(ds>}

h(t — 7 &r)e K (1~ *Kr<9>)K(dr)}.

Ps

=P,
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Then we add up both sides of the two equations and use (2.11) to get (2.12). a

In the sequel, we assume 3 € b&(K) and f — ¢(-, f) is an operator from
B(E)T into B(E) which is bounded on B, (E)™" for every a > 0. For f € B(E)*
we consider the integral evolution equation

w(z) = Pyl K@ f(g)] Pm[ /t e KB g(e,, v, ) K (ds)|. (2.13)

0

For the convenience of statement of the results, we formulate the following condi-
tions:

Condition 2.10 There is a constant L > 0 so that —¢(x, f) < L||f|| forz € E
and f € B(E)™".

Condition 2.11 For every a > 0 there is a constant L, > 0 so that

Slégld)(x,f)—(b(%g)l S Lollf —gll.  fig€ Ba(E)".

Proposition 2.12 Letr > 0 and f € B(E)™. Then (t,z) — v(x
Sfort > 0 if and only if it satisfies the equation for 0 < t < r and (
satisfies

) satisfies (2.13)
t,z) — vppe()

vrt(@) = Pfe D 6] < P | [ e i 0 K@) @10
0]

Proof. Suppose that (¢,x) — v(x) satisfies (2.13) for 0 < ¢ < r and (t,x) —
vr1¢ () satisfies (2.14) for t > 0. Then we have

Ur+t(l') =P, [e_Kt(,B),U’I’(&-t)} P, |:/t e_KS(6)¢(fs, 1)7,+t_S)K(dS):|
0
_ Px{e_K"(B)Pgt [e= K8 f(g,)] }
_ pm{e*Kt“’Pst { / efKS(B)‘ﬁ(ES’”T’S)K(dS)} }
L J0 -
-P, / e_K”<5)¢(£savr+t78)K(ds)
LJO R -
=P, [e Ko f(g,4,)] - Py / e KB (g, 4o v )K(t+ ds)}
- =70 1
— P, /t e_Kg(ﬁ)(b(gS ) UT“—}—t—S)K(dS)
LJ0 -

= Pofo Kt f(e, )] - Py | / o e—KS<B>¢<sS,um_S)K(ds)}

~Pe / LK@ g6 v o) K (d5)]
LJO i

r r—4+t
=P[O ] - P | [ e D0l v K]

Therefore (t,2) — v;(x) satisfies (2.13) for ¢ > 0. For the converse, suppose that
(2.13) holds for t > 0. The equation certainly holds for 0 < ¢ < r. By calculations
similar to the above we see (¢, ) — v,.1¢(x) satisfies (2.14). O
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Corollary 2.13 [f for every f € B(E)" there is a unique locally bounded positive
solution (t, z) — vi(z, f) to (2.13), then the operators Vy : f + v (-, f) on B(E)™T
constitute a semigroup.

Proof. Fix r > 0 and define u; = v; for 0 < ¢ < r and up4y = v4(-,v,) for
t > 0. By Proposition 2.12 we see (t,z) — u¢(x) solves (2.13) for ¢ > 0. Then
the uniqueness of the solution implies u,4; = v,y for all ¢ > 0. That gives the
semigroup property of (V;);>o. O

Proposition 2.14 Suppose that Condition 2.10 holds. Then there is an increasing
Sunction t — C(t) on [0,00) so that for any locally bounded positive solution
(t, ) — v(z, f) to (2.13) we have

sup [los(- Al <C@OIfl,  t=0. (2.15)
0<s<t

Proof. Lett +— I(t) be an increasing function so that e=%+(%) < [(¢) for all t > 0.
By (2.13) and Condition 2.10 we have

[ve (- O < LIS+ L) SupP [/ [ve—s (-5 f)[ K (ds) |-
It follows that

sup (s (-, /) <UOIfI + LE@I(E) sup [os(- I
0<s<t 0<s<t

Let § > 0 be sufficiently small so that Lk()I(d) < 1. For 0 < t < § the above
inequality implies

sup [|os(-, )| < Ut [1 = k@] [1£].

0<s<t

Then the desired result follows by Proposition 2.12 and a successive application of
the above estimate. a

Proposition 2.15 If Condition 2.11 holds, there is at most one locally bounded pos-
itive solution (t, z) — vi(z, f) to (2.13).

Proof. Suppose that (t,x) — wu(x) and (¢,2) — v(z) are two locally bounded
positive solutions of (2.13). Let h:(x) = ut(z) — ve(x) and let I(¢) be as in the
proof of Proposition 2.14. For fixed T' > 0 we can use Proposition 2.14 to find a
constant ¢ > 0 so that ||u:|| < a and ||v|| < aforall 0 < ¢ < T. By (2.13) and
Condition 2.11 we have

|hell < I(t [/ |P(Es, ut—s _¢(557Ut—s)|K(dS):|

< L,l(t) sup P, {/ 1he—s || K ( ds}
zeE
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Then it is easy to get

sup |[hs|| < Lak(t)I(t) sup [[hs], 0<t<T.
0<s<t 0<s<t

Take 0 < 6 < T so that L,k(9)I(§) < 1. The above inequality implies ||h¢]| = O

and hence u; = v; for 0 < ¢ < §. Then an application of Proposition 2.12 gives the

uniqueness of the solution to (2.13). O

Proposition 2.16 Let {¢,,} be a sequence of operators from B(E)"' into B(FE)
satisfying Conditions 2.10 and 2.11 with the constants L and L, independent of
n > 1. Suppose that lim,, .. ¢ (x, f) = ¢(x, f) uniformly on E x By (E)" for
everya > 0 andfor f, € B(E)™" there is a unique locally bounded positive solution
t — v, (1) = v, (t, x) to the equation

vn(t,2) = Pale M9 f,(6)] — P [/t e K g, (€4, un(t — 5))K(ds)|. (2.16)
0

Iflim, oo fr. = f in the supremum norm, then the limit lim,, _, o vy, (t,x) = v(x)
exists and is uniform on [0, T] X E for every T > 0. Moreover, (t,z) — vi(x) is a
solution of (2.13).

Proof. Choose a sufficiently large constant @ > 0 so that {f,} C B,(E)". By
Proposition 2.14 there is an increasing ¢t — C(t) on [0, 00) so that

sup |lvn(s)l| < C(0)[[ful <aC(t),  t=0.

0<s<t

Fix T > 0 and let ¢ = aC(T). Fore > 0let N = N(e,c) be an integer so that
| fr. — fl] < eand||¢n(-,h) — (-, h)|]| < eforn > Nandh € B.(E)". Let [(t)
be as in the proof of Proposition 2.14 and let

Hy(ni,m2) = sup |[lvn,(s) — vn, ()]
0<s<t

By (2.16) and Condition 2.11 we have
Hy(ny,mg) < 21(8)[1 + k(t)]e + Lk ()1(t) Hy(n1,n2)

for0 <t <Tandnj,ng > N.Take 0 < § < T sothat L.k(6)I(5) < 1. The above
inequality implies

Hi(n,mg) < 20(8)[1+ kO][1 — Lk(OUD)] e

for 0 < ¢ < 4. Then vy, (¢, x) converges uniformly on [0, ] X E. By repeating the
above arguments and applying Proposition 2.12 we see the limit lim,, o, v, (¢, ) =
v¢(x) exists and is uniform on [0, 7] x E. Then letting n — oo in (2.16) we obtain
2.13). 0
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2.3 Dawson—Watanabe Superprocesses

In this section we give the construction of a general class of Dawson—Watanabe su-
perprocesses. For this purpose we need to discuss the existence of solutions of some
nonlinear integral evolution equations which define cumulant semigroups. Let E be
a Lusin topological space. Suppose that £ is a Borel right process in E with tran-
sition semigroup (P;);>o and {K(¢) : ¢ > 0} is a continuous admissible additive
functional of .

Lemma 2.17 Suppose thatb € B(E) and ~(x,dy) is a bounded kernel on E. Then
foreach f € B(E) there is a unique locally bounded solution (t,x) — m f(x) to
the linear evolution equation

mse) = Pose + 2. [ t (6K ()
ef [ t e me- 6K ()}, @.17)

which defines a locally bounded semigroup (m;),>o of kernels on E.

Proof. Letb™ = 0V band b~ = 0V (—b). By Proposition A.41 there is a unique
locally bounded solution (¢, x) +— m f(x) to the equation

mf(x) = Po[e D f(g)] + P{ /O t eKS(“)V(Es,m_sf)K(dS)}
+P£{ / t eKs<b+>b<ss>m_sf<§s>K<ds>},

0

which defines a locally bounded semigroup (m;);>¢ of kernels on E. By Proposi-
tion 2.9 the above equation is equivalent to (2.17). a

Suppose that 7(z, dy) is a bounded kernel on E and v(1)H (z, dv) is a bounded
kernel from E to M (E)°. We consider a function b € B(F) and an operator f —
(-, f) on B(E)™ with the representation

v f) =n@ [ Qe Hed) 1y
M(E)°
From 7(x, dy) and H (z, dv) we can define the bounded kernel v(z, dy) on E by
y(z, dy) = n(x,dy) —|—/ v(dy)H (x,dv). (2.19)
M(E)°

Let 3 > 0 be a constant so that b(x) < (3 for all z € E. For fixed f € B(E)" set
uo(t, z) = 0 and define u, (¢, ) = u,(t, z, f) inductively by

tn i () = Pole 50O fe))] + Pm{ / Lo ) (g un (t s))K(ds>}
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test(B) — U —S s) - .
+Pm{/0 18— b€ un (t — 5, €)K(d >} (220

Proposition 2.18 For every f € B(E)" there is a unique locally bounded positive
solution (t,x) — ui(z, f) to the evolution equation

u(z) = Pa[f(&)] + Px{/o [V(&sr ue—s) — b(ﬁs)uts(és)]K(dS)} 2.21)

Moreover, we have i f(x) > ui(z, f) =Tlimy,— oo un(t, z, f) for all t > 0 and
x € E, where (7)i>0 is the semigroup defined by (2.17).

Proof. The operator f — (-, f) — bf clearly satisfies Condition 2.11 with L, =
I16]] + [|v(-,1)|| for all @ > 0. By Proposition 2.15 there is at most one locally
bounded positive solution to (2.21). We next claim that

Ogun—l(tvxaf) Sun(taxvf) Sﬂtf(x)a tZOJGE (222)

for every n > 1. By Proposition 2.9 we can also define (¢,x) — m;f(z) by the
evolution equation

0

mf(z) = Pm[efKt(ﬁ)f(gt)} + P${/ eKs(B)y(gs,m_sf)K(ds)}

0

+ PI{ / LK) 18- b(fs)msf@s)ff(ds)}. (2.23)

Then for n = 1 the inequalities in (2.22) are trivial. Suppose they are true for some
n > 1. By the monotonicity of the operator f +— (-, f) + (8 — b) f we have

0 S Un(t;x7f) S un+1(t7xaf) S U(t,l’,f),

where
o(t, @, f) = Pale X f(&)] + Px{ / t e_K‘“’(ﬂ)?/J(fs,msf)K(dS)}
0
+Px{ / e—KsW’[ﬁ—b(sS)]msf(£s>K<ds>}- (2.24)

0

In view of (2.23) and (2.24) we have v(t,z, f) < m;f(x). Then (2.22) holds for
all n > 1. Let ug(x, f) =Tlimy,— o0 un (¢, x, f). From (2.20) we see that (¢, z) —
ug(x, f) is a locally bounded positive solution of

(o) = Ll O] + 2. t R0}
e | R M€K (@9

0
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which is equivalent to (2.21) by Proposition 2.9. a
Proposition 2.19 In the case where K (ds) = ds is the Lebesgue measure, we have
we(z, f) =1lmy, o0 un (8, 2, f) uniformly on [0, T] x E x By (E)T foreveryT > 0
and a > 0.

Proof. Let Dy, (t) = supg<s<y [|[Un(8) — un—1(s)||. From (2.20) it is easy to get
¢
Doft) < B+ 81+ () [ Duca(or)as
G410+ DD [ ds [ Daatsarts

(ﬁ+HbII+H7 ||"1/ds1/ / 1 lldsn1

S8 bl + Iy G DI AL

<
<-

IN

IN

(n 1!
and hence
= Z ) < I FTexp{(B + [Ibll + [7(, DIDE} < oo
Then lim,, o0 un (¢, 7, f) = us(z, f) uniformly on [0, T] x E x B,(F)™. O

Now we consider a more general operator f — ¢(-, f) as follows. Let b € B(E)
and ¢ € B(E)™. Let n(x,dy) be a bounded kernel on F and H(z,dv) a o-finite
kernel from E to M (E)°. Suppose that

sup /M(E)o {l/(l) Av(1)? + uaj(l)}H(x,dV) < 00, (2.25)

zeE

where v,,(dy) denotes the restriction of v(dy) to E \ {z}. Forz € F and f €
B(E)™ write

o 1) = o))+ e)f (e = [ (e
+/M(E)O [ — 1+ v({z}) f(x)] H(z, dv). (2.26)
By Taylor’s expansion it is easy to see that
e 1 u({a)) (@) = —valf) + ge ()
where 0 < 6 < v(f). Observe also that

le ™) — 1+ v({a}) f(@)] < v(f) +v({a}) f(2).
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Then the second integral on the right-hand side of (2.26) is bounded on E x B, (E)™
for every a > 0. Moreover, we can rewrite (2.26) into

. 1) = o)) + )2 = [ Fulady)
+ / [e_”(f) —1+v(f)|H(z,dv), (2.27)
M(E)°
where
~v(z,dy) = n(x,dy) +/ v, (dy)H (z, dv). (2.28)
M(E)°

For each integer n > 1 define

bu(, f) = b(2) () + 2ne(x) f(z) + / V()0 H (z, d)

M(E)°
/f (z,dy) — 2n2c(z)(1 — e~ F@)/m)
/ (1—e )b, (v)H(x,dv), (2.29)
M(B)°

where h,,(v) = 1 A [nv(1)]. It is easy to see ¢, (x, f) — ¢(z, f) increasingly as
n — oo. Forn > 1and f € B(E)™ we consider the equation

olt.z) = PLIF(€)] —Pw{ / ¢n<5s,v<t—s>>K<ds>}. (2.30)

This is clearly a special case of (2.21). By Proposition 2.18 there is a unique locally
bounded positive solution (¢, x) — v, (t, z, f) to (2.30).

Proposition 2.20 Suppose that ¢ and ~ are defined respectively by (2.27) and
(2.28). Let (m¢)t>0 be defined by (2.17). Then for every f € B(E)™ there is a
unique locally bounded positive solution (t, z) — vi(z, f) to

v(z) = Py f(&) — UMS,UH K(ds)|, t>0,zeE. (231)

Moreover, we have 7 f () > vi(, f) =limy, 00 05 (¢, z, f) fort > 0 and x € E.

Proof. Since ¢, (z, f) is increasing inn > 1 and f € B(E)™, by Proposition 2.18
we see vy, (t, x, f) is decreasing in n > 1. Let v(z, f) = limy, o0 vn(t, 2z, f) <
mt(x, f). In view of (2.29) and (2.30), we conclude by dominated convergence that
(t,z) — ve(x, f) is a locally bounded positive solution of (2.31). For ¢ > 0 and
f,9 € Ba(E)T we can use (2.27) to see

(2, ) = oz, )| < (bl + 2allcDIf = gl + (=, DIIf =g
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# [ =g e e, dv),
M(E)°

By the mean-value theorem we have
v(f—g)+e D -9 —y(f—g)(1—e?),
where v(f A g) <0 <v(fVg) <av(l).Itfollows that
(f = g) + e —e D < ||f — gll(v(1) A ar(1)?).

Then f — ¢(-, f) satisfies Condition 2.11 for some constant L, > 0 and the unique-
ness of the solution of (2.31) follows by Proposition 2.15. a

Theorem 2.21 Let ¢ be given by (2.26) or (2.27). For every f € B(E)" let
(t,x) — Vif(x) denote the unique locally bounded positive solution of (2.31).
Then the operators (Vi)i>o constitute a cumulant semigroup.

Proof. By (2.20) and Theorem 1.37 one checks inductively u, (¢, z,-) € S (E)
for each n > 1. Now Corollary 1.34 and Propositions 2.18 and 2.20 imply first
ut(x,-) € F(F) for the solution of (2.21), and then v;(z,-) € #(E) for the solu-
tion of (2.31). The semigroup property of (V;);>o follows from Corollary 2.13. O

Let ¢ be given by (2.26) or (2.27) and let (V;);>o be the cumulant semigroup
defined by (2.31). Then we can define a Markov transition semigroup (Q)¢>o on
M(E) by

/ e VDQu(n,dv) = exp{—p(Vif)},  feBE)".  (2.32)
M(E)

If X is a Markov process in M (E) with transition semigroup (Q;);>0, we call it a
Dawson—Watanabe superprocess with parameters (£, K, ¢), or simply a (£, K, ¢)-
superprocess, where £ is the spatial motion, K is the killing functional or killing
density, and ¢ is the branching mechanism. If K (ds) = ds is the Lebesgue measure,
we call X a (&, ¢)-superprocess. In this case, we can rewrite (2.31) into

¢
ve(z) = P f(x) _/0 ds/Egb(yms)Pt,s(Ldy), re E,t>0. (2.33)

We say the branching mechanism is spatially constant if f — ¢(-, ) maps constant
functions to constant functions. In Chapter 4 we shall give some intuitive interpreta-
tions of the superprocesses in terms of limit theorems of branching particle systems.

Theorem 2.22 A realization {X; : t > 0} of the (§, K, ¢)-superprocess is right
continuous in probability.

Proof. Let f € C(E)™. Since ¢ is right continuous, the map ¢ — P, f(z) is right
continuous for every x € E, so (2.31) implies lim;_,g V; f(x) = f(x). From (2.32)
we get
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: —u(f) — oxpl— ,
ti [ e Q) = el ()

Then we have lim;_,o Q¢(x,-) = 0, weakly. For any ¢ > 0let B(u,e)¢ = {v €
M(E) : p(v,u) > €}, where p is the metric on M (FE) defined by (1.3). Then we
infer lim;_,o Q¢(p, B(u, €)¢) = 0. Using the Markov property of X and dominated
convergence we get

tlim+P{p(Xt,XT) >ep = tlim+P{Qt,T(Xr, B(X,,e))} =0
—T d

for every r > 0. Therefore ¢ — X, is right continuous in probability. a

For the (&, ¢)-superprocess we can give an alternate characterization of the cu-
mulant semigroup. Given a function b € B(E), we define a locally bounded semi-
group of Borel kernels (P?);>o on E by the following Feynman—Kac formula:

P f(z) =P, [e* s b“s)“f(ft)}, z€E,feB(E). (2.34)

Then (2.17) can be rewritten into

¢
e f(x) = Pif(x) +/0 P_s(y = b)msf(x)ds, t>0,x€E, (2.35)

which is equivalent to

t
T f(z) = P f(z) + / PY 7y f(x)ds, t>0,z€k. (2.36)
0

From Proposition A.41 we have

s t Sp—1
mf(x) = PP f(z) + Y / dsy - / PP APl _, Pt f(z)ds,. (2.37)

n=1"0 0
Letb™ =0V band b~ = 0V (—b). By Proposition A.49 we have ||7;|| < e? for

all t > 0, where ¢ = |[b— || + [|7(-, D).

Theorem 2.23 Suppose that ¢ and v are defined respectively by (2.27) and (2.28).
Let (¢)1>0 be defined by (2.35). Then (2.33) is equivalent to the evolution equation

vile) = mf () - /O s /E G0y, vs)T1— o (2, dy), (2.38)

where

doly. f) = cy) f(y)* + / [V — 1+ u(f)]H(y,dv). (2.39)

M(E)°
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Proof. We first show (2.33) implies (2.38). By applying Proposition 2.9 to (2.33)
we have

vilz) = PPf(x) — / Y [6(vs) — bv] (z)ds.

0

This combined with (2.36) implies

vr(z) = mef(x) - / P do(v:)(2)ds + / PP (v, — ) (2)ds

Then we use the above relation inductively to see
) = @)~ [P, o)) + 1,2

LR b
_Z/O d81~--/0 Py 517 P81 2
i=2

APl g (x)dss, (2.40)

Si—1—

where g, (z) = ¢o(x,v,,) and

wa(t, ) = / ds: - / by P (e — e, ) (@)dSaa.

Since 0 < vy, (2) < 7y, fx) < | flle®®n+1, we have

lwn(t ) < 1A D]+esot / dsl / dss - / dspis

< Il e

Then letting n — oo in (2.40) and using (2.37) we obtain (2.38). The uniqueness
of the solution to (2.38) follows from Gronwall’s inequality by standard arguments.
Then the two equations are equivalent. a

2.4 Examples of Superprocesses

The (¢, K, ¢)- and (&, ¢)-superprocesses we have constructed are quite wide. From
these one can derive the existence of various special classes of superprocesses. Some
special cases of the parameters are discussed in the following examples.

Example 2.2 Let | - | and (-,-) denote respectively the Euclidean norm and inner
product of RY. For each 1 < i < d suppose that A — ¢;()) is a function on Ri
with the representation
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Gi(A) = bidi + A7 + (13, A) +/ (e= ) — 1+ Nu;) Hy(du),
R\ {0}

where ¢; > 0 and b; are constants, 7; € Ri is a vector, and H;(dw) is a o-finite
measure on R% \ {0} so that

/d (Jul A fuf? + 3", ) Hi () < oo,
R\ (0) o

By Proposition 2.20 and Theorem 2.21 for any A € R‘i there is a unique locally
bounded vector-valued solution ¢ — v(t, A) € R‘i to the evolution equation system

t
Vit \) = A —/ Gi(v(s, \))ds, > 0i=1,....d, (241
0
and there is a transition semigroup (Q)¢>0 on ]R‘_f_ defined by
/ e_(/\’y)Qt(m,dy) = e~ (@A) AT € R‘i. (2.42)
re

From (2.41) we see that ¢ — v;(t, A) is continuously differentiable. Then we can
rewrite the equation into the equivalent differential form

dvi

SCPVESSACICPYINIRTUPYED VR E S B

A Markov process in Rff_ with transition semigroup (Q)¢>o given by (2.42) is called
a continuous-state branching process (CB-process).

Example 2.3 By a super-Brownian motion we mean a superprocess with Brownian
motion as underlying spatial motion. A particular super-Brownian motion is de-
scribed as follows. Let £ be a standard Brownian motion in R. It is well-known that
¢ has a continuous local time {2I(¢,y) : t > 0,y € R}, that s,

t
[nas= [2ena.  zoBeam; e
0 B

see, e.g., Ikeda and Watanabe (1989, p.113). Let p € M (R) and define the continu-
ous additive functional ¢t — K (t) by

K(t) = / 2A(typ(dy), >0,

Then we have

P, [K()] Z/Rp(dy)/o gs(y — z)ds <
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where

1
gi(z) = Noro exp{—2%/2t}, t>0,z€R. (2.44)

Thus ¢t — K (t) is admissible. In this case, we can rewrite (2.31) as

wl@) = Pif( /ds/qsy,vtsgs — 2)p(dy).

The corresponding (£, K, ¢)-superprocess is called a catalytic super-Brownian mo-
tion with catalyst measure p(dy).

Example 2.4 Letb € B(E) and ¢ € B(E)™. Let (u A u?)m(z,du) be a bounded
kernel from E to (0, 00). We define a Borel function (z, z) — ¢(z, z) on E X [0, 00)
by

d(z,2) = b(z)z + c(x)z* + /Ooo(e_zu — 14+ zu)m(x,du). (2.45)

Then (z, f) — ¢(x, f(x)) can be represented in the form (2.26) or (2.27). In this
case, we say the corresponding superprocess has a local branching mechanism. If
there is ¢ € B(E)™T so that ¢(x, 2) = ¢(z)2% forall z € E and z > 0, we say the
superprocess has a binary local branching mechanism.

Example 2.5 Let (z, f) — (x, f) be given by (2.18) and let (x, z) — ¢(z, 2)
be given by (2.45). Then the operator f — ¢(-, f(-)) — ¥(-, f) can be represented
in the form (2.26) or (2.27), so it defines a branching mechanism. A branching
mechanism of this type is said to be decomposable with local part ¢ and non-
local part ¥. A superprocess with such a branching mechanism is referred to as
a (&, K, ¢, )-superprocess. In the special case of Lebesgue killing density, we call
it a (&, ¢, v)-superprocess. Of course, the expression ¢(-, f(+)) — ¥ (-, f) of a de-
composable branching mechanism is not unique.

Example 2.6 Let m(x,dy) be a probability kernel on E. Suppose that 3 € B(E)™"
and un(x, du) is a bounded kernel from F to (0, c0). Given the function

C(x,2) = B(x)z +/ (1 —e*")n(z,du), reE,z2>0, (246)
0
we can define a non-local branching mechanism by

U(x, f) = (x, n(x, f)), r€E, feB(E)". (2.47)

If ¢(z,vy, 2) is given by (2.46) with = € E replaced by (z,y) € E?, we can define
another special non-local branching mechanism by

Ble, f) = [E @y, f)n(e,dy), e B feBEY.  (248)
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Example 2.7 Let 1 < a < 2 be a constant and let 7y be a diffuse probability
measure on E. We can define a branching mechanism on E by

o 1) = [ Texp{mus(@) = wm(1)} =1+ (@] 2o

In fact, it is easy to see
o) = [ [ Lk ul{a)) f )] H ),
M(E)°

where H (x,dv) is the image of u~!~*du under the mapping u — ud, + u?mg of
(0,1] into M (E)°. This branching mechanism cannot be decomposed into local and
non-local parts.

2.5 Some Moment Formulas

In this section, we prove some moment formulas for Dawson—Watanabe superpro-
cesses. Suppose that E is a Lusin topological space. Let £ be a Borel right process
in E with transition semigroup (P;);>¢ and resolvent (U%),>0. Lett — K (t) be a
continuous admissible additive functional of ¢ and let ¢ be a branching mechanism
given by (2.26) or (2.27). Recall that co = ||b~ || + ||7(-, 1)

Proposition 2.24 Let (V,);>¢ denote the cumulant semigroup of the (§, K, ¢)-
superprocess represented by (2.5). Then fort > 0, x € E and f € B(FE) we
have

mof (2) = Mz, f) + / o(f) La(a, dv), (2.49)

M(E)°
where (7;)>0 is defined by (2.17).

Proof. Foranyn > 1and f € B(E)" we have nv,(z, f/n) < m.f(x) by Proposi-
tion 2.20. From (2.5) we see nv:(x, f/n) is increasing in n > 1. Then we use (2.27)
and (2.31) to see mf(x) = lim,, o nv¢(x, f/n) is the unique solution of (2.17).
By (2.5) we have

nug(z, f/n) = Mz, f) + /M(E)O n(l— e—V(f/n))Lt(x, dv).

Then (2.49) follows by monotone convergence. The equality for f € B(E) follows
by linearity. a

Corollary 2.25 If (V3)i>0 is the cumulant semigroup of the (€, K, ¢)-superprocess
represented by (2.5), then for any f, g € B(E)" we have
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Vef(z) = Vig(a)| < mi(a,[f —gl),  t=0,z€kE, (2.50)
where (T1);> is defined by (2.17).

Proof. By the canonical representation (2.5) we have

Vif(2) = Vig(@)] < Ae(, [f = g]) +/ o) — e D|Ly(z, dv)
M(E)°

M@l =ab+ [ vl gD ),

Then (2.50) follows from (2.49). a

Corollary 2.26 Let (V;);>0 be the cumulant semigroup of the (&, ¢)-superprocess
represented canonically by (2.5). Then (2.49) holds with (7;)>0 defined by (2.35).
In particular, if ¢ is the local branching mechanism given by (2.45), the equality
holds with Ty = Ptb forallt > 0.

Proposition 2.27 Let (Q¢):>0 denote the transition semigroup of the (§, K, ¢)-
superprocess. Then fort > 0, uy € M(E) and f € B(E) we have

/ o ()@l dv) = e ). @.51)
M(E)

where (T);> is defined by (2.17).

Proof. This follows by differentiating both sides of (2.32) and applying Proposi-
tion 2.24. a

Corollary 2.28 Let (Q;);>0 be the transition semigroup of the (§, ¢)-superprocess.
Then (2.51) holds with (m;)i>0 defined by (2.35). In particulay, if ¢ is the local
branching mechanism given by (2.45), the equality holds with 7; = P} for all t > 0.

If b(x) > v(z,1) for all z € E, then (2.17) defines a Borel right transition semi-
group (m;)¢>0 by Theorem A.43. In this case, we say the (&, K, ¢)-superprocess
is subcritical. In particular, if (P;);>o is conservative and b(x) = v(z,1) for all
x € E, then (m;);>0 is a conservative transition semigroup and we say the super-
process is critical. If (P;);>o is conservative and b(z) < v(z,1) forall z € E,
then m¢1(x) > 1 forall ¢ > 0 and z € E and we say the (£, K, ¢)-superprocess is
supercritical. The meanings of the notions are made clear by Proposition 2.27.

Proposition 2.29 Let (Q:):>0 denote the transition semigroup of the (&, K, ¢)-
superprocess. Then fort > 0, u € M(E) and (f,g) € B(E)" x B(E) we have

/ o(g)e " DQu dv) = expl—p(Vif I u(VES),  (2.52)
M(E)

where (t,x) — V f(x) is the unique locally bounded solution of
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VI (@) = Paglés) - [ / B(Ee Vi foVE DK (dsﬂ 2.53)

and (f,q) — (-, f,g) is the operator from B(E)™ x B(E) to B(E) defined by

¥(, f,9) = b(z)g(x) + 2c(2) f(x)g(x) — /Eg(yh(df,dy)

+ / v(g)(1 = e ") H(x, dv). (2.54)
M(E)°

Proof. By Proposition 2.27 the left-hand side of (2.52) is finite. For (f,g) €
B(E)*xB(E)" etV f(x) = (d/d)V;(f+0g)(x)|g=0+- Then we get (2.52) and
(2.53) by differentiating both sides of (2.32) and (2.31). For (f, g) € B(F)" xB(E)
the result follows by linearity. For any » > 0 it is not hard to show that (2.53) holds
for all ¢ > 0 if and only if it holds for 0 < ¢ < r and

VI, f(x) = PLVIF(&) — { / B(Ea Vi s [ VA, FIE(ds)

holds for all ¢ > 0. Based on this fact, the uniqueness of the solution to (2.53)
follows by arguments similar to those in the proofs of Propositions 2.15 and 2.20.
O

Corollary 2.30 Let (f,g) € B(E)™ x B(E) and let (t,x) — V f(z) be defined
by (2.53). Then we have V7, f(x) = VthJthf(x)for allr,t > 0and x € E.

Proof. Forany (f,g) € B(E)" x B(F) we can use Proposition 2.29 and the semi-
group property of (Q¢):>0 to see

[ e Qi)
M(E)
_ / Qr(j1,d) / v(g)e "D Qu(n, dv).

M(E) M(E)
By applying (2.52) to both sides for u = &, we obtain the desired equality. a

Proposition 2.31 Let (V;);>¢ denote the cumulant semigroup of the (§, K, ¢)-
superprocess represented canonically by (2.5). Then for t > 0, x € FE and
(f,9) € B(E)™ x B(E) we have

VI f(x) = Mi(z,9) + / v(g)e ™D Ly(z, dv), (2.55)
M(E)

where the left-hand side is defined by (2.53).

Proof. Using the notation in the proof of Proposition 2.29, for (f,g) € B(E)™"
B(E)™ we get (2.55) by differentiating both sides of (2.5). Then the result for g €
B(E) follows by linearity. O
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A direct proof of the existence of the solution of (2.53) can be given in the special
case K (ds) = ds. Let us rewrite the equation into

t
Vi f(a) = Pigl(a) — / ds / B Vof, VI Pr (i, dy). (2.56)
0 E

Proposition 2.32 Let (t,z) — V! f(x) be defined by (2.56). Let vo(t,z) = 0 and
define vy, (t, ) = vy (¢, z, f, g) inductively by

t
onsn(2) = Prg(a) — /0 ds /E G Vo, o) Prs(mydy). (2.57)

Then for every T > 0 we have vy, (z) — V7 f(x) uniformly on [0,T] x E.
Proof. Let D,,(t) = supg<s<; [[Vn(s) — vn—1(s)||. Forany ' > 0, since t ~ V. f
is locally bounded on [0, T'], by (2.54) and (2.57) there is a constant L > 0 so that

1
L g, 0<t<T

(n—1)

Then the result follows as in the proof of Proposition 2.19. O

t
Dy (t) < L/ Dyp_1(s)ds < -+ <
0

Proposition 2.33 Let (X;,%;,P) be a realization of the (£, K, ¢)-superprocess
such that P[Xo(1)] < oo and (my)>0 is the semigroup defined by (2.17). Let oc > 0
and let f € B(E)" be a-super-mean-valued for (mt)i>0. Then t — e~ ** Xy (f) is
a (%4,)-supermartingale.

Proof. Since f € B(E)™" is a-super-mean-valued for (7;):>0, by Proposition 2.27
for any ¢ > r > 0 we have

Ple X (f)|9] = e " Xp(m—rf) < e " X0 (f).
Therefore ¢ — e~ ** X, (f) is a (%;)-supermartingale. O

Corollary 2.34 Suppose that (X, %,, P) is a realization of the (£, ¢)-superprocess
such that P[Xo(1)] < oo and (m)i>0 is defined by (2.35). Let o > 0 and let
[ € B(E)' be an a-super-mean-valued function for (P;);>¢ satisfying ¢ :=
inf,ep f(x) > 0. Then for B > « + coe ™| f||, the process t +— e~ 25X, (f) is
a (%4;)-supermartingale.

Proof. Since f € B(E)™ is a-super-mean-valued for (P;);>0, we have P; f(z) <
e f(x). Recall that || f|| < ||f]|e“* by Proposition A.49. Then we use (2.36) to
see

mof(x) < el 1P f(a) + IIW(wl)HHflleC“t/0 Pi_s1(x)ds

t
< P10 () o e [P (o)ds
0
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< o)+ g [ " f(z)ds < e (a)
0

Then the result follows by Proposition 2.33. a

Corollary 2.35 Let ¢ be alocal branching mechanism given by (2.45). Suppose that
(Xt, %, P) is a realization of the (£, ¢)-superprocess such that P[Xy(1)] < oo. Let
a > 0andlet f € B(E)T be an a-super-mean-valued function for (P;);>o. Then
forany a1 > a+ ||b7||, the process t — e~ X, (f) is a (%;)-supermartingale.

Proof. Since f € B(E)" is a-super-mean-valued for (P;)¢>(, we have
P f(z) < el 1P f(z) < eI 19 f(2) < e f(a).
Then we have the result by Proposition 2.33. a

Let F be the set of functions f € B(FE) that are finely continuous relative to &.
Fix 5 > 0 and let (A4, Z(A)) be the weak generator of (P,);>¢ defined by Z(A) =
UPFand Af = Bf — gfor f = UPg € 2(A).

Theorem 2.36 Suppose that (X, %, P) is a progressive realization of the (€, ¢)-
superprocess such that P[Xo(1)] < oo. Then for any f € 9(A), the process

t
M(f) = Xo(f) — Xolf) - / Xu(Af £ f —bf)ds,  t>0,

is a (%;)-martingale.

Proof. Let (m;)¢>0 be defined by (2.35). For any ¢ > r > 0 we use Corollary 2.28
and the Markov property of {(X;,%;) : t > 0} to see that

P M, (f)[4] = P [Xt(f) Xo(f) - /0 Xo(Af +7f - bf)ds

=P[Xt<f)— | X +af = bps
~Xo(f) - /0 Xo(Af +7f — bf)ds
— X (mf) — /O X (ma(A oy — b)f)ds

~Xo(f) - /0 Xo(Af +~f —bf)ds

= X,(0) = Xo() = [ X(AF +f b

where we have also used Theorem A.55 for the last equality. That gives the martin-
gale property of {M;(f) : t > 0}. O
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We next give some second-moment formulas. For simplicity we only consider
the (&, ¢)-superprocess. In this case, the semigroup (7;);>0 is defined by (2.35). We
shall need the integral condition

sup/ v(1)2H (z,dv) < . (2.58)
M(E)°

rel

Proposition 2.37 Suppose that (2.58) holds. Let (Q)i>0 be the transition semi-
group of the (€, ¢)-superprocess. Then fort > 0, x € E and f € B(E) we have

/M(E) V() Ll dv) = /Ot ds/li,q(y’ﬂsf)Wth(%dy),

where (7;)>0 is defined by (2.35) and

«%ﬁzzwv@f+/ V(f)2H(y,dv). (2.59)

M(E)°

Proof. We first assume f € B(E)™. By applying Proposition 1.38 to (2.5), for any
6 > 0 we can define the function u;(z, 0) := (d/d0)v.(x, 0 f), which is given by

up(z,0) = \(x, f) —|—/ v(f)e DL, (z,dv). (2.60)
M(E)°
Then we differentiate both sides of (2.38) to obtain
t
u;(ma 9) = 7th(.’17) - 2/ dS/E C(y)vs(ya ef)ug(yv e)ﬂ-tfs(mvdy)
0
t
= [ ds [ b6 pyme o), @.61)
0 E
where
hs(%e7 f) = / y(u;(.’ 9))(1 _ e*V(ﬂs('vef)))H(y, dy)_
M(E)°
For any 0 > 0 let u} (z,0) = (d*/d6?)v;(z, 0 f). By Proposition 1.38,
" _ 2 —0v(f)
! (2,0) = — / V()26 Ly (2, dv). 2.62)
M(E)°
On the other hand, from (2.61) we have

(2,0) ——2/ ds/ )2+ s (y, 0F)ug (y, )] me—s(z, dy)

—/ dS/ hs y,97f 7Tt75<x7dy)
0 E
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where

W.(y.0,f) = v(ul(-,0))%e O H(y, dv)
M(E)°

[ ) (1 - e D Hy, ).
M(E)°

By dominated convergence we have

hm u;’ (x,0) / dS/ (y, ms f)me—s(z, dy).
0

From this and (2.62) we get the desired equality for f € B(FE)™. The extension to
f € B(E) is elementary. O

Proposition 2.38 Suppose that (2.58) holds. Let (Q:)i>0 be the transition semi-
group of the (&, ¢)-superprocess. Then fort > 0, p € M(E) and f € B(E) w
have

t
/ V()2 Qulp, dv) = p(mef)? + / ds / 0y, o Pmi_s(dy), (263)
M(E) 0 E

where (¢)>0 is defined by (2.35) and q(y, f) is defined by (2.59).

Proof. Let u}(z,60) and u} (x,0) be defined as in the proof of Proposition 2.37. In
view of (2.32), we have

/ V()2 D Qy (1, dv)
M(E)
— [ (- 8))? — plul (- 8))] exp{—p(ue(-6))}.

By letting & — 0 in the above equation we obtain (2.63), first for f € B(E)™ and
then for f € B(E). O

Corollary 2.39 Let (Q):)>0 be the transition semigroup of the (£, ¢)-superprocess
with local branching mechanism given by (2.45) and assume

x— ¢"(x,0) 1= 2c(x) + /OO w?m(z, du) (2.64)
0
is bounded on E. Then fort > 0, u € M(E) and f € B(E) we have
¢
[ 0P Q) =B+ [ ds [ @0 p@ 2t (o).
M(E) 0 E

Example 2.8 Suppose that X = (W,9,%,, X;,Q,,) is a (£, ¢)-superprocess with
binary local branching mechanism ¢(x,z) = c(z)z?/2. Let (V;);>0 denote the
cumulant semigroup of X. Fix f € B(E)" and define
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an

(n) _(_1yn—1Y
o @) = (()" VO
Then we have vt(l)(x) = P,f(z) and
n—1 n—1 t
v,SH) () = Z ( & ) / Pr_o(cv® (=R () ds
k=1 0

forn = 2,3,.... The moments of X are determined by Q,,[X+(f)] = u(P:f) and

QL= Y (" el
k=0

2.6 Notes and Comments

The one-to-one correspondence stated in Theorem 2.4 was established in Watanabe
(1968) under some stronger assumptions. Theorem 2.5 was also proved in Watan-
abe (1968). Jifina (1964) studied the extinction problem of discrete-time branch-
ing processes taking values of finite measures on the positive half line. A class of
superprocesses over compact metric spaces were constructed in Watanabe (1968),
where it was shown those processes arise as high-density limits of branching par-
ticle systems. Silverstein (1969) constructed more general superprocesses with de-
composable branching mechanisms; see also Dawson et al. (2002c) and Dynkin
(1993a). Some inhomogeneous superprocesses with general branching mechanisms
were constructed in Dynkin (1994), who assumed the existence of a cadlag realiza-
tion of the underlying spatial motion and a technical condition on the tail behavior
of the kernel in the expression of the branching mechanism. The superprocesses
constructed in Dynkin (1994) are not necessarily conservative. Dawson et al. (1998)
proved that a general class of local branching (£, ¢, K)-superprocesses with a fixed
underlying spatial motion ¢ depend on the parameters (¢, K) continuously and the
superprocesses with Lebesgue killing density constitute a dense subset of the class.
Leduc (2000) constructed some Hunt superprocesses under a second-moment con-
dition.

Our assumptions on the branching mechanism guarantee that the correspond-
ing superprocesses have finite first-moments in the sense of (2.51). Let X =
(W,9,%,, X+, Q) be a realization of the (£, K, ¢)-superprocess. For t > 0 and
p € M(E) we can define the mean measure [,, ;, on E by

I,+(B) = Qu[X:(B)], B e B(E).

The Campbell measure of the random measure X; is the unique finite measure 12, ;
on E x M (E) such that



2.6 Notes and Comments 55
Ry (B x A) = Qu[Xi(B)1a(Xy)], Be€H(E),Ac BM(E)).

In view of (2.52) we have
/ / g(2)e "R, (A, dv) = exp{—p(Ve /) u(VE ),
EJM(E)

where f € B(E)" and g € B(E). By the existence of regular conditional proba-
bilities, there is a probability kernel J,, +(x, dv) from E to M (E) so that

R, (de,dv) = I, (dx)J, (2, dv), z € E,ve M(E).

The probability measures {J,, +(x,-) : * € E} are called Palm distributions of X;.
If (n,Y) is a random variable on E x M (E) distributed according to the Campbell
measure R, ;, then 7 is chosen according to the random measure Y and J,, +(x, -)
is the conditional distribution of Y given n = x. See Dawson (1993) and Dawson
and Perkins (1991) for some applications of the Campbell measure and the Palm
distributions in the study of the superprocess.

Example 2.1 was given by Dynkin et al. (1994). Rhyzhov and Skorokhod (1970)
and Watanabe (1969) constructed CB-processes under conditions on the branching
mechanism weaker than those of Example 2.2. Moment formulas for superprocesses
as in Example 2.8 were established in Dynkin (1989a) and Konno and Shiga (1988).
A construction for super-Brownian motions was given in Ren (2001) under a weaker
admissibility assumption on the killing additive functional. A super-stable process
with infinite mean was constructed in Fleischmann and Sturm (2004) by a passage
to the limit.

The catalyst measure p(dy) in Example 2.3 can be time dependent. In fact, it can
be replaced by a measure-valued process {p; : t > 0}. The study of superprocesses
with measure-valued catalysts was initiated by Dawson and Fleischmann (1991,
1992). A binary local branching super-Brownian motion with super-Brownian cat-
alyst was constructed in Dawson and Fleischmann (1997a). The property of per-
sistence (no loss of expected mass in the long-time behavior) of the process with
underlying dimensions d < 3 was proved in Dawson and Fleischmann (1997a,
1997b) and Etheridge and Fleischmann (1998). This phenomenon is in contrast to
the super-Brownian motion with Lebesgue catalyst, where persistence only holds
in high dimensions. A construction of catalytic super-Brownian motion via colli-
sion local times was given in Morters and Vogt (2005). The long-time behavior of a
branching random walk in a random catalytic medium was investigated in Greven et
al. (1999). Engldnder (2007) gave a survey of some recent topics in spatial branching
processes in deterministic and random media.

There is another important class of measure-valued Markov processes, the so-
called Fleming—Viot superprocesses. A Fleming—Viot superprocess takes values of
probability measures and describes the evolution of a genetic system involving mu-
tation, selection and recombination. The Saint-Flour lecture notes of Dawson (1993)
provide a complete survey of the literature before 1992 on both Dawson—Watanabe
and Fleming—Viot superprocesses. For a survey of the latter see also Ethier and
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Kurtz (1993). It was conjectured in Ethier and Kurtz (1993) that a Fleming—Viot
superprocess is reversible if and only if its mutation operator is of the uniform jump
type. This was proved in Li et al. (1999); see also Handa (2002) and Schmuland
and Sun (2002). A nice introduction of the theory of superprocesses was given
by Etheridge (2000), where Brownian spatial motion was mainly considered. The
connections between Dawson—Watanabe and Fleming—Viot superprocesses were in-
vestigated in Etheridge and March (1991), Perkins (1992) and Shiga (1990). The
two classes of superprocesses model large population systems in which branch-
ing or splitting occurs. The dual phenomenon is coalescent or coagulation. Bertoin
(2006) gave a comprehensive account of stochastic models involving fragmenta-
tion and coagulation. A kind of generalized Fleming—Viot superprocesses arising
from coalescent processes were studied in Bertoin and Le Gall (2003, 2005, 2006).
Feng (2010) provided an up-to-date account of Fleming—Viot superprocesses and
Poisson—Dirichlet type distributions. Durrett (2008) and Ewens (2004) gave com-
prehensive coverage of mathematical population genetics.



Chapter 3
One-Dimensional Branching Processes

A one-dimensional CB-process is a Markov process with branching property taking
values from the positive half line. A more general model is the CB-process with
immigration which deals with the situation where immigrants may come from outer
sources. In this chapter, we first give some characterizations of the extinction prob-
abilities and evolution rates of CB-processes. Then we prove some conditional limit
theorems for the processes that extinguish with strictly positive probability. In par-
ticular, we shall see that a class of CB-processes with immigration can be obtained
from those without immigration by conditioning on non-extinction. The proofs of
those theorems are based on the asymptotic analysis of the cumulant semigroup and
are easier than their discrete-state counterparts given as in Athreya and Ney (1972).
The greater tractability of the CB-processes arises because both their time and state
spaces are smooth, and the distributions which appear are infinitely divisible. In this
sense, the continuous-state models provide a more economical way to establish the
nicest conditional limit theorems for branching processes. We also show that the
CB-process with immigration arises naturally as the scaling limit of a sequence of
discrete Galton—Watson branching processes with immigration. The contents of this
chapter are helpful for the reader in developing the intuitions of Dawson—Watanabe
SUpEerprocesses.

3.1 Continuous-State Branching Processes

In this section we prove some basic properties of the one-dimensional CB-process,
which is a special case of the process considered in Example 2.2. Suppose that ¢ is
a branching mechanism defined by

#(2) = bz +c2? + /OO (e7* =1+ zu)m(du), z>0, 3.1
0
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where ¢ > 0 and b are constants and (u A u?)m(du) is a finite measure on (0, 00).
A one-dimensional CB-process has the transition semigroup (Q);):>o defined by

/ e MQy(z,dy) = e~ A>0,z>0, (3.2)
0

where t — v;(\) is the unique positive solution of

() = A— /O S(vs(\))ds, >0, (33)

As in the case of Dawson—Watanabe superprocesses, the infinite divisibility of the
transition semigroup (Q¢)¢>o implies that the cumulant semigroup (v);>o can be
expressed canonically as

ve(N) = he +/ (1—e M) (du), t>0,1>0, (3.4)
0

where h; > 0 and ul;(du) is a finite measure on (0, c0). From (3.3) we see that
t +— vy(\) is first continuous and then continuously differentiable. Moreover, we
have the backward differential equation:

0
S0 = =6(w(N),  w(N) = A (35)
By (3.5) and the semigroup property v, o v; = v,4¢ for r,t > 0 we also have the
forward differential equation

0 0

a’l)t(A) = *¢()\)avt()\), 'Uo()\) =\ (36)

From a moment formula for general superprocesses we have

/ yQt(xvdy) = xe_bt7 t> va > 0. (37)
0

We say the CB-process is critical, subcritical or supercritical according as b = 0,
>0or<0.

Proposition 3.1 For every t > 0 the function \ — v(\) is strictly increasing on
[0, o).

Proof. By the continuity of ¢ — wv(A), for any Ay > 0 there is t; > 0 so that
ve(Ag) > 0 for 0 < t < ¢g. Then (3.2) implies Q+(x,{0}) < 1 for x > 0 and
0 <t < tp, and so A\ — vy(\) is strictly increasing for 0 < ¢ < t;. By the
semigroup property of (vi):>0 we infer A +— v;(A) is strictly increasing for all
t>0. O

Corollary 3.2 The transition semigroup (Q)i>0 defined by (3.2) is a Feller semi-
group.
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Proof. By Proposition 3.1 for t > 0 and A > 0 we have v;(\) > 0. From (3.2) we
see the operator Q; maps {z — e~ ** : A\ > 0} to itself. By the Stone—Weierstrass
theorem, the linear span of {z — e~** : A > 0} is dense in Cy(R.) in the supre-
mum norm. Then @, maps Cy (R4 ) to itself. The Feller property of (Q;)¢>o follows
by the continuity of ¢ — v (). O

Proposition 3.3 Suppose that A > 0 and ¢(\) # 0. Then the equation ¢(z) = 0
has no root between A and vi(X\). Moreover, we have
A
(2)"'dz =, t>0. (3.8)
ve(A)

Proof. By (3.1) we see ¢(0) = 0 and z — ¢(z) is a convex function. Since ¢(\) #
0 for some A > 0 according to the assumption, the equation ¢(z) = 0 has at most
one root in (0, c0). Suppose that Ay > 0 is a root of ¢(z) = 0. Then (3.6) implies
ve(Ag) = Ao for all ¢ > 0. By Proposition 3.1 we have v;(A) > Ag for A > A\g and
0 < wve(A) < Ao for0 < A < Ap. Then A > 0 and ¢(X\) # 0 imply there is no root
of ¢(z) = 0 between A and v;(\). From (3.5) we get (3.8). O

Proposition 3.4 Foranyt > 0and A > 0 let v;(\) = (0/0ON) vt (). Then we have

t
i) = { - [ Fomasf. (39)
where
¢ (2) =b+2cz + /OO u(l — e **)m(du). (3.10)
0

Proof. Based on (3.3) and (3.5) it is elementary to see that

7] 0 0

S0 = = ) = 5o o).

It follows that

2 [log (0] = vh(N) ™! St (X) = ~¢'(wu(N).

Then we have (3.9) since v (A\) = 1. O

Since (Q¢):>0 is a Feller semigroup by Corollary 3.2, the CB-process has a Hunt
realization X = (£2,.%, %, x(t), Q). Let 7o := inf{s > 0 : z(s) = 0} denote
the extinction time of the CB-process.

Theorem 3.5 For every t > 0 the limit 5, =Tlimy_ o v () exists in (0, 0o]. More-
over, the mapping t — v, is decreasing and for any t > 0 and © > 0 we have

Q{10 <t} = Q{z(t) = 0} = exp{—27,}. (3.11)
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Proof. By Proposition 3.1 the limit o, =1limy_,o v¢(A) exists in (0, co] for every
t > 0.Fort > r > 0 we have

Uy :TAILH;O Up(Vp—r(N)) = 0, (V4—) < Uy (3.12)

Since zero is a trap for the CB-process, we get (3.11) by letting A — o0 in (3.2). O

For the convenience of statement of the results in the sequel, we formulate the
following condition on the branching mechanism:

Condition 3.6 There is some constant 0 > 0 so that
@(z) > 0 for z > 6 and / #(2)"tdz < oo.
0

Theorem 3.7 We have v; < oo for some and hence all t > 0 if and only if Condi-
tion 3.6 holds.

Proof. By (3.12) it is simple to see that 7y =1limy_,c v+(A) < oo for all ¢ > 0 if
and only if this holds for some ¢t > 0. If Condition 3.6 holds, we can let A — oo in
(3.8) to obtain

[OO Pp(z)"tdz =t (3.13)

and hence v; < oo for ¢ > 0. For the converse, suppose that v; < oo for some
t > 0. By (3.5) there exists some ¢ > 0 so that ¢(6) > 0, for otherwise we would
have v;(A) > A, yielding a contradiction. Then ¢(z) > 0 for all z > 6 by the
convexity of the branching mechanism. As in the above we see that (3.13) still holds,
so Condition 3.6 is satisfied. O

Theorem 3.8 Let o =|lim; ., U; € [0, 00]. Then for any x > 0 we have
Q{0 < 0} = exp{—z0}. (3.14)

Moreover, we have v < oo if and only if Condition 3.6 holds, and in this case v is
the largest root of ¢(z) = 0.

Proof. The first assertion follows immediately from Theorem 3.5. By Theorem 3.7
we have U; < oo for some and hence all £ > 0 if and only if Condition 3.6 holds.
This is clearly equivalent to v < oo. From (3.13) it is easy to see that v is the largest
root of ¢(z) = 0. O

Corollary 3.9 Suppose that Condition 3.6 holds. Then for any x > 0 we have
Q. {70 < 00} = 1ifand only if b > 0.

Let (Q7)¢>0 be the restriction to (0, 00) of the semigroup (Q;);>0. The special
case of the canonical representation (3.4) with h; = 0 for all ¢ > 0 is particularly
interesting. In this case, we have



3.1 Continuous-State Branching Processes 61
v() = / (1—e ) (du), t>0,\>0. (3.15)
0

Theorem 3.10 The cumulant semigroup admits the representation (3.15) if and
only if

¢ (00) :=2c- 00 + /Ooum(du) =00 (3.16)
0

with 0 - oo = 0 by convention. If condition (3.16) is satisfied, then (1;)1~¢ is an
entrance law for the restricted semigroup (Q3)¢>o.

Proof. From (3.10) it is clear that the limit ¢'(c0) = lim,_, o, ¢'(2) always exists
in (—o0, 0]. By (3.4) we have

v () = hy +/O ue M1, (du), t>0,\>0. (3.17)

From (3.9) and (3.17) it follows that

t
hy = vy (00) = exp{ —/ QS’(@S)ds}. (3.18)
0

Then hy = 0 for any ¢ > 0 implies ¢'(00) = oo. For the converse, assume that
¢'(00) = oo. If Condition 3.6 holds, by Theorem 3.7 for every ¢ > 0 we have
Uy < o0, s0 hy = 0 by (3.4). If Condition 3.6 does not hold, then v, = oo for
t > 0 by Theorem 3.7. Then (3.18) implies h; = 0 for ¢ > 0. That proves the first
assertion of the theorem. If (v; )+~ admits the representation (3.15), we can use the
semigroup property of (v;);>0 to see

[ = [Ca- e

0 OOO o
= T — e M)Q%(z, du
7/0 zr(d)/0 (1— )2 (z, du)

forr,t > 0 and A > 0. Then (I;)¢>0 is an entrance law for (Qf)¢>o. |

Corollary 3.11 [f Condition 3.6 holds, the cumulant semigroup admits the repre-
sentation (3.15) and t — vy = 1;(0,00) is the minimal solution of the differential
equation

d
G0 =—0@), >0 (3.19)

with singular initial condition vy = 0.

Proof. Under Condition 3.6, for every t > 0 we have vy < oo by Theorem 3.7.
Moreover, the condition and the convexity of z — ¢(z) imply ¢’(c0) = oo. Then
we have the representation (3.15) by Theorem 3.10. The semigroup property of
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(vt)r>0 implies Uyys = v4(Us) fort > 0 and s > 0. Then ¢ — 7, satisfies (3.19).
From (3.13) it is easy to see vg+ = oo. It is simple to see that ¢ +— v, is the minimal
solution of the singular initial value problem. O

Corollary 3.12 Suppose that Condition 3.6 holds. Then for any t > 0 the function
A — v () is strictly increasing and concave on [0, 00), and ¥ is the largest solution
of the equation vi(\) = A\. Moreover, we have v =11limy_.oc v1(A) for 0 < A < ¥
and v =limy_, o v¢(A) for A > .

Proof. By Corollary 3.11 we have the canonical representation (3.15) for every
t > 0. Since A — v;(A) is strictly increasing by Proposition 3.1, the measure I;(du)
is non-trivial, so A — v;(A) is strictly concave. The equality o = v;(¥) follows by
letting s — o0 in Upys = v(0s), where U415 < Us. Then © is clearly the largest
solution to v(A) = A. When b > 0, we have & = 0 by Theorem 3.8 and Corol-
lary 3.9. Furthermore, since ¢(z) > 0, from (3.5) we see t — v;(A) is decreasing,
and hence |lim; o v4(A) =|lim; oo vy = 0.Ifb < 0and 0 < A < ¥, we have
A < v(A) < v (D) = v forall t > 0. Then the limit v, (A) =1limy 100 v¢(A) exists.
From the relation v (vs(A)) = ves(A) we have v (voo(A)) = Voo (A), and hence
Voo (A) = ¥ since © is the unique solution to v¢(A) = A in (0, 00). The assertion for
b < 0and A > v can be proved similarly. ad

We remark that in Theorem 3.10 one usually cannot extend (I;)¢~¢ to a o-finite
entrance law for the semigroup (Q¢)¢>0 on R, . For example, let us assume Condi-
tion 3.6 holds and (I; )~ is such an extension. For any 0 < r < & < t we have

L({0}) > / " Qi {01, (da) > / " emreey, (do)

= Uy — (1 —e " =2)l,(du) = vy — vy (0;—c).
0

The right-hand side tends to infinity as 7 — 0. Then /;(dz) cannot be a o-finite
measure on R .

Example 3.1 Suppose that there are constants ¢ > 0, 0 < a < 1 and b so that
#(2) = 2 + bz. Then Condition 3.6 is satisfied. Let ¢2 (t) = at and

Ga(t) =b""(1—e ), b#0.

By solving the equation

%vt(/\) = —cv: (M) — bur (M), vo(A) = A
we get
—bt
v(N) = e A £>0,\>0. (3.20)

1+ egh(pre]

Thus 7 = ¢~/ e~bg ()~ for t > 0. In particular, if & = 1, then (3.15) holds
with
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bldu) = 2qh(t

~—

3.2 Long-Time Evolution Rates

In this section we study the long-time asymptotic behavior of the CB-process. This
makes sense only in the event of non-extinction of course. Let (Q;);>0 denote the
transition semigroup defined by (3.2) and (3.3). Let X = (£2,.%, %, z(t), Q,) be
a Hunt realization of the CB-process. To avoid triviality, we assume z — ¢(z) is
strictly convex throughout this section.

Recall that 5y, =Tlimy_ o v:(A) € (0,00] and ¥ =] lim;_,, 7y € [0, 00]. By
Proposition 3.1 the function A — v, () is strictly increasing on [0, co) for each ¢ >
0. Let v — 7;(v) denote its inverse, which is a strictly increasing function on [0, 7).
It is easy to show that 75(n:(2)) = ns++(2) forany s,¢t > 0 and 0 < z < Usy4. For
0 < A < U such that ¢(n:(\)) # 0 we get from (3.8) that

KGR P A dz
— _ = —t. 3.21
A o(2) /w) o(2) G-2D

Let 6y = inf{z > 0: ¢(z) > 0} € [0, 00]. Then the continuity of z — ¢(z) implies
@(0g) = 01if 8y < co. By Theorem 3.8 we have y = © when v < co.

Theorem 3.13 Ler 0 < )\ < © and define Wy = ny(\)x(t) fort > 0. Then t —
e=Wt is an (F;)-martingale and

Qo™ =e O 1>0,2>0,0 >0, (3.22)

where f1(0) = ve(On:(N)). If n:(X) and 61 (X) belong to (0,0,), we have

ft(9) dZ 9m(>\) dZ
= . 3.23
A o) /W) o) G2

Proof. For any s,t > 0 we can use the Markov property of {z(t) : ¢ > 0} to get

Qe Wert | Z,] = Qule e+t NlsHD) |z, ] = eVt (N)a(s) — o= (N2 (s)
Then t +— e~ is an (.%;)-martingale. By similar calculations we get (3.22). If

n:(A\) and 6n.(X) belong to (0, 6p), then ¢(z) = 0 has no root between 7;(\) and
On:(X). Observe that

/ft(e) dz /m(A) dz /9m(>\) dz /vt(t‘)m(A)) dz
— = — + —— + —.
A o(2) A o(z) S0 22 Jonn o(2)

Then (3.23) follows by (3.8) and (3.21). O
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Proposition 3.14 Suppose thatb < 0and 0 < X < 0. Thenn;(\) = Ke +o(e")
as t — oo for some constant K = K(\) > 0 if and only ifflOo ulogum(du) < oo.

Proof. We first note that ¢(z) = bz + o(z) as z — 0. Observe also that ¢p(\) < 0
and (3.21) implies 7;(\) — 0 decreasingly as t — co. Moreover, we get

A
b 1 nt(A) 7]1&()‘)
— —)Jdz=-bt +1 =1
/m(k) <¢(Z) Z) ‘ los A 08 \ebt

where the integrand is positive because of the convexity of z — ¢(z). Then ¢ —
e~ n;()\) increases, and it remains bounded if and only if

INCERDESE

A
/ wdz < 00.
O Z

By (3.1) the value on the left-hand side is equal to

which is equivalent to

A oo oo
A+ / dz/ (e7*" — 1+ zu) %m(du) =cA+ / uhy(u)m(du),
0 0 z 0

where

1 A d Au d
m =y [ 1S = [Cer-1enl
0 0

u z Y
is equivalent to Au/2 as u — 0 and equivalent to logu as u — oo. Then we have
the desired result. a

Theorem 3.15 Suppose thatb < 0and 0 < A < 0y. Let Wy = n,(N)z(t) fort > 0.
Then the limit W := lim;_ o, W; exists a.s. and Q,{W = 0} = e~*% for any
x> 0.

Proof. By Theorem 3.13 and martingale theory, the limit Y := lim; .., e~ ass.
exists; see, e.g., Dellacherie and Meyer (1982, p.72). As observed in the proof of
Proposition 3.14 we have ¢(A) < 0 and 7,(\) — 0 decreasingly as t — oo. Then
for any § > 0 we get from (3.23) that

fe(0) s 0n:(N) 5 0m:(A) 4 1
lim = lim / —— = lim / — = —log¥,
t—o0 A ¢(Z) t—o0 ne(N) ¢(Z) t—o0 ne(N) bz b

so the limit f(0) := lim;_ . f¢(6) exists and

1) dz 1
—— = —log¥é.
A o(z) b °
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This equality implies limy_.¢ f(#) = 0 and limg_,o f(6) = 6. By (3.22) and
dominated convergence, for any x > 0 we have

Q.[Y?] = lim Qule"] = lim e *ft(®) = ¢==F(®),

t—o0 t—o0

It follows that

Q. {Y =0} = (}ir% Q.[1 - ye] - (}ir%[l _ e—rf(e)] -0

and
Q. {Y =1} = elim Q.[YY) = elim e =f(0) = =00,
Then the desired result follows with W = —log Y. a

Corollary 3.16 Suppose that b < 0 and [~ ulogum(du) < oo. Then the limit
Z = limy_, o e®z(t) exists a.s. and Q,{Z = 0} = =% for any x > 0.

Theorem 3.15 and Corollary 3.16 characterize the long-time evolution rate of the
supercritical branching CB-process. In particular, Corollary 3.16 gives a necessary
and sufficient condition for the exponential evolution rate. To get similar results
in the critical and subcritical case, we consider a special form of the branching
mechanism. If ¢ = 0 and if wm(du) is a finite measure on (0, c0), we can rewrite
(3.1) into

o(z) =b1z — /OOO (1 — e **)m(du), (3.24)

where
bp=b+ /000 um(du). (3.25)
In this case, we have ¢(z) = b1z + o(z) as z — 00, so Theorem 3.8 implies

v = oo. The following results can be proved by arguments similar to those for the
supercritical case.

Proposition 3.17 Suppose that ¢ is given by (3.24) and (3.25) with b > 0. For any
fixed X\ > 0 we have n;(\) = Kebt + o(eb?) as t — oo for some constant K > 0

if and only iffo1 ulog(l/u)ym(du) < oo.

Theorem 3.18 Suppose that ¢ is given by (3.24) and (3.25) with b > 0. Fix A > 0
and let Wy = 0 (N)x(t) for t > 0. Then the limit W := lim;_, o, Wy exists a.s. and
Q.{W =0} =0 forany x > 0.

Corollary 3.19 Suppose that ¢ is given by (3.24) and (3.25) with b > 0 and
fol ulog(1/u)m(du) < oo. Then the limit Z = lim;_, e"'x(t) a.s. exists and
Q.{Z =0} =0 forany x > 0.
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3.3 Immigration and Conditioned Processes

We first consider a generalization of the CB-process. Let ((Q);):>0 be the transition
semigroup defined by (3.2) and (3.3). Suppose that ¢ € .# is a function with the
representation

Y(z) =Bz + /000 (1 - e*Z“)n(du)7 z>0, (3.26)

where § > 0 is a constant and (1 A u)n(du) is a finite measure on (0, c0). By
Theorems 1.35 and 1.37 one may see that

/OOO e My (dy) = exp{ — /Ot ’(/)(US(/\))dS}, A>0 (3.27)

defines a family of infinitely divisible probability measures (-y;);>0 on [0, c0). Then
we can define the probability measures

Ql(x,-) == Qu(x,) *v(),  t,z>0. (3.28)

It is easily seen that

/000 e—ksz(x,dy) = exp{ —zv(A) — /Otw(vs()\))ds}, (3.29)

Moreover, the kernels (Q} ):>o form a Feller transition semigroup on R ;. A Markov
process is called a continuous-state branching process with immigration (CBI-
process) with branching mechanism ¢ and immigration mechanism 1 if it has tran-
sition semigroup (@7 ):>0-

Theorem 3.20 Suppose that b > 0 and ¢(z) # 0 for z > 0. Then Q] (z,-) con-
verges to a probability measure ) on [0, 00) as t — oo if and only if

N ah(2)
0 ‘25(2)

If (3.30) holds, the Laplace transform of n is given by

L,(\) = exp{ - /OOO w(vs()\))ds}, A > 0. (3.31)

Proof. Since ¢(z) > 0 for all z > 0, from (3.5) we see ¢ — v(A) is decreasing.
Then (3.8) implies lim;_ o v¢(A\) = 0. By (3.29) we have

dz < 0o for some A > 0. (3.30)

oo

lim e Q) (x,dy) = exp{ / P(vs(A } (3.32)

t—o0 0

for every A > 0. A further application of (3.5) gives
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t _ [ vy,
/o Y(va(A))ds = /vt(k) ¢(Z)d

[ vmas= [ 49

which is a continuous function of A > 0 if and only if (3.30) holds. Then the result
follows by (3.32) and Theorem 1.20. a

It follows that

Corollary 3.21 Suppose that b > 0. Then Q] (x,-) converges to a probability mea-
sure 1 on [0,00) as t — oo if and only ifflC>C logun(du) < oo. In this case, the
Laplace transform of 0 is given by (3.31).

Proof. We have ¢(z) = bz + o(z) as z — 0. Thus (3.30) holds if and only if

A
/ Mdz < oo for some A > 0,
0 z
which is equivalent to

/ dz / e " )n(du) = /OOO n(du) /OM ! —ye_y dy < o0

for some A > 0. The latter holds if and only if ffo log un(du) < oco. Then we have
the result by Theorem 3.20. a

In the situation of Theorem 3.20, it is easy to show that 7 is a stationary distri-
bution for (@] )¢>o. The fact that the CBI-process may have a non-trivial stationary
distribution makes it a more interesting model in many respects than the CB-process
without immigration.

Example 3.2 Suppose that ¢ > 0,0 < a < 1 and b are constants and let ¢(z) =
ezt + bz for 2 > 0. In this case the cumulant semigroup (v;)¢>o is given by
(3.20). Let 8 > 0 and let ¢p(z) = Bz“ for z > 0. We can use (3.29) to define the
transition semigroup (@} ):>o. It is easy to show that

> 1
/ e NQ] (z,dy) = e Y, Az
0 [1+ cqb(t)A7]

In the special case of @ = 1, the corresponding CBI-process {y(t) : t > 0} is a
diffusion process defined by the stochastic differential equation

= +/2¢cy(t)dB(t) + (8 — by(t))dt, t>0, (3.33)

where {B(t) : t > 0} is a standard Brownian motion; see Tkeda and Watanabe
(1989, pp.235-236). Let C%(R..) denote the set of bounded continuous real func-
tions on R with bounded continuous derivatives up to the second order. Then this
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diffusion process has generator A given by

2
Af@) = e f@) + (Bt S @), feC’®). (34

In particular, for § = 0 the solution of (3.33) is called Feller’s branching diffusion.

Recall that (Qf)tzo is the restriction to (0, co0) of the semigroup (Q)¢>o. It is
easy to check that Q%(x, dy) := e** 2~ 1yQ? (x, dy) defines a Markov semigroup on
(0,00). Let g:(\) = e’ v;(\) and let ¢, (A\) = (0/0N)q:(\). Recall that 2 — ¢/(2)
is defined by (3.10). From (3.9) we have

(N = exp{ / @y (vs(A } (3.35)

where ¢f(z) = ¢'(z) — b. By differentiating both sides of (3.2) we see

| Qi) = espmenOld), Az0. 339
0

It follows that

/000 e Q! (z,dy) = exp{ —zvp () — /Ot ¢6(vS(A))ds}. (3.37)

Using (3.37) it is easy to extend (Q%);>¢ to a Feller semigroup on [0, oo), which is
a special case of the semigroup defined by (3.29).

Theorem 3.22 Suppose that b > 0 and ¢'(z) — oo as z — oo. Let (It)i>0 be
defined by (3.15). Then for any t > 0 the probability measure Q%(0, -) is supported
by (0,00) and Q4(0, du) = uel;(du) for u > 0.

Proof. We first note that (v;):~¢ really has the representation (3.15) by Theo-
rem 3.10. Then

a(\) = /Ooo (1 —e")ely(du), (3.38)

and
g\ = /O h ue” e, (du). (3.39)
From (3.36) and (3.39) we see Q%(0, du) = ue®l;(du) for u > 0. O

Theorem 3.23 Suppose that b > 0. Then for every X > 0 the limit ¢'(\) =]
lims—, oo q4(N) exists and is given by

q(\) = exp{ / do(vs(A } A > 0. (3.40)
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Moreover, we have ¢'(0+) = ¢'(0) = 1 if and only if [ ulogum(du) < oo. The
last condition is also equivalent to ¢'(\) > 0 for some and hence all X > 0.

Proof. The first assertion is immediate in view of (3.35). By Corollary 3.21, we
have [ ulogum(du) < oo if and only if A — ¢/(]) is the Laplace transform of a
probability 1 on [0, 00). Then the other two assertions hold obviously. O

Theorem 3.24 Suppose that b > 0 and ¢'(2) — oo as z — oc. Then QY (x, ")
converges as t — oo to a probability n on (0, 00) if and only ifflOO ulogum(du) <
0. If the condition holds, then 1 has Laplace transform L, = q' given by (3.40).

Proof. By Corollary 3.21 and Theorem 3.23 we have the results with 7 being a
probability measure on [0, 00). By Theorem 3.22 the measure Q%(0, -) is supported
by (0, 00), hence QY (z, -) is supported by (0, 0o) for every x > 0. From (3.39) we
have L, (c0) < ¢;(o0) = 0 for ¢t > 0. That implies n({0}) = 0. O

Now let X = (2, %, %, x(t),Q,) be a Hunt realization of the CB-process
with transition semigroup (Q¢):>0. Let 79 := inf{s > 0 : z(s) = 0} denote the
extinction time of X.

Theorem 3.25 Suppose that b > 0 and Condition 3.6 holds. Then for any t > 0
and x > 0, the distribution of x(t) under Q. {-|r +t < 79} converges as r — oo to

Proof. Since zero is a trap for the CB-process, for any » > 0 we can use the Markov
property of {x(t) : t > 0} to see

Q. [e_)\z(t)l{r+t<70}]
Qx[l{r+t<m}]
Q. [e—)\.’c(t)(l _ e—Om(r-‘rt))]
= lim
f— o0 Q. [(1 — efex(ﬂrt))]
—Ax(t) (1 _ —z(t)v,
_ Q[ e Iy (3.41)

1 — e %0rs

Q. [C*’\””(t)h’ +t<T7] =

Recall that ©,4; = v;(?,) and v}(0) = e~%. By Theorem 3.8 and Corollary 3.9 we
have lim,_,, ¥,, = 0. Then

B Qa: [e—)\z(t),{)—l(l _ e—w(t)ir)]
lim Qe **Wjr 4+t < 79] = lim r
r—00 Qz [ | O] r—00 5;1(1 — e (Tlr))

= iethx[x(t)e_)"”(t)].

That gives the desired convergence result. a

The above theorem shows that in the critical and subcritical cases Q?(, -) is intu-
itively the law of z(t) conditioned on large extinction times. Some more conditional
limit theorems of the CB-process will be given in the next section.
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3.4 More Conditional Limit Theorems

Throughout this section, we assume Condition 3.6 is satisfied. Let us consider a
Hunt realization X = ({2, %, %, x(t), Qz) of the transition semigroup (Q¢)¢>0
defined by (3.2) and (3.3). Then 0; :=7limy_ . v¢(A\) € (0,00) by Theorem 3.7
and ¥ :=|lim;_,o, ¢ € [0,00) by Theorem 3.8. Let 79 := inf{s > 0 : x(s) = 0}
denote the extinction time. Recall that (Qf);>o denotes the restriction to (0, c0) of
the semigroup (Q¢)¢>o-

Theorem 3.26 Suppose that b > 0. Then the limit g(\) :=1limy o 7; ‘v:()\)
exists for every A > 0 and 0 = g(0) = g(0+) < g(A\) < g(o0) = 1. Consequently,
ﬁfllt converges as t — oo to a probability measure 7y on (0, 00) with Laplace
transform L, (A) =1 — g(\).

Proof. Let g;(\) = v; *v:(\) and hy(A) = A~ vy (X) for A > 0. Then 0 < g,(\) <
1 and

Grrs(N) = 05 (0) T og(0r(N) = (D)~ s (ve (X)) ge(N) (3.42)

for s,¢ > 0. Since v;(0) = 0 and A — wv(\) is a concave function, we have
hy(A) = A72[v,(A)X — ve(N)] < 0, 80 X — hy()) is decreasing. Thus ¢ — g;()\)
is increasing by (3.42). Consequently, the limit g(A) =7lim; o g:(A) exists and
0=yg(0) < g(A\) < g(c0) = 1. Observe also that

9t (0s(N) = 07 g s (A) = 07 0es s (N0 05 (00) = grges (M) s (01). (3.43)

By Theorem 3.8 we have lim; .o, ¥y = 0, so limy .o hs(9;) = v.(0) = e,
Taking ¢ — oo in (3.43) gives
glvs(N) = e %g(\), A>0,s>0. (3.44)

Then we must have g(0+) = ¢(0) = 0. From the relation

o0

lim e Moy (du) =1 — 75lim o oy (N) =1 —g(N)

t—oo 0

we see that 7; 'l, converges as t — oo to a probability measure 7 on [0, c0) with
Laplace transform 1 — g(\). Since g(oo) = 1, we have mo({0}) = 0. O

Theorem 3.27 Suppose that b > 0. Then for any 0 < X < oo, the limit q(\) =]
lim; o0 q¢(N\) exists (with gi(c0) = e’ @, by convention). Moreover, we have
q(X) > 0 for some and hence all 0 < X\ < oo if and only ifflOo ulogum(du) < oco.

Proof. By Theorem 3.23 and dominated convergence it is easy to see g(A) =]
lim; o ¢ (A) forall 0 < X < oo, where

A
40 = / ¢ (u)du.
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This convergence can be extended to A = oo because Condition 3.6 holds. Since
q(00) > q(A) forall 0 < A < oo, the second assertion is immediate. O

Corollary 3.28 Suppose that b > 0. Then e"l; converges as t — oo to q(oco)m,
which is non-trivial if and only ifflOO ulogum(du) < oco.

Theorem 3.29 Suppose that b > 0. Then for r > 0 and x > 0 the distribution of
x(t) under Q{-|r +t < 1o} converges as t — oo to a probability measure T, on
(0, 00) independent of x. Moreover, Ty is also the limit distribution of U, L1, given
by Theorem 3.26 and myQS = e~ tmq for all t > 0.

Proof. For r > 0 we can use the calculations in (3.41) to see

—zvt(A) _ o= 20t (A+D5)
Qw[e—)\:c(t)|r+t < TO] _ [§] e

(3.45)

1 — e 20r+t
By letting » — 0 we obtain

—zve(N) _ A—T0y 1— efavvt(/\)
2|t < g = C -1
Qale™ ]t < 7o) 1— oo =

Let 7 be the probability measure on (0, co) given by Theorem 3.26. It follows that
Jim Qe <] =1— Jim B, 0y (N) = Ly (), (3.46)

so the distribution of x(¢) under Q,{:|t < 79} converges to mo. In view of (3.44)
we have

o —e_vf(’\)u o(du) = > _e—)\u e—bt7r u
/0 (1 Yo (du) /0 (1 Je™ " mo(du),

and hence moQ; = e~ 7,. On the other hand, as t — oo the right-hand side of
(3.45) is equivalent to

Ut (0 A+ 00) — v (V) = 0r(0:) T (0 (A + Tp) — (V).

Using the canonical representation (3.15) we may write this into

( /0 “a- e”T“)lt(du)>

which converges as t — oo to

-1

/ e (1 — e ") y(du),
0

</0°° (- eﬁyy'u)w"(d“)) B /000 e M (L—e ") mo(du),  (3.47)

giving the Laplace transform of a probability ;- on (0, c0). a
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Corollary 3.30 Suppose that b > 0. Let my be given by Theorem 3.26. Then we
have fooo umo(du) = q(co)~L. Consequently, Ty has finite mean if and only if
[ ulog um(du) < oo.

Proof. By Theorem 3.26 the measure 7y has Laplace transform 1 — g(A). Letting
A — oo in (3.44) we have g(v5) = e~%*. By Theorem 3.8 and Corollary 3.9 we
have lim,_, ., v5 = 0. It follows that

g (0) = lim o, 'g(v,) = lim 7;'e™" = lim ¢,(c0)™! = g(c0) 7",
§— 00 §— 00 §— 00
which together with Theorem 3.27 gives the desired conclusion. a

There are counterparts of the above conditional limit theorems in the supercritical
case. In fact, there is a symmetry in the limit theorems between the subcritical and
supercritical processes if we use suitable conditioning. In the strictly supercritical
case, we have b < 0 and

Qe W |ry < o] = e x>0, (3.48)

where w;(A) = vi(A + ) — 0. Setting ¥(\) = ¢(\ + U) one may see that w; ()
satisfies

awt()‘) = —P(w(N)), wo(A) = A (3.49)
Recall that © > 0 is the largest root of ¢(z) = 0. Then it is simple to check that
P(A) = ¢(A+7) — () has the representation (3.1) with parameters by := ¢'(v) >
0, c1 := cand my(du) := e~"“m(du). Thus (3.48) implies that {z(t) : t > 0}
conditioned on 79 < o0 is a strictly subcritical CB-process with cumulant semigroup
(wi)e>0. By Corollary 3.12 we have v(0) = 0, s0 wi(A) = ve(A + U) — v4(D)
has the representation (3.15) with canonical measure e~ "“{;(du) for ¢ > 0. From
Theorems 3.24, 3.25 and 3.29 we derive the following:

Theorem 3.31 Suppose that b < 0. Then for any t > 0 and x > O the distribution
of x(t) under Qu{-|r +t < 79 < 00} converges as v — oc to a probability measure
QU(x,-) on (0, 00) given by

/OO e_)‘ny(a?,dy) = exp{ — zwi(A / h(ws (A }
0

where }(2) = ¢'(z + ©) — by. Moreover, Q}(x,-) converges as t — oo to a
probability measure 1 on (0, 00).

Theorem 3.32 Suppose that b < 0. Then for r > 0 and x > 0 the distribution of
x(t) under Q. {-|r+t < 79 < 00} converges ast — oo to a probability measure T,

on (0, 00) which is independent of x. Moreover, mo(du) is also the limit distribution
of (Uy — v)"Le ", (du).
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We now consider the critical CB-process. In this case, we shall see that suitable
conditioning of the process may lead to some universal limit laws independent of
the explicit form of the branching mechanism.

Theorem 3.33 Suppose that b = 0 and 0* = ¢"(0) < oo. Then as t — oo we

have

1 1 1 1,5

- )= s

t Ut()\) A 2
uniformly in 0 < A < oo with the convention 1/oo = 0. In particular, we have
tvg(A) — 2/0% for0 < A < oo ast — oo.

Proof. Since Condition 3.6 holds, we have 02 >0.For0 < A <ooandt >0, we
may use the backward equation (3.5) to see that

1/ 1 1\ 1" 1 8 1" h(us(V)
ot 3) =1 ) st = [ St 650

By I’'Hopital’s rule,

: 2 7 " _ 2
lim 6(2)/2* = lim ¢()/2 = 0% /2 (3.51)
But by Theorem 3.8 and Corollary 3.9, we have lim; ,,, ¥, = 0, and hence
lim; 00 v:(A) = 0 uniformly on 0 < A < oo. Then the assertion follows from
(3.50) and (3.51). O

Corollary 3.34 Suppose that b = 0 and 0% := ¢"'(0) < oo. Then for any X > 0 we
have

tlim vi(A/t) = (1 +02)\/2)_2.

Proof. For A\ = 0 the above limit relation holds trivially. For A > 0 we can use
(3.5) and (3.6) to get v,(\/t) = ¢(A/t)"Lp(vi(A\/t)). Then the result follows by
Theorem 3.33. O

Theorem 3.35 Suppose that b = 0 and 02 := ¢""(0) < oc. Let {y(t) : t > 0}
be a Markov process with transition semigroup (Qf)@o given by (3.37). Then
the distribution of y(t)/t converges as t — oo to the one on (0,00) with density
do—4pe=22/77,

Proof. In this critical case, we have ¢;(\) = v} (). Since lim;_, o v:(A/t) = 0, by
(3.36) and Corollary 3.34 we see that

1

. > —Ay/t b R ’ _
lim e Q; (z,dy) tlirrolovt()\/t) A oin2)e’

t—oo 0

which is the Laplace transform of the desired limit distribution. a
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Theorem 3.36 Suppose that b = 0 and 0 = ¢"(0) < oco. Then for any fixed
r > 0and x > 0 we have

lim Qu{a(t)/t > zlr +t < o} = e"2/0" >0 (3.52)

Proof. For any t > 0 we get from (3.45) that

e—wvt(k/t) _ e—zvt()\/t-i-f)r)

Qa: [e—kx(t)/th. +t< 7—0} — 1 — e—T0r+s ’

which is still correct for » = 0 if we understand vy = oo. The right-hand side is
equivalent to

o7t (V4 9) — (A1)
as t — oo. By Theorem 3.33 we have
Jim £3,.4; = 2/0? and Jim to,(A/t) = (1/A+ o?/2)7 1. (3.53)
From the uniform convergence we get

g

lim 1 lim ! ! 1 ’
m ——— = - — = —.
t—oo tug(A/t + Tp) t—oo t \ (Nt +7T.) At+ 7T, 2

Then it follows immediately that

lim Qg [e W/ tr 1 < 1] = ot(2 1 _ 1
oo VF 0 9 o2 1/)\+0-2/2 1+0'2A/2

The right-hand side gives the Laplace transform of the desired limit distribution. O

Theorem 3.37 Suppose that b = 0 and 0% := ¢"(0) < oo. Then for any x > 0 and
a > 0 the distribution of x(t) /t under Qz{-|(1 + a)t < 79} converges ast — oo to
the one on (0, 00) with density

20 2(1 4 a)e27/7"[1 — e~ 20/007) (3.54)

with e=*° = 0 by convention.

Proof. For any t > 0 we use (3.45) to get

—zve(A/t) _ g—zve(N/t+Dar)
Qw I:e_)\x(t)/t‘(l +a/)t < TO] _ € e

1 — e TV(+ayt
under the convention 7y = oc. The right-hand side is equivalent to
T e (0 (Mt + Tat) — v (A1)

as t — 00. By (3.53) and the uniform convergence stated in Theorem 3.33 we have
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152 = lim l( SR )
2 t—oo t ’Ut()\/t+1_)at) )\/t+’£_)at

= lim ( ! — ! )
t—oo t'[}t()\l/t + @at) A —l—ltﬁat

= i - .
2% Ty N/t + Dar) A+ 2/a0?

It follows that

o2 1 ! 2+ ao?\
lim to;\/t +0g¢) = [ — 4+ —— ] = _
P vi(A/t+ Tar) (2 +)\+2/a02> o?(l+a+ ac?\/2)
Then one shows easily

1+4+a
(1+020/2)(1 + a+ ac?)/2)’

hm Q. [e —2eM/t(1 4 a)t <] =

which is the Laplace transform of the distribution with density (3.54). a

3.5 Scaling Limits of Discrete Processes

Let g and h be two probability generating functions. Suppose that {£,,; : n =
0,1,2,...;5¢ = 1,2,...} and {n,, : n = 0,1,2,...} are independent families of
positive integer-valued i.i.d. random variables with distributions given by g and h,
respectively. Given another positive integer-valued random variable y(0) indepen-
dent of {¢,, ;} and {n,, }, we define inductively

y(n)

y(n+1) Zﬁnﬁm, n=0,1,2,.... (3.55)

It is easy to show that {y(n) : n = 0,1,2,...} is a discrete-time positive integer-
valued Markov chain with transition matrix Q(, j) determined by

ZQ(i,j)zj = g(2)'h(2), || < 1. (3.56)
=0

The random variable y(n) can be thought of as the number of individuals in gener-
ation n > 0 of an evolving particle system. After one unit time, each of the y(n)
particles splits independently of others into a random number of offspring accord-
ing to the distribution given by g and a random number of immigrants are added to
the system according to the probability law given by h. The n-step transition matrix

Q"(i,j) of {y(n) : m=0,1,2,...} is given by
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o0 n
QLN =g ) [[Me (), 2l <1, (3.57)
j=0 j=1

where g"(z) is defined by g™ (2) = g(g™" *(2)) successively with ¢°(z) = 2. We
call any positive integer-valued Markov chain with transition probabilities given
by (3.56) or (3.57) a Galton—Watson branching process with immigration (GWI-
process) with parameters (g, h). If ¢’(1—) < oo and A/ (1—) < oo, then the discrete
probability distribution {Q"(4,7) : j = 0,1,2,...} has the first-moment given by

> iQ (0 5) =ig (1=)" + > KW (1-)g' (1=, (3.58)
j=1 j=1

which can be obtained by differentiating both sides of (3.57). In the special case
where h(z) = 1, we simply call {y(n) : n = 0,1,2,...} a Galton—-Watson branch-
ing process (GW-process).

Suppose that for each integer £ > 1 we have a GWI-process {yx(n) : n > 0}
with parameters (g, hi). Let zi(n) = yx(n)/k. Then {zi(n) : n > 0} is a Markov
chain with state space Ej := {0,1/k,2/k,...} and n-step transition probability
Q7 (z,dy) determined by

| ety = gt TLniel ™ @), A= 0. 359
k

j=1

Suppose that {74} is a positive real sequence so that v, — oo increasingly as
k — oo. Let [yxt] denote the integer part of ;¢ > 0. We are interested in the
asymptotic behavior of the continuous-time process {z ([yxt]) : t > 0} as k — oo.
For any z > 0 define

Hip(2) = [l = hi(e7*/%)) (3.60)
and
Gr(2) = Imk[gk(e_z/k) — e_z/k]. (3.61)

For the convenience of statement of the results, we formulate the following condi-
tions:

Condition 3.38 There is a function 1 on [0, 00) such that Hy,(z) — (=) uniformly
on [0, a] for every a > 0 as k — oo.

Condition 3.39 The sequence {G}.} is uniformly Lipschitz on [0, a] for every a > 0
and there is a function ¢ on [0, 00) such that G (z) — ¢(z) uniformly on [0, a] for
everya > 0as k — oo.

Proposition 3.40 If Condition 3.38 holds, the limit function i has the representa-
tion (3.26). If Condition 3.39 holds, then ¢ has the representation (3.1).
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Proof. The representation (3.26) for 1) follows by a modification of the proof of
Theorem 1.43. Since ¢ is locally Lipschitz, by Proposition 1.45 it suffices to show
the function has the representation (1.39). This could be done by modifying the
proofs of Theorems 1.43 and 1.44. We here give a derivation of the representation
by considering the sequence

Pr(2) = kulgn(1 = 2/k) = (1= z/k)],  0<z<k

Fix the constant a > 0. By the mean-value theorem, for £ > a and 0 < z < a we
have

Gr(2) — d(2) = kyklgr(m) — 1 (e =1+ 2/k), (3.62)
where
1—a/k§1—z/k§nk§e_z/k§1.

Choose ky > a so that e~2a/ko < 1 — a/ko. Then for k > ko we have e—20/k <
1 — a/k and hence

Yelge(me) — 1] < sup  yilgp(e™*) —1].
0<A<2a

Since {G},} is uniformly Lipschitz on [0, 2a], the sequence
Gli(2) = e */*[1L — gi(e™*/")

is uniformly bounded on [0, 2a]. Thus {vx|g;(nx) — 1| : & > ko} is a bounded
sequence and (3.62) implies

#(z) = lim Gi(z) = lim ¢r(2).
k—oo k—oo
Then we can use Theorem 1.44 to see ¢ has the representation (1.39). O

We shall work with the Laplace transform of the process {zj ([yxt]) : ¢ > 0}. In
view of (3.59), given z;(0) = x the conditional distribution QLW] (z,-) of zi([vxt])
on F; is determined by

/ e QP (x,dy)
Ey

g t]

- exp{ — zup(t,\) — / ks Hk.(vk(s,)\))ds}, (3.63)
0
where
vp(t,A) = —klog g™ ek (3.64)

and
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Hi(A) = =y log hy(e %), A>0.

Lemma 3.41 Suppose that the sequence {G},} defined by (3.61) is uniformly Lips-
chitz on [0, 1]. Then there are constants B > 0 and N > 1 such that vy (t, \) < AeB?
foreveryt,A\ > 0and k > N.

Proof. Let b, := G7,(0+) for k£ > 1. Since {G} is uniformly Lipschitz on [0, 1],
the sequence {by} is bounded. Let B > 0 be a constant such that 2|b;| < B for all
k > 1. In view of (3.63), there is a probability kernel Pp’”’t] (z,dy) on Ej such that

/ e_Aprkt] (x,dy) = exp{—azvi(t, \)}, A>0. (3.65)
Ex
From (3.61) we have b, = ~y,[1 — g}, (1—)]. It is not hard to obtain

b\ [ret]
P dy) = a1 o (1= 2T
Ej Yk
Since y; — oo as k — oo, there is N > 1 so that
0< (1—b—">3 < (1+—)B <e, k>N
Yk 2,

It follows that, for £ > 0 and & > N,

B
/ yP (2, dy) < zexp {_[’th]} < zePl. (3.66)
Ey Yk

Then the desired estimate follows from (3.65), (3.66) and Jensen’s inequality. a

Theorem 3.42 Suppose that Condition 3.39 is satisfied. Let (t,\) — vi(\) be the
unique locally bounded positive solution of (3.3). Then for every a > 0 we have
v (t, X) — ve(X) uniformly on [0, a)* as k — oo.

Proof. It suffices to show vy (¢, \) converges uniformly on [0, a]? for every a > 0
and the limit solves (3.3). Let

Gr(2) = kv, log [gk(e_z/k)ez/k], z>0.
For any integer n > 0 we may write

log g¢* (e%) = log [gu(gf (e™V*)) gkt (™M) 1] + log gft (™)
= (k) ™' Gr( — klog git(e™/")) +log gii (7).

From this and (3.64) it follows that

vk(t—i—fyl;l,)\):vk(t,)\)—7glék(vk(t,)\)), t>0.
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By applying the above equation to ¢t = 0, 1/7x, ..., ([vxt] — 1)/~ and adding the
resulting equations we obtain

[vx1]
vg(t,A) = A — Z vglék(vk('ygl(i — 1)7)\)).

i=1

Then we have
t
w(t ) = A+ et )~ [ Gulun(s,)ds, (3.67)
0

where
ert: ) = (t =7 ht]) G (vr (03, ot ).
It is elementary to see
Gi(2) = ki log [1+ (k) ™ Gr(2)e™*].

Let B > 0 and N > 1 be chosen as in Lemma 3.41. Under Condition 3.39 one can
show G (z) — ¢(z) uniformly on every bounded interval. Then forany 0 < e <1
we can enlarge the constant N > 1 so that

IGr(2) —(2)| <e,  0<z<aeP k> N. (3.68)
It follows that
ler(t, \)| < 7'M, 0<t\<a, (3.69)
where

M=1+ sup |¢(2)|

0<z2<aebBe
Forn > k > N let

Kin(t,A) = sup |vn(s,A) —vk(s, A)].

0<s<t

By (3.67), (3.68) and (3.69) we obtain
t
Kin(t,\) <2(7 "M + ea) + L/ Kin(s,\)ds, 0<t,A<a,
0

where L = supg<, <4z |¢'(2)]. By Gronwall’s inequality,
Kin(t,\) < 2(y; ' M + ca)e™, 0<t\<a.

Then vy (¢, A) — some v;(A) uniformly on [0, a]? as k — oo. In view of (3.69) and
(3.67) we have (3.3). a
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Let D([0, c0), R ) denote the space of cadlag paths from [0, co) to R furnished
with the Skorokhod topology. The main limit theorem of this section is the follow-
ing:

Theorem 3.43 Suppose that Conditions 3.38 and 3.39 are satisfied. Let {y(t) : t >
0} be a cadlag CBI-process with transition semigroup (Q])¢>o defined by (3.29).
If z1:(0) converges to y(0) in distribution, then {z,([vxt]) : t > 0} converges to
{y(¢) : t > 0} in distribution on D([0, 00),R}).

Proof. For A > 0and = > 0 set ey (z) = e~**. We denote by D; the linear span of
{ex : A > 0}. It is easy to see that D, is an algebra strongly separating the points of
R in the sense of Ethier and Kurtz (1986, pp.112-113). Let Cyp(R ) be the space
of continuous functions on R vanishing at infinity. Then D; is uniformly dense in
Co(R4) by the Stone—Weierstrass theorem; see, e.g., Hewitt and Stromberg (1965,
pp-98-99). By Proposition 3.1 it is easy to see that the function ¢ — v;(\) is locally
bounded away from zero. Under Condition 3.38 we have Hj,(z) — (z) uniformly
on every bounded interval. Then one can use (3.29), (3.63) and Theorem 3.42 to
show

lim sup |Qh’“ Alz) — QzeA(x)| =0

k—oo 2€E)

for every ¢ > 0. It follows that

hm sup |th]f( ) — sz(x)| 0

k—o0 zeFEy,

for every t > 0 and f € Cy(R,). By Ethier and Kurtz (1986, p.226 and pp.233—
234) we conclude that {zj ([yxt]) : ¢ > 0} converges to the CBI-process {y(t) : t >
0} in distribution on D([0, 00), Ry ). O

The theorem above gives an interpretation of the CBI-process as the limit of a
sequence of rescaled GWI-processes. The following examples describe some typical
situations where Conditions 3.38 and 3.39 are satisfied.

Example 3.3 Suppose that h is a probability generating function so that § :=
R (1-) < oo. Let v, = k and hy(z) = h(z). Then the sequence Hj(z) defined
by (3.60) converges to 3z as k — oc.

Example 3.4 Forany 0 < a < 1lety, = k* and hi(z) = 1 — (1 — 2)“. Then the
sequence Hy(z) defined by (3.60) converges to 2% as k — oo.

Example 3.5 Suppose that g is a probability generating function so that ¢’(1—) = 1
and ¢ := ¢"(1-)/2 < oo. Let v, = k and g (z) = g(z). By Taylor’s expansion
one sees that the sequence G,(z) defined by (3.61) converges to cz? as k — oo.

Example 3.6 Forany 1 < a < 2lety, = ak® 1 and gp(2) = 2 + a~1(1 — 2)*.
Then the sequence G (z) defined by (3.61) converges to 2% as k — oo.
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We now give some applications of Theorem 3.43 to the characterizations of local
times. Let X° = (2,.7,.%;, X?,P,) be a standard one-dimensional Brownian
motion. Given any constant a € R we define X¢ = X? — at for t > 0. Then
X = (2,.F, %, X2 P,) is a Brownian motion with drift —a. It is well-known
that there is a positive continuous two-parameter process {I*(¢,y) : t > 0,y € R}
such that

t
/ 14(X$)ds = / 21%(t, y)dy, A € B(R).
0 A
The process {2{%(t,y) : t > 0,y € R} is the local time of {X : ¢ > 0}. Let
78 = inf{t > 0 : X® = z} denote the hitting time of € R by the Brownian
motion with drift. By a d-downcrossing of {X : t > 0} at y € R before time
T > 0 we mean an interval [u,v] C [0,T) such that X = y + ¢, X¢ = y and
y<Xp<y+dforallu <t <o.

We first consider the special case a = 0. It is well-known that P, {I°(t,y) — oo
ast — oo} = 1forall 2,y € R. Then for every u > 0 we have P-a.s.

o(u) == inf{t > 0:1°(t,0) > u} < c0.

The following theorem is the well-known Ray—Knight theorem on Brownian local
times.

Theorem 3.44 For any x > 0, under the probability law P, we have:

() {1°c%(u), —t) : t > 0} and {I°(0%(u), x +t) : t > 0} are CB-processes with
branching mechanism ¢(z) = 22;

) {1°(0%(u),t) : 0 < t < '} is a CBl-process with branching mechanism ¢(z) =
2% and immigration mechanism (z) = z.

Proof. (1) Let &, denote the number of (1/k)-downcrossings at x before time

Tg_l Jk By the property of independent increments of { X} : ¢ > 0} we have

2 4 1
Pl =Y oo =5 <L

2i+1 9 _
=0

For k > 1 and ¢ > 0 let Z, (i) denote the number of (1/k)-downcrossings of
{X?:t>0}atx; = x +i/k before time 0% (u). It is easy to see that Zy (i + 1)
is the sum of Zj(7) independent copies of &;. Thus {Z;(i) : i = 0,1,...} is a
GW-process determined by the probability generating function

g9(z) = —, |z| < 1. (3.70)
z
By the approximation of the local time by downcrossing numbers, for every ¢ > 0

we have Zj,([kt])/k — 1°(c°(u),x + t) in probability as k — oo; see, e.g, Revuz
and Yor (1999, p.227). On the other hand, it is easy to show
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o(z) = kllr{:o E2[g(e™#/F) —e7#/k] = 22,
By Theorem 3.43 one can see {I°(c%(u),z +t) : t > 0} is a CB-process with
branching mechanism ¢(z) = z2. The result for {I°(c°(u), —t) : t > 0} follows in
a similar way.

(2) This is similar to the first part of the proof, so we only give the sketch. For
k> 1and 0 < i < [kz] let Y (i) denote the number of (1/k)-downcrossings of
{X?:t>0}at z; = i/k before time ¢”(u). One can see that Yy (i + 1) — 1 is the
sum of Y% (7) independent copies of &. Then {Yj () : ¢ = 0,1,..., [kz]} is a GWI-
process determined by the pair of generating functions (g, h), where g(z) is given
by (3.70) and h(z) = z. For any 0 < t < z we have Y ([kt])/k — 1°(c%(u),t) in
probability as £ — oo. Then the result follows by Theorem 3.43. a

Let {2I(t,y) : t > 0,y > 0} denote the local time of the reflecting Brownian
motion {|X?| : t+ > 0}. Then {I(t,y) : t > 0,y > 0} is a positive continuous
two-parameter process such that

/Ot 14(1X9ds = Z/Al(t,y)dy, Ae BRy).
For any x > 0 and u > 0 we have P ,-a.s.
o(u) :==1inf{t > 0:1(¢,0) > u} < oco.
By modifying the arguments in the proof of Theorem 3.44 one can show the follow-
ing:
Theorem 3.45 For any x > 0, under the probability law P, we have:

(1) {l(o(u),z+t) : t > 0} is a CB-process with branching mechanism ¢(z) = 22;
(2) {l(o(u),t) : 0 <t < a}is a CBI-process with branching mechanism ¢(z) =
2% and immigration mechanism (z) = z.

We next consider the case @ > 0. In this case we have P, {7 < oo} = 1 for
every x > 0. For 6 > 0 and |z| < ¢ let us(z) = P, {7%s < 7§'}. Then = > us(x)
solves the differential equation

1

§u”(x) —av'(z) =0, |z| <4
with boundary conditions u(é) = 0 and u(—4§) = 1. By solving the above boundary
value problem we find

e2a5 _ e2aa:

ws(e) = S ——uys lal <6 (3.71)

The following theorem slightly generalizes the Ray—Knight theorem.

Theorem 3.46 Suppose that a > 0 and x > 0. Then under P, we have:
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(1) {i*(r§,x +t) : t > 0} is a CB-process with branching mechanism ¢(z) =
22 4+ 2az;

(2) {l*(7§,t) : 0 < t < a} is a CBI-process with branching mechanism ¢(z) =
2% + 2az and immigration mechanism 1(z) = z.

Proof. The arguments are modifications of those in the proof of Theorem 3.44, so
we only describe the difference. For k > 1 and ¢ > 0 let Z () denote the number
of (1/k)-downcrossings of {X{ : t > 0} at ; = x + i/k before time 7§. Then
{Zy(i) :i=0,1,...} is a GW-process corresponding to the generating function

z) = z) = s z| < 17 (372
9k(2) ;_Opk(% ) T |2 )

where py, = u1,,(0) and g, = 1 — py. From (3.71) we get

eQa/k -1 1
Pk = Qa/k —g—2a/k ~ 3 + 2%k +O<E)
and
o l—e2/k 1
U= 2a/k —g—2a/k — 2 2k +O(E)

as k — oo. Then we use (3.72) to see

o(=) = lim Bgi(e /%) — e /1]
2[1 _ a—2/k _ _ a—22/k
— lim E*[1—e q(l—e )]
k00 1 — qre—2/k
= 22 4+ 2az.

For t > 0 we have Zy([kt])/k — 1*(7§, x + t) in probability as k — oco. Thus the
assertion (1) follows by Theorem 3.43. Similarly one obtains (2). a

3.6 Notes and Comments

The convergence of rescaled Galton—Watson branching processes to diffusion pro-
cesses was first studied by Feller (1951). Jifina (1958) introduced CB-processes in
both discrete and continuous times. Lamperti (1967a) showed that the continuous-
time processes are weak limits of rescaled Galton—Watson branching processes.
Lamperti (1967b) characterized the CB-processes by random time changes of Lévy
processes. New proofs of the result were given recently by Caballero et al. (2009).
For the sake of simplicity, we have assumed the branching mechanism is given
by (3.1). Kawazu and Watanabe (1971) constructed more general CBI-processes
that are not necessarily conservative. The “if”” part of Theorem 3.10 was proved in
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Silverstein (1967/8). It seems the “only if” part is a new result. Most other results
on extinction probabilities and growth rates in Sections 3.1 and 3.2 can be found in
Grey (1974). It is simple to check that if { X; : ¢ > 0} is a Dawson—Watanabe super-
process with conservative underlying spatial motion and spatially constant branch-
ing mechanism, then the total mass { X;(1) : ¢ > 0} is a CB-process. The properties
of local extinction and growth rate for superprocesses were studied in Englidnder and
Kyprianou (2004), Liu et al. (2009) and Pinsky (1995, 1996). A zero-one law on the
local extinction for a super-Brownian motion was given in Zhou (2008). See also
Englédnder (2007) and the references therein.

Theorem 3.20 and Corollary 3.21 were given in Pinsky (1972). Other results in
Sections 3.3 and 3.4 can be found in Li (2000). The result of Theorem 3.29 was al-
ready expected by Pakes (1988, p.86); see also Pakes and Trajstman (1985). A num-
ber of conditional limit theorems for Galton—Watson processes were proved in Pakes
(1999) by introducing some general conditioning events. Theorems 3.36 and 3.37
treat the two simplest special cases of the conditional events of Pakes (1999). Some
of the results in Section 3.4 were proved in Lambert (2007) by different methods;
see also Kyprianou and Pardo (2008).

Conditions 3.38 and 3.39 were given in Aliev (1985) and Aliev and Shchurenkov
(1982). Slightly different forms of the two conditions can be found in Li (2006). The
proof of Theorem 3.42 follows Aliev and Shchurenkov (1982). The convergence in
distribution on the path space D([0, o), R;.) of Theorem 3.43 was established in Li
(2006) by proving the convergence of the generators of the rescaled GWI-processes;
see also Ma (2009). Theorem 3.44 was originally proved by Knight (1963) and
Ray (1963). There are many generalizations of the Ray—Knight theorem; see, e.g.,
Borodin and Salminen (1996).

If (vt)¢>0 admits the representation (3.15), then each I, (dw) is a diffuse measure
on (0,00); see Bertoin and Le Gall (2000). CBI-processes were used by Bertoin
and Le Gall (2000, 2006) in studying the coalescent processes with multiple col-
lisions of Pitman (1999) and Sagitov (1999). See also Limic and Sturm (2006)
and Schweinsberg (2000, 2003) for some related results. Using the results for self-
similar CBI-processes, Patie (2009) gave a characterization of the density of the law
of an exponential functional associated to some one-sided Lévy processes.

The genealogical structures of Galton—Watson branching processes can be repre-
sented by Galton—Watson trees. Those trees can be coded by two kinds of discrete
paths called height functions and contour functions. The basic idea of the Ray—
Knight theorem is to code the genealogical structures of Feller’s branching diffusion
by the Brownian paths. Le Gall and Le Jan (1998a, 1998b) proposed an approach of
coding the genealogy of a general subcritical branching CB-process using a spec-
trally positive Lévy process, which corresponds to the reflecting Brownian motion
in the case of Feller’s branching diffusion. A key contribution of Le Gall and Le Jan
(1998a, 1998b) is an explicit expression for the height process as a functional of the
Lévy process whose Laplace exponent is precisely the branching mechanism. This
suggests that many problems concerning the genealogies of CB-processes can be
restated and solved in terms of spectrally positive Lévy processes, for which there
is a rich literature; see, e.g., Bertoin (1996) and Sato (1999).
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In view of Theorem 3.43, one may want to look for limit theorems of branching
models involving genealogical structures. Some limit theorems of that type were
established in Duquesne and Le Gall (2002) in terms of height processes and contour
processes. Pitman (2006) studied various combinatorial models of random partitions
and trees, and the asymptotics of these models related to stochastic processes. See
Aldous (1991, 1993) for the early work on continuum random trees. The method of
Gromov—Hausdorff distance was developed in Evans et al. (2006) and Evans and
Winter (2006) to study the asymptotic behavior of random trees when the number
of vertices goes to infinity. Evans (2008) and Winter (2007) gave surveys of the
relevant backgrounds and applications; see also Le Gall (2005). The genealogical
structures of catalytic branching models were studied in Greven et al. (2009).

A natural generalization of the CBI-process is described as follows. Let m > 0
and n > O be integers and define D = R x R” and U = C™ x (iR)™, where
C_.={a+ib:a <0,be R}andiR = {ib : b € R}. Let (+,-) denote the
duality between D and U. A transition semigroup (P;);>¢ on D is called an affine
semigroup if its characteristic function has the representation

/ O Py(w, df) = exp{(z,¥(t,u)) + $(t,w)},  weU,  (3.73)
D

where u — 1)(t,u) is a continuous mapping of U into itself and u — ¢(t, u) is a
continuous function on U satisfying ¢(¢,0) = 0. A Markov process in D is called
an affine process if it has affine transition semigroup. The process reduces to an m-
dimensional CBI-process when n = 0. Affine processes have been used widely in
mathematical finance; see Duffie et al. (2003) and the references therein.

The affine semigroup defined by (3.73) is called regular if it is stochastically
continuous and the right derivatives v;(0,u) and ¢} (0, u) exist for all u € U and
are continuous at v = 0. A number of characterizations of regular affine processes
were given in Duffie et al. (2003). By a result of Kawazu and Watanabe (1971),
a stochastically continuous CBI-process is automatically regular. The regularity of
affine processes was studied in Dawson and Li (2006) under a moment assump-
tion. The regularity problem was settled in Keller-Ressel et al. (2010), where it was
proved that any stochastically continuous affine process is regular.






Chapter 4
Branching Particle Systems

Branching particle systems arise from applications in a number of subjects. Typical
examples of those systems are biological populations in isolated regions, families
of neutrons in nuclear reactions, cosmic-ray showers and so on. In this chapter,
we show that suitable scaling limits of those particle systems lead to the Dawson—
Watanabe superprocesses in finite-dimensional distributions, giving intuitive inter-
pretations for the superprocesses. To show the ideas in a simple and clear way, we
shall first develop the results in detail for local branching particle systems. After that
we show how the argument can be modified to general non-local branching models.

4.1 Particle Systems with Local Branching

In this section, we introduce a special class of branching particle systems, which
can be regarded as the discrete-state counterpart of the local branching Dawson—
Watanabe superprocesses. Let E be a Lusin topological space and let N (E') denote
the space of integer-valued finite measures on E. Let £ = (2, %, %;,&,P,) be a
Borel right process in E with conservative transition semigroup (P;);>o. We assume
the sample path {&; : ¢ > 0} is right continuous in both the original and Ray
topologies and has left limits {¢;_ : t > 0} in the Ray—Knight completion £ of
E.Lety > 0 be a constant. Suppose that g € B(E x [—1,1]) and g(z,-) is a
probability generating function for each = € E, that is,

k=0

where pi(z) > 0and Y -, pr(x) = 1. Moreover, we assume

o0
sup g’ (z, 1=) = sup » _ kpy(w) < o0. (4.1)
TEE e€E
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Let g(z,2) = 1 forz € E\ E and |z| < 1. We consider a particle system on E
characterized by the following properties:

(1) The particles in EX move independently according to the law given by the tran-
sition probabilities of &.

(2) For a particle which is alive at time > 0 and follows the path {{ : s > r}, the
conditional probability of survival in the time interval [r, t) is exp{—(t — r)7}.

(3) When a particle following the path {{; : s > r} dies at time ¢ > r, it gives
birth to a random number of offspring at &; € E according to the probability
distribution given by the generating function g(&;_, -). The offspring then start
to move from their common birth site.

In addition, we assume that the lifetimes and the branchings of different particles
are independent. By a branching particle system with parameters (£, 7y, g) we mean
the measure-valued process {X; : t > 0}, where X;(B) denotes the number of
particles in B € %(FE) that are alive at time ¢ > 0. A construction of the branching
particle system with initial value 0 € N(E) is given as follows.

Let o7 be the set of all finite strings of the form o = ngny - ny) for
integers {(a) > 0 and n; > 1. We provide &/ with the arboreal ordering.
Then mom;y ---m, < ngny---ng if and only if p < ¢ and my = ng, M1 =
ni,...,my = np. The particles will be labeled by the strings in o € .o7. The inte-
ger [(«) is interpreted as the generation number of the particle with label o € 7.
Then this particle has exactly [(«) predecessors, which we denote respectively by
a\l,a\2, ..., a«a)\l(«a). For example, if @« = 12436, then oo \ 1 = 1243 and
a \ 3 = 12. Suppose we are given a probability space (W,¥,P) on which the
following family of independent random elements are defined:

{€a(2),Sa,na(x) i a0 € o2 € E}, 4.2)

where each £, (z) = {€n(z,t) : t > 0} is a Markov process with transition semi-
group (P;)¢>0 and &, (x,0) = z, each S, is an exponential random variable with
parameter -y, and each 7, () is an integer-valued random variable with distribution
defined by the probability generating function g(z, -).

Given a finite set {x1, ..., z, } C F, the branching particle system { X/ : ¢ > 0}
with initial state 0 = 2?21 0, is constructed as follows. Let 0 be a point that is not
in F. For all labels « € ./ we shall define the birth times j3,,, birth places b,,, death
times ¢, and trajectories &, = {€,(t) : t > 0} of the corresponding particles in an
inductive way. If & = ny € &/ has generation number [(«) = 0, we define the birth
time and place by

0 ifng <n

x ifng <n
. and b :{ "o -
oo ifng>n o

0 if ng > n.

/3710 = {
The death time is defined by ¢,,, = B, + Sn, and the trajectory by

if B, <t < o0

o no(bnoat - ﬂ"o)
éno(t)—{a if0 <t < By
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Suppose now the birth times, birth places, death times and trajectories are already
defined for the particles in the (k — 1)-th generation. For o = ngny - - - ny(q) € &
with generation number [(a)) = k > 1, we define the birth time and place of the
particle by

3, = {Cm\n if 1 < o\ 1) (1) ((a\1) 7))
¢ 00 if ng > 1) (§a\n) (Car1)—))

and

b, = {6@\1)((@\1)) if ng, < a1 (§ann) (o) —))
) if g > Nea\1) (1) (Carny —))-

The death time of the particle is defined by {, = (3, + S and the trajectory by

_ fa(bout_ﬁa) ifﬂa§t<oo
fo‘(t)_{a if0 <t < fa.

Now the branching particle system generated by the initial mass o is constructed as

X7 = Z Ligo ey )3 (1) t>0. (4.3)
acd

At this moment, it is not clear if X7 (F) is a.s. finite, so we think of { X7 : ¢ > 0}
as a process taking values from N(E) U {A}, where A denotes the infinity. The
independence of the family (4.2) implies

Pexp{—X/(f)} = exp{—0o(u)},  fe B(E)™, (4.4)

where

ui(z) = ui(z, f) = —log Pexp{—X{(f)}

and {X7 : t > 0} is a system with X} = §,. Here and in the sequel, we make
the convention that A(f) = oo for f € B(E)™". Moreover, we have the following
renewal equation:

t
o () :Px[e—wt—f(&)}_’_/ ,ye_’YSPI[g(£S7e_ut—s(£s))j|ds. (4.5)
0

This follows as we think about the Laplace functional of the random measure X}
produced by a single particle that starts moving from the point x € E. Suppose the
particle is labeled by o € 7 with [(«) = 0. Then it has birth time 8, = 0, birth
place b, = z, death time {,, = S,, and trajectory £, = {&.(z,t) : t > 0}. In view
of (4.4), the Laplace functional of X[ is given by the left-hand side of (4.5). By the
independence of (, and &, we have

p [1{<a>t}e*Xf(f)} = P{I{Ca>t}P [efo(f) ‘Cou fa} }
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= P { I{Ca >t}ef‘f(6a (:E,t)) } - P$ [ei,‘/tif(gt)] )

where the expectations related to {X7 : ¢ > 0} and {&,(z,t) : ¢ > 0} are taken
on the probability space (W, ¥, P) and the one related to {& : ¢ > 0} is taken on
(2,.7,P,). That gives the first term on the right-hand side of (4.5). By property
(3), if it happens that 0 < ¢, < t, then the particle dies at £, (x, {,—) and gives birth
to a random number of offspring at £, (x, (,,) according to the probability law given
by the generating function g(&,(x, {,—), -). With those considerations we compute

Pljocc,<iye 1]

= P{1gpcc.cnPle X ]¢ 0] |

=P |:1{0<<a§t} Zpk (fa (IE, Cozf))eikut_fa (50(15<a)):|
k=1

=P [1{0<Caﬁt}g(£a (I7 Caf)a e Wt (&l(m}ca)))}

t
P, [/ Ve“g(ﬁs—,euf‘s(gs))ds],
0

where we used again the independence of (, and {{,(z,t) : ¢ > 0}. That leads
to the second term on the right-hand side of (4.5) because &, # £ for at most
countably many s > 0. By Proposition 2.9 the solution (¢, z) +— e~ut(®) of (4.5)
also solves

t
e (@) = p e f(&) —|—/ P, [g({s,e_““s(gs)) - e_“t‘s(fs)]ds. (4.6)
0

Then it is easy to see that
v(t,x) =1 — exp{—us(x)} 4.7)

is a solution of
¢
o(t,z) = P, [1 _ e*f(ﬁt)] + / vP,, [1 —o(t —s,&)]ds
0
t
— /0 TP [g9(&s 1 — v(t — 5,&))]ds. (4.8)

The arguments above actually proved the existence of the solution (¢, z) +— v (¢, x)
to (4.8). The uniqueness of the solution follows by a standard application of Gron-
wall’s inequality.

Proposition 4.1 We have P{X? € N(E)} =1 and
PX7(f)l=o(Pf).  t=0,f€B(E), (4.9)

where PP f is defined by (2.34) with b(x) = v[1 — g.(x,1-)] forz € E.
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Proof. We first assume f € B(E)*. For any k& > 1 we have
wi(t,z) =Pl — e X U/R] = 1 — emw(@f/R), (4.10)

From (4.8) we get

t
wi(t,z) =P, [1 — e TEI/K] / P, [¢(&, wi(t — 5,&))]ds,  (4.11)
0
where
¢(z,2) =7lg(z,1 - 2) = (1 - 2)].
It is easy to see
d(z,2) > ¢'(z,0+)z = b(z)z, reFE 0<z<1.

Then (4.11) implies

t
lwr (&, )11 < K7L+ IIbII/O [[wi(s,-)l|ds,

so an application of Gronwall’s inequality shows [lwg(t,-)|| < k= f|le!®It. From
(4.10) one sees that kwg(t,x) is increasing in k& > 1. Thus the limit 7y (z) :=
limy_ oo kwg (¢, ) exists and solves

i (2) = Pof(x /ds/b o) Pr sz, dy),

so m(x) = P} f(z). From (4.10) it follows that

PXF(f)] = Jim k(1 — e X0/ = PLf(a).

Similarly, from (4.4) we get (4.9) for f € B(FE)**. In particular,
P[X7(1)] = o(P1) < o0,

which implies P{X7 € N(E)} = 1. The extension of (4.9) to f € B(E) is
immediate. O

From the assumptions on the family (4.2) it follows that {X7 : ¢ > 0} is a
Markov process in N(E). By (4.4) the process has transition semigroup (Q¢)¢>0
given by

/ e DQu(0,dv) = exp{—c(w)},  fe BE), (412
N(E)

where (¢, ) — () is determined by (4.7) and (4.3).
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4.2 Scaling Limits of Local Branching Systems

In this section, we prove a scaling limit theorem for a sequence of branching particle
systems, which leads to a superprocess with local branching. The limit theorem
gives interpretations for the parameters of the superprocess. For each integer k£ > 1,
let {Yy(t) : t > 0} be a branching particle system with parameters (&, vk, gx) and
let X1, (t) = k~1Y,(t). It is easy to see that { Xy (t) : t > 0} is a Markov process in

Nu(E) :={v € M(E) : kv € N(E)}.

Let Q) denote the conditional law given X;(0) = v € Ni(E). Let (¢t,z, f) —
u¢(k, z, f) be defined by (4.7) and (4.8) with (v, g) replaced by (7, gx). From
(4.12) we have

QY exp { — (Xk(), )} = exp { = (v, ux(1)) }, (4.13)

where u (t, x) = kus(k, z, f/k). By the discussions in the first section, we can also
define uy(t, z) by

ve(t, ) = k[1 — exp{—ux (¢, z)/k}] (4.14)

and the evolution equation

t
op(t, @) = kP, [1 — e/ (&)/F] —/ P& vi(t — 5,&))]ds, (4.15)
0

where
or(w, 2) = kyklge(z, 1 — 2/k) — (1 — z/k)], 0<z<k.  (416)

Condition 4.2 For each a > 0 the sequence {¢y(x,2)} is Lipschitz with respect
to z uniformly on E x [0, a] and ¢y (x, z) converges to some ¢(x, z) uniformly on
E x [0,a] as k — oc.

Proposition 4.3 If Condition 4.2 is satisfied, the limit function ¢ has the represen-
tation (2.45).

Proof. By applying Corollary 1.46 for fixed x € E we get the representation (2.45),
where c(z) > 0 and b(z) are constants, and (u A u?)m(z,du) is a finite measure
on (0, co). By dominated convergence we can differentiate both sides of (2.45) with
respect to z > 0 to obtain

¢ (z,2) = b(x) + 2¢(z)z + / u(l—e **)m(z, du), (4.17)
0
which is bounded on the set E X [0, a] for every a > 0. Then ¢(x, z) is Lipschitz in

z uniformly on E x [0, a] for each a > 0. In particular, z — b(z) = ¢'(z,04) is
bounded on E. By taking z = 1 in (4.17) we see that
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oo
z— c(r) + / (u A u?)ym(z, du)
0

is bounded on E. By applications of dominated convergence again, for any a > 0
and A > 0 we have

" (z,a+ N\) = 2c(x) + /00 e Maule"m(z, du) (4.18)
0

and
o (z,a+ \) = —/ e Muyde” m(z, du).
0

Then the finite measure u®e~*%“m (z, du) has Laplace transform \ — —¢®)(z, a +
A). By Theorem 1.22 we see ue~*“m(xz, du) is a finite kernel from E to (0, c0), so
m(z,du) is a o-finite kernel from E to (0, c0). Now (4.18) implies that = — ¢(x)
is measurable and hence (4.17) implies = — b(x) is measurable. |

Proposition 4.4 For any function ¢ with the representation (2.45) there is a se-
quence { ¢y} in the form of (4.16) satisfying Condition 4.2.

Proof. To simplify the formulations we decompose the function ¢ into two parts.
Let ¢g(z, z) = ¢(x, z) — b(x)z. We first define

Yo = 14 2k|c| + sup/ u(1l — e Fym(z, du)
zeE JO

and
gor(x,2) =2+ k717&i¢0(x,k(1 —2)), z€E |z <1

It is easy to see that z — g x(z, z) is an analytic function in (—1,1) satisfying
go.k(x,1) =1and

n

—go,x(x,0) >0, z € E,n>0.
dzn7™

Therefore go (x,-) is a probability generating function. Let ¢ ; be defined by

(4.16) with (v, gx) replaced by (Yo.k,90,k). Then ¢oi(z,2) = ¢o(x,z) for
0 < z < k. That completes the proof if ||b|| = 0. In the case ||b]| > 0, we set

1 b(x)) _’_;(1 b(m))zg

gre(T,2) = -1+ —— —
u(,2) = 3 (1+ 5 19

Let v1 5 = ||b]| and let ¢q x(x, z) be defined by (4.16) with (vx, gx) replaced by
(71,5 91,k )- Then we have

1

o1 k(z,2) = b(x)z + % [Hb|| — b(m)]zQ.
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Finally, let v, = 70,6 + 71, and g = v; ' (Yo,k90,k +V1,k91,). Then the sequence
¢r(z, z) defined by (4.16) is equal to ¢o 1 (z,2) + ¢1,5(z, z) which satisfies the
required condition. O

Proposition 4.5 [f Condition 4.2 holds, for each T > 0 both vy, (t, x) and uy(t, x)
converge uniformly on [0,T] X E to the unique locally bounded positive solution
(t,z) — Vif(z) of the evolution equation

Vif(e) = Pf(x) - / ds /E o Viea [y Palandy). (419)

Proof. By Proposition 2.20, there is a unique locally bounded positive solution ¢ —
Vif to (4.19). Let

d d
bo(z) = _ [1 _ 4 1— E.
k(@)= ok, 04) =y |1 = alz,1-) ], z€
The uniformly local Lipschitz assumption on {¢y} implies

B :=sup||bi]| < oco.
E>1
We may then extend the definition of ¢, by setting

(bk(x,z):(bk(x,k)—l—%(;ﬁk(x,kz—)(z—k), z€E z>k.

Since z — ¢ (z, ) is a convex function, we have —¢y(z,2) < Bz forall z > 0.
Then the convergence of v (¢, z, f) is true by Proposition 2.16. The convergence of
ug(t, x, f) follows by the relation (4.14). O

Let 4 € M(FE) and let QEB denote the conditional law given that Y3(0) =

kX (0) is a Poisson random measure on F with intensity ku. By (4.13) and Theo-
rem 1.25 it is not hard to show that

Q) exp { = (Xk(t), 1)} = exp { = (wn(t)}. (4.20)

By Theorem 2.21 the solution of (4.19) defines a cumulant semigroup (V;):>o.

Theorem 4.6 If Condition 4.2 is satisfied, the finite-dimensional distributions of
{X(t) : t > 0} under Qgﬁ)) converge to those of the (&, )-superprocess {X; : t >
0} with initial value Xy = p.

Proof. Let Q,, denote the conditional law of the (&, ¢)-superprocess {X; : ¢t > 0}

given X = . To get the desired convergence of the finite-dimensional distributions
of { X (t) : t > 0} it suffices to prove

n n

Jim Q) exp { = D (Xu(ti), i)} = Quexo { = Y (Xi, )} @2n)

=1 =1
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for all {t; < -+ < t,} C [0,00) and {f1,...,fn} C B(E)" and use The-
orem 1.24. For n = 1 this follows by Proposition 4.5. Now suppose (4.21) holds
when n is replaced by n — 1. For any n > 2 the Markov property of { X} (t) : ¢ > 0}
implies that

n

Q) exp { = S (xi(ta). 1)}

i=1

= Qi { = 30000, £) ~ Kbl un(an) ), @2

where At,, = t, — t,—1. Let B > 0 and by, € B(F) be defined as in the proof
of Proposition 4.5. For f € B(E)™ one uses Proposition 4.1 and a property of the
Poisson random measure to see

QU [(Xk(®), )] = QU [(Y(0), PP (F/R))] = (. PP* f) < e (u, P1f).

It then follows that

QE,I?) [QXP{ - nz:<Xk(ti)v fz>H exp { — (Xg(tn—1), ur(Aty)) }

L exp { — (Xn(tn_1), vAtnfn>}H
QU [ (Xt fur(Ata) = Var, £l
eBtn—1 <M, Py, |ug(Aty) — VAt"fn|>.

IN

IN

By Proposition 4.5, the right-hand side goes to zero as £ — 0. Since (4.21) holds
when n is replaced by n — 1, we have

khﬂn;() QEZ% exp{ — Z<Xk(ti)a fz>}

=1
n—1
= Jim Q) exp { = 0 (Xu(ti) £i) = (Xaltuor), Var, £} }
n—1 =t
= Quexp { = 3 (Xu fi) = (Xus Vara fo)}
i=1
= Quexp { = Y (Xu S},
i=1
so (4.21) follows by induction in n > 1. O

The above theorem gives the heuristical interpretations for the parameters of the
superprocess. That is, the process £ gives the law of migration of the “particles”
and ¢ arises from the branching rate and the generating function determining the
distribution of the offspring production.
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In the remainder of this section, we consider the special case where (E, d) is a
complete separable metric space. Let Dy := D([0,00), E) be the space of cadlag
paths from [0, 00) to E. We fix a metric ¢ on Dg, for the Skorokhod topology. By
definition, a stopped path is a pair (w, z), where z > 0 and w € Dp satisfies
w(t) = w(t A z) for all ¢ > 0. Let S be the set of all stopped paths and let p be the
metric on S defined by

p((w1,21), (w2, 22)) = |21 — 22| + q(w1, w2).

Then (S, p) is a complete separable metric space. Let £ = (£2,.%, %, &, P,) be a
cadlag Borel right process in E satisfying:

Condition 4.7 For every € > 0 we have

lim sup Pg;{ sup d(z,&) > E} =0.
t=0,cE 0<s<t

Let (u,y) € Sandletb > a > 0 be constants satisfying a < y. With those
parameters we define a probability measure R, ;((u,y), d(w, z)) on S by the fol-
lowing prescriptions:

(D) Rap((u,y),d(w, z))-a.s. z =band w(t) = u(t) for 0 <t < a;
(2) the law of {w(a +¢) : 0 < t < b — a} under R, ((u,y),d(w, 2)) coincides
with that of {£; : 0 <t < b — a} under P (,).

Fors > 0andy > 0let 8 = {B; : t > 0} be a reflecting Brownian motion starting
at By = y and let v¥(da, db) be the distribution of (info<,<s 3, 5s) on Ri. The
reflection principle gives that

2 -2 —2a)?
v (da, db) = M exp{ _ M}1{0<a<b/\y}dadb
213 2s
2 (y +b)*
— 1 0o(da)db.
+\/%6Xp{ 2s {0<b} 0( a)

A Markov process with state space S is called a £&-Brownian snake if it has transition
semigroup (Q)s)s>o defined by

Qu((u,y), d(w, 2)) = / 7Y(da, db) Ry (), d(w, 7). (4.23)

2
R+

The semigroup property of (Qs)s>o follows from the Markov properties of the
processes [ and . Suppose that {(ns,{s) : s > 0} is a realization of the ¢-
Brownian snake. Then, heuristically, the process {ns(t) : ¢ > 0} is a realization
of {&ia¢, : t > 0} ending at time {; > 0. The ending time {, : s > 0} evolves as
a reflecting Brownian. When (, decreases, the path {n,(¢) : 0 < t < (,} is erased
from its final point, and when ( increases this path is extended according to the law
of &.
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Example 4.1 Let x € E and {(ns,(s) : s > 0} be a {-Brownian snake started
with (wp,0), where wg(t) = « for all ¢ > 0. Then 7,(0) = z for all s > 0 and
{¢s : s > 0} is a reflecting Brownian motion with {, = 0. Using Condition 4.7
it is easy to show s — (ns,(s) is right continuous in probability at s = 0. Then
the process {(ns,(s) : s > 0} is continuous in probability by Lemma 1 of Le Gall
(1999, p.56). Let {2I5(y) : s > 0,y > 0} be the local time of {(s : s > 0}. For any
u > 0let

o(u) =inf{s > 0:1,(0) > u}.

For k > 1 let [a1(t),b1(¢)], - - ., [an,(t),bn,(t)] be the excursion intervals of the
stopped path {(; : 0 < s < o(u)} above ¢ > 0 with height > 1/k. This means that
[ai(t),bi(t)] C [0,0(w)], Ca,t) = Coir) = L. (s > tfora;(t) < s < bi(t) and

sup{(s : a;(t) < s <bi(t)} >t+1/k.

By an observation of Le Gall (1993), the measure-valued process

Yk(t) = Z 677a,i(r,)(t)7 t>0
=1

is a branching particle system with parameters (£, g, 2k) in the sense of Section 4.1,
where g(z) = 1/2 + 22 /2. Note that ng is a Poisson random variable with mean ku
by Itd’s excursion theory. Then the continuity in probability of the process s — 7
and the approximation of the Brownian local time by upcrossing numbers imply
k=Y (t) — X, as k — oo for a random measure X; on E defined by

o(u)
X,(f) = / fa)dl(),  f e B(E), (4.24)

where dl,(t) denotes the integration with respect to the increasing function s —
l5(t). By Theorem 4.6 we conclude { X : ¢ > 0} is a Dawson—Watanabe superpro-
cess with spatial motion & and binary local branching mechanism ¢(z) = z2. This
gives a representation of the superprocess in terms of the £-Brownian snake. When
FE is a singleton, the representation reduces to the first result of Theorem 3.45.

4.3 General Branching Particle Systems

In this section, we consider a model of branching particle systems that general-
izes the system introduced in the first section. The high-density limits of these sys-
tems will lead to Dawson—Watanabe superprocesses with decomposable branching
mechanisms. Let E be a Lusin topological space and let N (E) denote the space of
integer-valued finite measures on E. Let £ = (§2,.%,.%;, &, P,) be a Borel right
process with state space £ and conservative transition semigroup (P;);>o. We as-
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sume the sample path {£; : ¢ > 0} is right continuous in both the original and the
Ray topologies and has left limits {{;— : ¢ > 0} in the Ray—Knight completion
E.Let {K(t) : t > 0} be a continuous admissible additive functional of £. Let
a € B(E)* and let F(z, dv) be a Markov kernel from E to N(E) such that

sup/ v(1)F(z,dv) < oo. (4.25)
z€E JN(E)

For xz € E \ E let F(z,dv) be the unit mass at &,. A general branching particle
system is characterized by the following properties:

(1) The particles in E' move independently according to the law given by the tran-
sition probabilities of &.

(2) For a particle which is alive at time » > 0 and follows the path {{, :
s > r}, the conditional probability of survival in the time interval [r,t) is
exp{~ [ () K (ds)}.

(3) When a particle following the path {&; : s > r} dies at time ¢ > r, it gives
birth to a random number of offspring in E according to the probability kernel
F(&—,dv). The offspring then start to move from their birth places.

We also assume that the lifetimes and the branchings of different particles are inde-
pendent. Let X;(B) denote the number of particles in B € Z(F) that are alive at
time ¢ > 0. If we assume X (E) < oo, then {X; : ¢ > 0} is a Markov process with
state space N (E'), which will be referred to as the general branching particle system
with parameters (£, K, «, F'). We are not going to give the rigorous construction of
the general branching system, which involves the same ideas as the construction in
the first section but is considerably more complicated.

Let 0 € N(FE) and let {X7 : ¢ > 0} be a general branching particle system
with parameters (£, K, «, F') and initial state Xy = o. Suppose that the process is
defined on the probability space (W, ¥, P). The above properties imply

Pexp{—X7(f)} = exp{—o(u)}, feB(E)T, (4.26)

where u;(x) = ut(z, f) is determined by the renewal equation

+

) = Prexp{ (e - [ ale)n(9)
e el K (as) [

e V=) p(g,, du)} .
0 N(E)

This equation is derived by arguments similar to those used for (4.5). By Proposi-
tion 2.9 the above equation implies

t
e @) — P _p, [ / a(}ss)e“f—s@mds)}
0

t
+Pz[/0 a(&) K (ds) /N(E) eu<uts)p(gs,dy)]. (4.27)
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For the general branching particle system, it is natural to treat separately from
others the offspring that start their migration from the death sites of their parents.
To this end, we need to introduce some additional parameters as follows. Let g €
B(E x [—1,1]) be such that for each x € E,

2) =Y pix)s, [z <1,
i=0

is a probability generating function with sup,, ¢, (z,1—) < oo. Recall that P(E)
denotes the space of probability measures on E. Let G(x, d7) be a probability ker-
nel from F to P(F) and let h € B(E x P(E) x [—1,1]) be such that for each
(x,m) € E x P(E),

hz,m, 2) quxﬂ |z] <1,

is a probability generating function with sup,, . h/,(z,7,1—) < oco. Now we can
define the probability kernels Fy(z,dv) and Fy(x,dv) from E to N(E) by

—v(f)F dv) ; —lf(r - e f@)
/N(E) o(z,dv) Zp g(a: e )

and
/ efu(f)Fl(xvdy) = / h(x, ﬂ,w(e*f))G(x, dm).
N(E) P(E)

Suppose we have the decomposition a(x) = y(z) + p(x) for vy, p € B(E)™. Let

F(z,dv) = ﬁ [v(z)Fo(z,dv) + p(z)Fy (z,dv)] (4.28)

if a(z) > 0 and let F(z,dv) = Fy(x,dv) if a(xz) = 0. For the kernel F(z,dv)
given by (4.28), the general branching particle system is determined by the param-
eters (£, K,7, g, p, h, G). Intuitively, as a particle dies at z € F, the branching is
of local type with probability v(z)/a(x) and is of non-local type with probability
p(x)/a(x). If the local branching type is chosen, the particle gives birth to a num-
ber of offspring at its death site = according to the distribution {p;(z)}. If non-local
branching occurs, an offspring-location-distribution 7 € P(FE) is first selected ac-
cording to the probability kernel G(x, dr), the particle then gives birth to a random
number of offspring according to the distribution {¢;(z, )}, and those offspring
choose their locations in E independently of each other according to the distribu-
tion 7(dy). Therefore the locations of non-locally displaced offspring involve two
sources of randomness. From (4.27) and (4.28) we obtain
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t
e @) = p e /&) _p, [/ a(gs)e—uzs(és)[((ds)}
0
t
| [oteari@n) [ nlemate )Gl an)
0 P(E)
t
+P, |:/ 7(58)9(587 e_Uts(gs))K(ds)} :
0

Setting v(t,z) = 1 — exp{—u(x)} we have

o(t,z) =P, [1—e /] - P, [ / (el - s,ss>K<ds>}
e | e [ e B(Eem e )| GlE. dm) K (a5}
- Pz{ /Ot’y(ﬁs) [g(€s, e =8y — 1}K(d5)}-

Then (¢, x) — v(t, x) solves the equation

o(t:0) = a1 o] B[ [ pieote - 5.0k
e/ bl olt - &Kl
e €y bEn(t - s, (429)

where

¢(x,2) = v(@)[g(z,1 - 2) — (1 - 2)]

and
Ola, f) = / 1~ a7, 1 — 7 (f))G (e, d).
P(E)

The uniqueness of the solution of (4.29) follows by a standard application of Gron-
wall’s inequality.

4.4 Scaling Limits of General Branching Systems

In this section, we prove that a Dawson—Watanabe superprocess with local and non-
local branching mechanisms arises as the small particle limit of a sequence of the
general branching particle systems introduced in Section 4.3. The arguments are
similar to those used in the local branching case. For each integer k& > 1, let {Y%(¢) :
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t > 0} be a sequence of general branching particle systems determined by the
parameters (£, K, Yk, gk, Pk, bk, G). Recall that Ny (E) = {k~'v : v € N(E)}.
Let X1 (t) = k~1Y}(¢) for t > 0. Then {Xj(t) : t > 0} is a Markov process in
Ni(E).For0 < z < klet

ou(2,2) = k(@) [gu(e, 1 — 2/k) — (1= 2/k)] (4.30)
and

Col,m,2) = k[1 — hy(z, 7,1 — 2/k)]. 431)
For f € B(E)" let

De(z, f) = / el 7,7 ()G, dr), 4.32)

P(E)

which makes sense when k > 1 is sufficiently large. Let Qf,k) denote the conditional
law given X (0) = v € Ng(FE). By (4.26) for any f € B(E)* we have

QW exp { — (Xi(t), )} = exp { — (v, u(t))}, (4.33)

where ug (¢, x) is determined by

vg(t, ) = k[1 — exp{—ug(t,z)/k}]

and

t

op(t, z) = Pok[1— e_f(ét)/k] -P, [/0 pr(&s)vr(t — Safs)K(dS)]

e/ t 0t = 5,6 (@)
+P, {/Ot Pk (&) Uk (&, vr(t — 5))K(d5)} . (4.34)

For the convenience of statement of the results in this section, we formulate the
following conditions:

Condition 4.8 For each a > 0 the sequence {¢y(x, z)} is Lipschitz with respect
to z uniformly on E x [0,a] and ¢ (x, z) converges to some ¢(x, z) uniformly on
E x [0,a] as k — oc.

Condition 4.9 For each k > 1 we have (d/dz)hy(x,m,1—) < 1 uniformly on
E x P(E).

Condition 4.10 For each a > 0 the sequence (i(x,m,z) converges to some
C(x, 7, z) uniformly on E x P(E) x [0,a] as k — oo.

Under Condition 4.8, one can see as in the proof of Proposition 4.3 that ¢(x, z)
has the representation (2.45).
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Proposition 4.11 If Conditions 4.9 and 4.10 hold, then {(z, 7, z) has the represen-
tation

C(zym, z) = Bz, m)z + /000(1 —e ""In(x, m, du), (4.35)

where 3 € B(E x P(E))" and un(z,m, du) is a bounded kernel from E x P(E)
to (0, 00) satisfying

Blx,m) —|—/ un(z,m,du) <1, x € E,me P(E). (4.36)
0

Proof. We first apply Theorem 1.43 for fixed (x,7) € E x P(F) to get the repre-
sentation (4.35), where B(z,w) > 0 is a constant and (1 A u)n(x,m, du) is a finite
measure on (0, co0). From Condition 4.9 we have

d d
@Ck(fﬂﬂz) = ahk(xyﬂ-,l - Z/k) <1,

and hence (i (x, 7, 2) < z for 0 < z < k. It then follows that {(z, 7, z) < z for all
z > 0. Therefore

Bz, 7) + /000 un(x,m,du) = %C(x,w,O—i—) <1

uniformly on E x P(E). As in the proof of Proposition 4.3 one sees 5 € B(E x
P(E))" and n(z, m, du) is a kernel from E x P(FE) to (0, 00). 0

Proposition 4.12 To each function {(z, T, z) given by (4.35) and (4.36) there cor-
responds a sequence {(i(x,, z)} in form (4.31) so that Conditions 4.9 and 4.10
are satisfied.

Proof. We can give a direct construction of the sequence as in the proof of Proposi-
tion 4.4. For (z,7,2) € E x P(E) x [-1,1] and k > 1 set

1 oo
u(e,m,2) = L+ ez = D+ [ @D = Dne,mdu),
0
Clearly, the function z — hy(z, 7, 2) is analytic in (—1,1) and hy(z,7,1) = 1.
Observe also that

b, 7,0) > 1 — 3o ) — / un(a, 7, du) > 0
0

and

ghk(fﬂ,’ﬂ',o)Z(L 221,27
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Therefore hy(z, 7, -) is a probability generating function. Let (i (x, 7, z) be defined
by (4.31). Then (i (z, 7, 2) = ((z, 7, 2) for 0 < z < k. |

Proposition 4.13 Suppose ((z, 7, z) is given by (4.35) and (4.36) and G(z,dw) is
a probability kernel from E to P(FE). Let
vaf)= [ C@mmf)Gdn,  weBfeBE). @37
P(E)
Then (x, f) admits the representation (2.18) with

n(x,1) +/ v())H(z,dv) <1, rzekE. (4.38)
M(E)°

Proof. We get (2.18) from (4.35) and (4.37) by changing the variables of integration.
The boundedness (4.38) follows from (4.36). a

Let 4 € M(FE) and let QéB denote the conditional law given that Y3(0) =
kX}(0) is a Poisson random measure on E with intensity ku. From (4.33) and
Theorem 1.25 we get

Q(y) exp { — (Xu(t), )} = exp { = (v (1))} (4.39)
By modifications of the arguments in Section 4.2 we have:

Proposition 4.14 Suppose that p, — p € B(E)" in the supremum norm and
Conditions 4.8, 4.9 and 4.10 are satisfied. Then for each a > 0 both vy, (t, x, f) and
uk(t, z, f) converge uniformly on the set [0,a] x E x Bo(E)' of (t,x, f) to the
unique locally bounded positive solution (t,x) — V, f(x) of the evolution equation

Vise) = s - P | t pEView (€K 45)]
v/ (e Vi T (€ ()
oy (€ b(En ViR (ds)] (4.40)

Moreover; the operators (Vy)¢>o constitute a cumulant semigroup.

Theorem 4.15 Suppose that pr, — p € B(E)™ in the supremum norm and Con-
ditions 4.8, 4.9 and 4.10 are satisfied. Then the finite-dimensional distributions of

{Xk(t) : t > 0} under QEB converge to those of a Dawson—Watanabe superpro-

cess { X : t > 0} with initial state Xo = p and with cumulant semigroup given by
(4.40).

The Dawson—Watanabe superprocess with cumulant semigroup given by (4.40)
has local branching mechanism (z, z) — p(x)z + ¢(x, z) and non-local branching
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mechanism (z, f) — p(z)y(z, f). Note that conditions (4.36) and (4.38) actually
put no restriction on the non-local branching mechanism because of the multiplying
factor p(z). Heuristically, the local branching mechanism describes the death and
birth of particles at z € F and ((x,, -) describes the birth of particles at z € E
that are displaced into E following the distribution 7 € P(FE), which is selected
according to the kernel G(z, dr). More specifically, we can explain the non-local
branching mechanisms given by (2.47) and (2.48) as follows. In the first case, the
non-locally displaced offspring born at 2 € E are produced according to ¢(z, -) and
they choose their locations independently according to the distribution 7(x, dy).
In the second case, once a particle dies at x € E, a point y € FE is first chosen
following the distribution 7(x, dy) and then the non-locally displaced offspring are
produced at this point according to the law given by ((x, y, ).

Example 4.2 If there is ¢ € B(E)" so that v,(z) = kc(z) and gg(x,2) =
(1 + 22)/2, from (4.30) we have ¢y (x,z) = c(x)z?/2, which gives a binary lo-
cal branching mechanism for the corresponding superprocess.

The (¢, K, ¢)-superprocess with general branching mechanism given by (2.26)
or (2.27) also arises as the high-density limits of branching particle systems in finite-
dimensional distributions. We leave the consideration to the reader.

4.5 Notes and Comments

Silverstein (1968) proved an existence theorem for branching particle systems as
measure-valued processes. A different but equivalent formulation of branching sys-
tems was given in Ikeda et al. (1968a, 1968b, 1969). The construction given in
Section 4.1 follows that of Walsh (1986).

Watanabe (1968) established a rescaling limit theorem of discrete-time branch-
ing particle systems, which gave a super-Brownian motion as the limit process. See
also Dawson (1975) and Ethier and Kurtz (1986, pp.400—407). The main references
of this chapter are Dawson et al. (2002c) and Dynkin (1993a), where non-local
branching superprocesses were obtained. For a Hunt spatial motion process, one
can prove the weak convergence of the rescaled branching systems in the space of
cadlag paths; see, e.g., Schied (1999). The construction of binary branching super-
processes using Brownian snakes was originally given by Le Gall (1991). The proof
of (4.24) was given in Le Gall (1993) for a continuous spatial motion. A Brownian
snake representation for catalytic branching superprocesses was provided in Klenke
(2003).

The super-Brownian motion also arises in limit theorems of other rescaled inter-
acting particle systems. For example, such limit theorems were proved for contact
processes in Durrett and Perkins (1999), for high-dimensional percolation in Hara
and Slade (2000) and van der Hofstad and Slade (2003), for voter models in Cox et
al. (2000), for interacting diffusions in Cox and Klenke (2003), for Lotka—Volterra
models in Cox and Perkins (2005, 2008) and for epidemic models in Lalley (2009).
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See Slade (2002) for a nice introduction of the explorations in the subject. The
Donsker invariance principle is deeply involved in those results. Generally speak-
ing, if the relevant spatial transition kernel has finite variance, a super-Brownian
motion would arise as the limit process. He (2010) considered the case where the
transition kernel is in the contraction domain of a stable law and obtained a super-
stable process in the limit. One motivation of the study is to use the limit theorems
to investigate the asymptotic properties of the approximating systems; see, e.g., Cox
and Perkins (2004, 2007). For the general backgrounds of interacting particle sys-
tems see Chen (2004), Durrett (1995) and Liggett (1985, 1999).






Chapter 5
Basic Regularities of Superprocesses

In this chapter we prove some basic regularities of Dawson—Watanabe superpro-
cesses. We shall develop the theory in the Borel right setting, which is particularly
suitable for the applications of various transformations. We shall see that if the un-
derlying spatial motion  is a Borel right process, the (£, ¢)-superprocess is a Borel
right process with quasi-left continuous natural filtration; and if £ is a Hunt process,
so is the superprocess. We also give a characterization of the so-called occupation
times of the superprocess.

5.1 Right Continuous Realizations

Suppose that E is a Lusin topological space and d is a metric for its topology so that
the d-completion of F is compact. Let & = (£2,.%, %, &, P,) be a conservative
Borel right process in £ with transition semigroup (P;);>o and resolvent (U%) 4.
Let ¢ be a branching mechanism on E given by (2.26) or (2.27) and let (Q;)¢>0
denote the transition semigroup on M (E) of the (&, ¢)-superprocess defined by
(2.32) and (2.33).

Let 2 be a countable and uniformly dense subset of Cy,(F) ™" and assume 1 €
2. Let Z be the countable Ray cone for (P;);>o constructed from 2. We clearly
have Z \ {0} C B(E)**. Note also that for each f € Z there is a constant
a = a(f) > 0 so that f is an a-excessive function relative to (P;);>o. Let E
be the Ray—Knight completion of E defined from %. Then E is a compact metric
space and ' € %(E) by Proposition A.30. Let (U%),~0 be the Ray extension of
(U%)a>0. We denote the Ray extension of (P;);>0 by (P;):>0, which is a Borel
semigroup on F.

Let I/, denote the set F furnished with the Ray topology inherited from E. Then
each f € Z is uniformly continuous on F, and admits a unique continuous ex-
tension f to E. Let # denote the class of those extensions. By Proposition A.27
the collection # — % = {f — g : f,g € %} is uniformly dense in C(E). By
Proposition A.30 we have Z(E,) = B(E).Let D = {x € E : Py(z,") = 6,(-)}
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and B = {z € E : Py(z,-) # 6.(-)} denote respectively the sets of non-branch
points and branch points for (P;);>. Clearly, we have D € %#(E) and D D E.
By Theorem A.24 the restriction of (P;);>0 to D is a Borel right semigroup. We
shall use the same notation for the restriction. Since £ is a compact metric space,
the space M (E) is locally compact, separable and metrizable. We fix a metric on
M (E) compatible with its topology and regard M (E,) and M (D) as topological
subspaces of M (E) comprising measures supported by E, and D, respectively.

We extend f — ¢(-, f) to an operator f +— ¢(-, f) from B(E)* to B(E) by
setting ¢(z, f) = ¢(x, f) forz € Eand ¢(1: f) =0forz € E\E,where f = f|g
is the restriction to E of f € B(E)Jr Then ¢ has the canonical representation (2.26)
with the parameters (b, ¢, 7, H) defined in obvious ways. The construction of the
Dawson-Watanabe superprocess given by (2.32) and (2.33) certainly applies to the
restrictions of (Pt)t>0 and ¢ to D. We can even extend the construction to the space
E. More precisely, for every f € B(E)* there is a unique locally bounded positive
solution ¢ +— V; f to the equation

Vif(z) = Pif(a /ds/¢ PP dy), t=0,0€E, G.1)

which defines a cumulant semigroup (‘Zs)tzo with underlying space E. In fact, by
Proposition A.23 for every ¢ > 0 and every = € E the probability measure P;(z, -)
is supported by D, so we can first solve the equation on D and then define V; f(z) =
PyV, f(x) for x € E. Thus the function V; f is actually independent of the values
of fon E '\ D.Let (Q):>0 be the transition semigroup on M (E) defined by (2.3)
from (V;);>0. Then for every t > 0 and every y € M (E) the measure Q (1, ) =
Q:(uPo, -) is carried by M (D). Since the restriction of (P;);>o to D is a Borel
right semigroup, the restriction of (Q;)¢>0 to M (D) is a normal Borel transition
semigroup. We denote this restriction by the same notation (Qt)tzo- Note also that
the restriction of (Q;);>0 to M (E) coincides with the transition semigroup (Q;);>0
of the (&, ¢)-superprocess.

Let W denote the space of all right continuous paths from [0, c0) into M (D)
with left limits in M (E). Let {X; : t > 0} denote the coordinate process of W
and let (¢°, Efto) denote its natural o-algebras. The following theorem gives a right
continuous realization of the semigroup (Q¢);>0 on M (D).

Theorem 5.1 For each p € M(D) there is a unique probability measure Q# on
(W,9°) such that Q#{XO = u} = land {X; : t > 0} is a Markov process in
M (D) relative to (9°,%0, Q,,) with transition semigroup (Q;);>o.

Proof. Let (£2,/°, 7, Zy,P,) be a Markov process with state space M (D) and
transition semigroup (Qt)t>0 Recall that each f € Z is a-excessive relative to
(P;)s>0 for some constant o = a( f) > 0. By Corollary 2.34 there exists a; > 0 so
thatt — e~*1tZ,(f) is an (<7,)-supermartingale. By Dellacherie and Meyer (1982,
pp.66-67), there is 1 € /° with P, (£2;) = 1 such that {Z;(w, f) t > 0}
possesses finite right and left limits along rationals for w € 2, and f € %. For
t>0and f € Z let
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o limrat'r_)t_l'_ Z,-(w, fT) ifw e .Ql,
Z(w f)_{o ifwe 2\ 0.

Since (P;)¢>o0 is a Borel right semigroup on D, by Theorem 2.22 the process {Z; :
t > 0} is right continuous in probability under P,,. Then we have

P {Z+(f) = Zi(f) forall f € Z} =1, t>0. (5.2)

Recall that # — Z is dense in C(E) with the supremum norm. Thus for every
t > 0and w € {2 there is a unique measure Y;(w, -) € M (E) such that Y; (w, f) =
Zyy(w, f) forall f € Z. It is easy to see that t +— Y;(w) is cadlag in M (E) for
every w € 2. In view of (5.2), we have

P {Yi(f) = Z,(f) forall fe #} =1, t>0. (5.3)

It follows that the random measure Y; is Pﬂ-a.s. supported by D and {Yi|p :
t > 0} is a Markov process in M (D) with transition semigroup (Q¢):>o rela-
tive to (&%, 72, P,). Let (&/*, /") be the augmentation of (&, ") by P
Then {Y;|p : t > 0} is also a Markov process with semigroup (Q);>0 relative to
(7", ), P,). Recall that D = {z € E : Py(x,-) = §,} and B = E \ D. Then
(5.3) implies that

P {Yi(f) = Yi(Pof) forall fe 2} =1,  t>0. (5.4)

For f € % which is a-excessive for (P,);>o let fr = k(f — kU**®f). Then
fr € C(E )t and Uf. = kU**f — Pyf increasingly as k& — oo. Since
U“f, € C(E)T is a-excessive for (P;);>0, by Corollary 2.34 there exists a;; > 0
so that ¢ +— e~ 'Y, (U f}) is a right continuous (<7} )-supermartingale, and by
Dellacherie and Meyer (1982, p.69) it is also an (szti)-supermart_ingale. Since
(et 27}y, P,) satisfies the usual hypotheses, ¢ — e *'Y;(Pyf) and hence
t— Y;(Pof) is P,,-a.s. right continuous; see Dellacherie and Meyer (1982, p.79)
or Sharpe (1988, p. 390) Then (5.4) and the right continuity of {Y; : ¢ > 0} imply
that

P, {Y,(f) = Yi(Pof) forallt > 0and f € Z} = 1.

Therefore we must have P, {Y;(B) = 0 for all t > 0} = 1. Now we can simply
let Q,, be the image of P,, under the mapping w — {Y;(w)|p : ¢t > 0}, and the
theorem is proved. O

5.2 The Strong Markov Property

Let X = (W,9°,9°,X;,Q,) be the Markov process in M (D) given by Theo-
rem 5.1. We write X for the left limit of the process in M (E) at t > 0. It is not
hard to show that for any G € b#", the map . — Q,,(G) is (M (D))-measurable.
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Given a probability measure & on M (D) we can define the probability measure Qx
on (W,9°) by

Qk(G) = QuG)K(dp),  Gebd’. (5.5)
M (D)

Let (9%,9K) be the Qx-augmentation of (9°,%), and simply write (4, 4}")
in the special case of K = §,, for u € M (D). Let Y = N9~ and 4, = N 9K,
where the intersections are taken over all probability measures K on M (D).

Let v(z, dy) be the kernel on E defined by (2.28) and let ¢o = ||b~ || + [|7(-, 1)]].
Let ¥(z, dy) be the extension of y(x,dy) to E so that y(x, E\ E) = 0 forz € E
and ¥(z,E) = 0 forz € E \ E. Let (7;);>0 be the semigroup of kernels on D
defined by (2.35) from (P;);>0 and 7(z,dy). Let (R*)a>c, be defined by (A.42)
from (7;);>0. By the formula 7, = P,7; we can extend (7¢)e>0 to a semigroup of
kernels on E. Let (RY) 4>, be extended accordingly.

Proposition 5.2 Let n € M(D) and f € B(D). For any bounded (9/\ )-stopping
time T', we have

Qu[Xr (A7) = Xr(mf), t=0. (5.6)
If T is predictable in addition, then

QulXre(NFp-] = X7 _(mf), t=0. (5.7)

Proof. Step 1. Suppose that § € Z is a-excessive for (P;);>¢. By Corollary 2.34
and the Markov property of (X;,%/}"), there exists oc; > 0so thatt — e~ X,(g) is
a right continuous (%/")-supermartingale. Then it is a strong (¢}, )-supermartingale
by Dellacherie and Meyer (1982, p.69 and p.74). In particular, for any (¥}, )-
stopping time 7" with upper bound U > 0 we have

QulXr44(9)] < e (g). (5.8)

Step 2. In view of (5.8), for any fixed G € pb?fzﬁ  we can define the finite
measure 1y = Q,[GX74¢] € M(D).For 3 > copand g € Z let f = UPg €

C(E)™. Theorem 2.36 implies that

M (F) = X:(f) — Xo(f) — / X.Bf—g+if—bPds  (59)

is a right continuous (%/')-martingale. By Dellacherie and Meyer (1982, p.69 and
p.74) we conclude that (5.9) is a strong (%‘i)—martingale. It follows that

t
() = po(F) + / 1 (BF — g+ 7F — bf)ds.
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Then t — 1(f) is continuous. Let 4% (f) = [~ e~ 4 (f)dt. The above equation
implies that
SBOFY — g1, (F —1:8(RF _ = ~F_TF
() =B no(f) + B A7 (Bf —g+7f —bf),
and so
(%5 — 30P5 + bUPg) = uo(T75). (5.10)

Since # — % is uniformly dense in C(E), we also have (5.10) for all g € C(E)
and hence for all § € B(D).

Step 3. For 3 > cpand g € Z let f = UPgand h = f + (7 — b)RPf. By
Proposition A.50 we have

UPh=U"f+U(y-bR°f=R"f.
Then we can apply (5.10) to the function h € B(D) to see
P°(f) = i’ (h = (3 =D)R’f) = no(R7 ).

By Proposition A.42 and the uniqueness of Laplace transforms we get p;(f) =
po(7ef), and hence i (BUPG) = uo(B7:UPg). Then we also have p:(g) =
to(7:g) because BUPG — gas B — oo. Since § € Z was arbitrary, we get
wie(f) = po (7 f) forall f € B(D ). That proves (5.6).

Step 4. For 3 > cp and § € % we have f := UPg € C(E)". Then the right
continuous martingale { M (f) : t > 0} defined by (5.9) has predictable projection
{M;_(f) : t > 0}; see Dellacherie and Meyer (1982, pp.106-107). It follows that
{X;(f) : t > 0} has predictable projection { X/ (f) : t > 0}. From Dellacherie
and Meyer (1982, p.103), we have Q,,[X7(f)|9}_] = X£._(f), and hence

Qu[Xr(0%9)G] = Qu[X4_(U9)G]

for every G € pb¥r_. Because BUPg(x) — g(z) for every x € D and
BUPG(x) — Pyg(x) = Tog(x) for every x € E as 3 — oo, the above equation
implies

Q. [X7(9)G] = Qu[X]_(709)G].
Since g € R was arbitrary, we obtain
Qlt [XT(JF)G] = Q/L [ij“_(ﬁO.f)G]

for every f € B(D). Then (5.7) holds for t = 0. For t > 0 we may appeal to (5.6)
to get

Qu X1 (N9 ] = Q,u{Qu[XT-i-t(f”gT-i-”g#—} B
= QuXr (7 f)|9F_ ] = X§_(7:f).
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That completes the proof of the result. O

Corollary 5.3 For any f € B(D), the process t Xi(f) has (9}, )-predictable
projectiont — X{ (7o f) = X{_(Pof).

Proposition 5.4 Let n € M(D) and f € B(D). For any bounded (9} )-stopping
time T satisfying 0 < T < u, we have

Qu[Xu(NI),] = Xo(Ru-rf). (5.11)
If T is predictable in addition, then
Qu[Xu(N9p ] = X7 _(Fu-r f). (5.12)

Proof. Let {S;} be the sequence of random times defined by Sj,(w) = i/2* for
(i—1)/2F <u—T(w) < i/2*. Foranyt > 0 we have

{T+8,<t}= G{T+i/2k <tdn{(—-1)/2" <u-T < i/2¥}
Ulr<t—if2bynfu—i/2b <7 <u—(i—1)/2%},

i=1

which belongs to &/.. Then T + Sy, is a (¢/} )-stopping time. Clearly, S, — u—T
decreasingly as k — oo. By the proof of Proposition 5.2 for any g € Z there exists
a1 > 0sothat t — e~ “1*X,(g) is a right continuous (¥/} )-supermartingale. Then
the family

" (T+5) X0 g (9), k=1,2,...,

is Qu-uniformly integrable; see Dellacherie and Meyer (1982, p.24) or Sharpe
(1988, p.390). It follows that for each f € C(D) the sequence {Xr.s,(f)} is
Q. -uniformly integrable. Since {S = i/2F} € @k, forany G € b}, we see
by Proposition 5.2 that

Q,LL[XU( )G] = hm Q;L[XT+Sk( )G}

= hm ZQ# XT+1/2k(f_)G1{Sk:i/2k}}

lim Z QM{QH [XT+i/2k (f) ’g7¥+:| G]‘{Sk:i/Qk}}

= hm ZQ“ Xr(7 2/2kf)G1{Sk z/2k}]

= hm Q,L [XT(WSkf)G]
= QH[XT(']Tufo) GJ,
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where we have used (5.8), the pointwise right continuity of ¢ — 7, f and the dom-
inated convergence theorem for the last equality. That gives (5.11) for f € C(D),
and the extension to f € B(D) is trivial. The proof of (5.12) is similar. ad

For any 11 € M(D) the space (W, 9", 9}, Q,,) clearly satisfies the usual hy-
potheses. If (s,z) — hgs(x) is a bounded and uniformly continuous function on
[0,00) x D, then s +— X (h,) is right continuous and hence (4}, )-optional. Now
Proposition A.1 implies that s — X (h,) is also (¢/, )-optional for any bounded
Borel function (s,z) + hs(x) on [0,00) x D. By Proposition 5.4 the process
{Xs(—sf) : 0 < s < t} is a strong (%}, )-martingale for every f € B(D)™.
Then {Xs(7i—sf) : 0 < s < t} is Q,-a.s. right continuous; see Dellacherie and
Meyer (1982, p.109) or Sharpe (1988, pp.389-390). Let b(z) = 1g(x)b(z) and
do(x, f) = é(, f) — b(x) f(x). By Theorem 2.23 we can rewrite (5.1) into

Vf(z) = 7o f () — /0 Fsdo(o Vuf)@)ds,  t>0,z¢€D.

Using the equation above it is easy to see that {Xs(V;—sf) : 0 < s < t}is Q,-ass.
right continuous.

Theorem 5.5 For every t > 0, every initial law K and every F' € B(M(D)),

the process {Q;_sF(Xs) : 0 < s < t} is a Qg-a.s. right continuous (%ﬁ)-
martingale.

Proof. Let us fix t > 0 and the initial law K on M (D). By (5.5) and the above
analysis, the process {Q;—sF(X,) : 0 < s < t} is Qg-a.s. right continuous if
F(v) = e ) for some f € Z%. The Markov property of {X; : ¢t > 0} implies
that {Q;—sF(Xs) : 0 < s < t}is a (4/)-martingale. Then {Q;—sF(X;) : 0 <
s < t}is also a (9K } )-martingale; see Dellacherie and Meyer (1982, p.69). We
choose a compatible metric on M (E) so that its completion coincides with its one-
point Compactiﬁcation By the Stone—Weierstrass theorem, the linear span of {v —
: f € #} is uniformly dense in C,, (M (E)). Since each ' € C,,(M (D)) has
an extension in Cy, (M (E)), we infer that {Q;_F(X,) : 0 < s < t} is a Q-a.s.
right continuous (4% i+ )-martingale for every F' € C,(M(D)). By Proposition A.1
we conclude that {Q;—sF(X,) : 0 < s < t} is a Qg-a.s. right continuous (45 )-
martingale for every F' € B (M (D)); see Dellacherie and Meyer (1982, p.79) or
Sharpe (1988, p.390). a

Theorem 5.6 The filtrations (4;) and (9/) are right continuous and the process
X = (W,9,%, X;,Qr) satisfies the strong Markov property, that is, for every

> 0, every (%,)-stopping time T, every initial law K and every function F €
B(M (D)), we have

Qx [F(X144) 1<} |9r] = QiF (X1)1{T<o0}- (5.13)

Proof. Since (Q;)¢>0 is a Borel semigroup on M (D), by Theorem A.16 the prop-
erty stated in Theorem 5.5 is equivalent to the strong Markov property of (X;)
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relative to (% ). Then the natural filtrations (%;) and (¢4,%) are right continuous by
Corollary A.17. O

5.3 Borel Right Superprocesses

By Theorems 5.5 and 5.6, the system X = (W,¥,%,, X;,Q,) is a Borel right
process in M (D). In particular, for every u € M (D) the space (W, 9", 9/}, Q,)
satisfies the usual hypotheses. Let £ = (£2, #, %#;, &, P.) be a Borel right realiza-
tion of the spatial motion process.

Theorem 5.7 Forevery i € M (E) we have Q. {X,(D\E) = 0forallt > 0} = 1.
Consequently, {X; : t > 0} is Q,-a.s. right continuous in M (E,).

Proof. For o > cp and t > 0 define 7 = e~ 7. Since a + b(x) > 7(x, 1) for all
x € E, by Theorem A.43 and Proposition A.49 we see that (7§);>¢ is a Borel right
semigroup on D. Let T be a bounded (%} )-stopping time and define v € M (D) by
letting v(h) = Q,[e~*T X7 (h)] for h € B(D)™". By Proposition 5.2 we have

v(R*h) = /0 b Q. [e D) X (7ph)] dt
N / Qu{e Q[ Xer(h)|F7] Jdt
0
_ / Q [e~ D X, (k)] dt

0

= Q| [ etximar]

T

and hence
V(R°h) < Q, [ / b e‘“tXt(h)dt} — W(R%D).
0

Since y € M(E), the above inequality means that v R* is dominated by a potential
for the Borel right semigroup (7¢);>¢. Consequently, vR® is supported by E and
it is an excessive measure for (7f");>0. By Getoor (1990, p.42), there is a unique
measure A € M (E) such that vR® = AR®. By applying Getoor (1990, p.12)
or Sharpe (1988, p.195) to the Borel right semigroup (7{*);>¢ on D, we conclude
v = Xand hence Q,[X7(D\ E)] = 0. Since T was arbitrary, we have Q,,{X:(D \
E) = 0forallt > 0} = 1 by an application of the optional section theorem; see
Dellacherie and Meyer (1978, p.138) or Sharpe (1988, p.388). Then {X; : ¢ > 0}
is Q,-a.s. right continuous in M (E,). O

Let W denote the space of sample paths w € W satisfying X;(w) = w; €
M(E) for all ¢ > 0. By (5.5) and Theorem 5.7 the set W has Qg -outer measure
one for every initial distribution K on M (E,). Let (9°,%°, Qk) be the traces of
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(9°,9°, Q) on Wi. It is not hard to show (9°,%) coincide with the natural
o-algebras generated by the coordinate process of Wi. Let (4% 4K be the aug-
mentation of (4°,%?°) by Qf, and write (¥*,%4/") simply if K is the unit mass at
p€ M(E,).LetY = Ng¥9" and 4, = N[, where the intersections are taken
over all probability laws K on M (E,).

Theorem 5.8 The system X = (W1,%,%,,X;,Q,) is a Borel right process in
M(E,) with transition semigroup (Q¢)¢>0. Moreover, for every initial distribution
K on M(E,) the filtration (9)%) is quasi-left continuous.

Proof. The property stated in Theorem 5.5 remains true for the system X. Then X
is a Borel right process in M (E,) by Theorem A.16 and Corollary A.17. Fix an
initial law K and a (4, )-predictable time 7. The o-algebra 4/ can be generated
by %f{ and Xr; see Sharpe (1988, p.118). Moreover, a left-handed version of the
arguments in proofs of Theorems 5.5 and 5.6 shows that

Qi [F(Xr4)lrcoo} |97 ] = QuF (XL )1 {100} (5.14)

for every t > 0 and every function F' € B(M (E)). In particular, for every f €
C(E)* we have

Qi [e TP o) |9 ] = e X001y,

where we have used the equality Vo f(z) = Py f(x) for x € E. It is then easy to
show

Qi {[e XD — e—XA(Pof’)]?l{T@o}} =0.

Consequently, we have Qx-a.s. Xr(f) = X5 (Pof) on {T < oo}. It follows
that X = @K and hence (45) is quasi-left continuous for every K; see Sharpe
(1988, p.220). That proves the second assertion. O

Proposition 5.9 Let i € M (F) and f € B(E). If f is finely continuous relative to
& then Q-a.s. t — X.(f) is right continuous. If t — f(&) a.s. has left limits on
(0,00), then Q,-a.s. t — Xi(f) has left limits on (0, c0).

Proof. Let {T},,} be a decreasing sequence of bounded (%/')-stopping times with
limit 7. For a > ¢ define v € M(E) by v(f) = Qu{e T X1 (f)} and define
vy, € M(E) analogously with T}, replacing T'. For f € B(E)* the calculations in
the proof of Theorem 5.7 imply

vn(RYf) = QH[ /O e T X, o f)dt}, (5.15)

which converges increasingly as n — oo to

V(R f) = Qu [/OOO e““‘“*T)XHT(f)dt} (5.16)



116 5 Basic Regularities of Superprocesses

As observed in Section A.6, a right process realization & of (7)¢>0 can be obtained
by concatenating a countable number of copies of the subprocess £ constructed from
& and the multiplicative functional

¢
t — my 1= exp { —at — / b(fs)ds}. (5.17)
0

Since t — m; is continuous, a function f € B(F) finely continuous relative to
(Py)¢>0 is also finely continuous relative to (m§*);>o. By a result of Fitzsimmons
(1988) we have v, (f) — v(f); see Theorem A.22. A monotone class argument
shows that {e~**X,(f) : t > 0} is optional. Then ¢ — e~ ** X (f) is Q,-a.s. right
continuous by Dellacherie and Meyer (1982, p.109) or Sharpe (1988, p.389). That
proves the first assertion. From the construction of the process £ it is also clear that
if t — f(&) a.s. has left limits in (0, 00), so does ¢ — f(&). Then the second
assertion follows by arguments similar to those in the above. O

Proposition 5.10 Let f € B(E). If t — f(&) is quasi-left continuous, so is t +—
Xi(f)-

Proof. Step 1. Let n € M(FE) and let {T,,} be a uniformly bounded increasing
sequence of (¥/')-stopping times with limit 7. Let v and v,, be defined as in the
proof of Proposition 5.9. By (5.15) and (5.16) we have v, R* — vR® decreasingly
as n — oo. Since the multiplicative functional {m; : ¢ > 0} defined by (5.17) is
continuous and strictly positive, the lifetime of é is totally inaccessible. Then the
function f € B(FE) quasi-left continuous relative to ¢ is also quasi-left continuous
relative to £. By a result of Fitzsimmons (1988) we have v, (f) — v(f) as n —
oo; see Theorem A.22. Consequently, the left limits lim,_;— e~ **X,(f) exist Q,,-
a.s. and the predictable projection of ¢ +— e~ X;(f) is indistinguishable from
t — limg_;— e~ ** X (f); see Dellacherie and Meyer (1982, pp.113-114). For any
(¢!")-predictable time S we have 4§ = 4L by Theorem 5.8. Then Q,,-a.s.

i e X () = Qule X5 (/)| ]
= Qule " Xs()I9L] = 5 Xs(/)

on {S < oo}. It follows that Q,,-a.s. lim,_.s_ X(f) = Xg(f) on{S < oo}.

Step 2. Let {T,,} be a general increasing sequence of (¢/")-stopping times with
limit T. Then X1, (f) — X (f) certainly holds on {T' < oo} N {T,, = T for some
n}. Let

T(w) if T (w) < T(w) for all n,
S(w) = { 00 if T, (w) = T'(w) fgr zome n.

It is simple to check that .S is a predictable time with announcing sequence {5, }
defined by

Th(w) T, (w) < T(w),
Sn(w) = { 00 if T, (w) = T(w).
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By the first step we have Q,,-a.s. lim,, .o Xg, (f) = Xs(f) on {S < oo}, which
implies Q,,-a.s. lim,, oo X7, (f) = X7(f) on {T" < oo}. Since p € M(E) was
arbitrary, the quasi-left continuity of ¢ — X;(f) follows in view of (5.5). O

Since C,,(F) is separable in the supremum norm, by Proposition 5.9 the process
t — X is a.s. right continuous in the original topology of M (E). By deleting from
W, the paths not right continuous in M (E) we obtain the subspace W of paths that
are right continuous in both M (E) and M (E,) and have left limits in M (E). We
equip W with the o-algebras and probability measures inherited from those on W

without changing the notation.

Theorem 5.11 The system X = (W,¥,%,, X;,Q,.) is a Borel right process in
M (E) with transition semigroup (Q¢)>o. If; in addition, § is a Hunt process, then
X is a Hunt process in M(E).

Proof. 1t is simple to see that X is a Borel right process in M (E) with transition
semigroup (Q¢):>o0. If € is a Hunt process, then each f € C,,(E) is quasi-left con-
tinuous relative to £. By (5.5) and Proposition 5.10 one sees t — X;(f) is quasi-left
continuous. Since C,,(F) is separable, we infer that ¢t — X is quasi-left continu-
ous. O

Theorem 5.12 For a general Borel right spatial motion, the (&, ¢)-superprocess
has a right realization in M (E). If € is a Hunt process, the (£, ¢)-superprocess has
a Hunt realization in M (E).

Proof. Let (P;);>o be the conservative Borel right extension of (P;);>o on the
Lusin topological space E = EU {0} with O being an isolated cemetery. For
f € B(E)T let $(8, f) = 0 and let ¢(z, f) = ¢(x, flg) if = € E. Let (Vi)i>o0
be defined by (2.33) from those extended ingredients and let (Qt)tzo be the cor-
responding transition semigroup on M (E). For any f € B(E)" we extend its
definition to E by setting f(9) = 0. Since 9 is a cemetery of (P;)¢>0, we have

Vif(9) = Bf(9) = 0 and
V() = Pof(a) - / ds / 6, Vuf)Prs(z,dy), >0,z € E.
0 E

The uniqueness of the solution of (2.33) now implies V; f(z) = Vif(x) fort >0
and x € E. Let ¢(u) denote the restriction of the measure u € M (FE) to E. For

p € M(E)and f € B(E)" itis easy to show

/ eV INQ, (,dv) = / eDQ((p),dv),  (5.18)
M(E)

M(E)

where (Q¢):>0 is the transition semigroup of the (&, ¢)-superprocess. Let .Z be the
set of functions F' € b#“(M (FE)) such that

Qu(Fo)(p) = (QuF)op(p),  t=0,u€ M(E).
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By (5.18) and a monotone class argument one shows .2 D bZ (M (E)). It is then
easily seen that % = b#*(M(E)). Let X be the Borel right realization of (Q;)¢>o
provided by Theorem 5.11. Since 9 is isolated from F, the path t — 1/}(5( ¢) is right
continuous in M (E). By Theorem A.21 one sees X := t)(X) with the augmented
natural o-algebras is a right realization of the (&, ¢)-superprocess in M (E). The
second assertion follows by a further application of Theorem 5.11. a

Corollary 5.13 If E is a locally compact separable metric space and £ has Feller
transition semigroup, then the (£, ¢)-superprocess has a Hunt realization in M (E).

We have proved that the (£, ¢)-superprocess with transition semigroup (Q¢)¢>0
defined by (2.32) and (2.33) has a Borel right process realization. Then every right
continuous realization of the superprocess with the augmented natural o-algebras
is a right process; see Theorem A.33. In particular, the (£, ¢)-superprocess can be
realized canonically on the space of right continuous paths from [0, c0) to M (E).

Given a general continuous admissible additive functional {K (¢) : ¢ > 0}, we
can define the semigroup of kernels (7¢):>0 by (2.17). Let Wf =e Pla, for >0
and t > 0. If there exists § > 0 so that (ﬂf )i>0 is a Borel right semigroup, one can
use this as a replacement of (P;);>¢ to show that the (£, K, ¢)-superprocess has a
right process realization with state space M (FE). By Theorem A.43, this is true if
b(z) > ~(z,1) for every x € E. Similarly, if there exists 3 > 0 so that () );> has
a Hunt realization, so does the (&, K, ¢)-superprocess.

5.4 Weighted Occupation Times

In this section, we give some characterizations of a class of linear functionals of
the (&, ¢)-superprocess. It will be more convenient to start the underlying spa-
tial motion and the superprocess from the arbitrary initial time » > 0. Let £ =
(2,7, F 1,6, Pry) and X = (W, 9,9,,, X;,Q,,,) be right continuous real-
izations of those processes. In view of (2.32) and (2.33), for any ¢t > r > 0 and
f € B(E)" we have

Qrpexp{—X:(f)} = exp{—p(u,)}, (5.19)
where u,.(x) := V;_, f(x) satisfies
t
ur(z) +/ P, o[0(&,us)lds = Poo[f(&)], 0<r<txzeE. (520

Proposition 5.14 Suppose that {s1 < -+ < sp} C [0,00) and {f1,..., fu} C
B(E)™. Then we have

Q. exp{ - szj<fj>1{r<s,.}} — oxp{ ()}, 0<r < s, (521)

j=1
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where (r,x) — u,(x) is a bounded positive solution on [0, $,,] X E of

n

up(2) + / TP ulds = S P () ey (522)

j=1

Proof. We shall give the proof by induction in n > 1. For n = 1 the result follows
from (5.19) and (5.20). Now supposing (5.21) and (5.22) are satisfied when n is
replaced by n— 1, we prove they are also true for n. It is clearly sufficient to consider
the case with 0 < r < 57 < --- < s,,. By the Markov property of X,

Qv exp { - i X, (fj)} = Qruexp{ — X5, (f1) = X5, (vs)) }
j=1

where (r, ) — v,-(z) is a bounded positive Borel function on [0, s,,] X E satisfying

o (@) + / B ol ))ds = S P (6 Lpeny. (5:23)

r =
Then the result for n = 1 implies that
Qe | - 3ox,, (1} = eplontun)
j=1

with (r, 2) — u,(x) being a bounded positive Borel function on [0, s1] x E satis-
fying

s1
up () + / P, [d’(fsa Us)]ds =P [f1(&s))] + Prafvs, (§s,)] (5.24)
Setting u, = v, for s < r < s, from (5.23) and (5.24) one checks that (r, x) —

u,(x) is a bounded positive solution on [0, s,] x E of (5.22). O

Theorem 5.15 Suppose that t > 0 and A € M([0,t]). Let (s,x) — fs(x) be a
bounded positive Borel function on [0,t] x E. Then we have

Qr,u exp{ - Xs(fs))‘(ds)} = eXp{_M(ur)}a 0<r<t, (529

[r]
where (r,x) — u,(x) is the unique bounded positive solution on [0,t] x E of
t
UT(LL') + / Pr,z [¢<§S7 us)]ds = /[ ] Pr,w [fs(fs)] )‘(ds) (5.26)
r 7t

Proof. Step 1. We first assume (s, z) — f5(z) is uniformly continuous on [0, ] x E.
For any integer n > 1 let
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An(ds) = DA = Ak + 1)t =3 (K)] (1 [0,8])8 -, 1) (ds),
k=0

where v, (k) = k/2™. From Proposition 5.14 we see that

Qe { = [ X | =esl-utum)) 520

(1]

where (7, z) — uy(r, ) is a bounded positive solution on [0, t] X E to

Un(T, 517) + / Pr,m [¢(€97 Un(S))] ds = Pr,fc |: fs (fs))\n(ds)] . (5.28)

[r:t]

Forany 0 < s < tletp,(s) = t—y,([(t—5)2"]+1) and ¢, (s) = t—n ([(t—5)27]),
where [(t — $)2"] denotes the integer part of (¢ — $)2™. Then we have s — 27" <
Pn(s) <5 < qn(s) < s+ 27" Itis easy to see that

fe(§9)>\n(d5) = q fqn(s) (gqn(s)))‘(ds)

[r:t] [rs

+ fan(r) (gqn(r)))‘((pn (r),m)N0,¢])

and the second term on the right-hand side tends to zero as n — oo. By the right
continuity of s — &, and the uniform continuity of (s, z) — f(x) we have

lim fs(gs))‘n(ds> = fs(gs))‘(ds)

=00 Jir,t] [rt]

A similar argument shows that

lim [ Xo(fo)Aa(ds) = [ Xo(fs)A(ds).

n= Jirt [r,t]

From (5.27) we see the limit u, () = lim,,_, o u,, (7, ) exists and (5.25) holds. It is
not hard to show that {w,, } is uniformly bounded on [0, ¢] x E. Then we get (5.26)
by letting n — oo in (5.28).

Step 2. Let By C B([0,t] x E)™" be the set of functions (s, z) — fs(z) for which
there exist bounded positive solutions (r,z) +— wu,(x) of (5.26) such that (5.25)
holds. It is easy to show that B; is closed under bounded pointwise convergence.
The result of the first step shows that B; contains all uniformly continuous functions
in B([0,t] x E)*, so we have B; = B([0,t] x E)* by Proposition 1.3.

Step 3. To show the uniqueness of the solution of (5.26), suppose that (r,z) —
vy () is another bounded positive Borel function on [0, t] x E satisfying this equa-
tion. It is easy to find a constant K > 0 such that

t t
Jur = vell < [ 0o2) = 60 va)ds < K [ s~ v,
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We may rewrite the above inequality into
T
ey — ver ) < K / lus —vellds,  0<r<t,
0

so Gronwall’s lemma implies ||u;—, — v4—|| = 0 forevery 0 < r < . O

Suppose that A(ds) is a locally bounded Borel measure on [0, c0) and (s, z) +—
fs(z) is alocally bounded positive Borel function on [0, c0) x E. Forany t > r > 0
we can define the positive random variable

A[Ta t] = Xs(fs)A(ds)v

[r:1]

which is called a weighted occupation time of the superprocess on [r, t]. By replac-
ing fs with 0 f5 in Theorem 5.15 for # > 0 we get a characterization of the Laplace
transform of A[r, t].

Theorem 5.16 Let t > 0 be given. Let f € B(E)" and let (s,z) — gs(z) be a
bounded positive Borel function on [0,t] X E. Then for 0 < r <t we have

Qe { ) - | t X.la)ds) = elontu)) 629

where (r,x) — u,(x) is the unique bounded positive solution on [0,t] x E of

un(z) + / P, [6(60, ua)]ds = P, [f(€)] + / P, [g.(€)]ds. (5.30)

Proof. This follows by an application of Theorem 5.15 to the measure A(ds) =
ds + 0¢(ds) and the function f,(z) = 1{sctygs() + Lio—py f(2). O

Corollary 5.17 Let X = (W,9,%,, X;,Q,.) be a right realization of the (£, ¢)-
superprocess started from time zero. Then fort > 0 and f,g € B(E)™ we have

Qew{-x0- [ t Xla)s| = ep{-uto)) 63

where (t,x) — vi(x) is the unique locally bounded positive solution of

/ds/¢y7vs Py_s(z,dy) = P.f( /Psg )ds.  (5.32)

Corollary 5.18 Suppose that ¢1 and ¢2 are two branching mechanisms given by
(2.26) or (2.27) satisfying ¢1(x, f) > ¢o(x, f) forallx € E and f € B(E)™. Let
(t,z) — v;(t,x) be the solution of (2.33) with ¢ replaced by ¢;. Then v (t,z) <
va(t,x) forallt > 0 and x € E.
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Proof. Fixt > 0 and let u;(r,x) = v;(t — r,x) for 0 < r < tand z € E. Then

(r,x) — w;(r, z) is the unique bounded positive solution of

u(r, x) —|—/ P, [0i(&s,u(s))]ds = P [f(&)], 1=1,2.

One can see that (r, z) — wus(r, x) is also the unique bounded positive solution of

u(r,z) + / P, (61 (6a, u(s)]ds = P, [£(6)] + / P, 4 [g(6))ds,
where

9s(2) = 01(z,u2(s)) — da2(z, uz(s))

is a bounded positive Borel function on [0,¢] x E. By Theorem 5.16 one can see
ur(t,z) <wus(t,z)forall0 <r <tandz € E. a

5.5 A Counterexample

In this section we provide a counterexample showing that the (&, ¢)-superprocess
usually does not have a Hunt realization if the underlying spatial motion & is not a
Hunt process. Let E; := (0,1) and let p(dx) be a probability measure on F;. We
define a Borel transition semigroup (P;);>o on E; by

Pif(x) = f(z— t)1{0§t<ac} +/ flx+z1 — t)l{z§t<ac+z1}.u(d1’1)
E,

+Z/E---/Ef(snft>1{sn,lgt<snw(dx1)---u(dm, (5.33)
n=2 1 1

where s, =z + Y., z; and f € B(E1). The corresponding Markov process £ is
intuitively described as follows. Starting from = € E; the process moves to the left
at the unit speed until it reaches zero; at that moment it takes a new position in E}
according to the distribution x(dy); then it starts moving to the left again and so on.
Clearly, the process ¢ has a right realization, but none of its realizations is cadlag.
Thus ¢ has no Hunt process realization. From (5.33) we have the equation

Ptf(J?) = f(x — t)1{0§t<z} + M(Pt—a:f)l{tZz}a t>0,xz e F. (5.34)

Let C,(FE1) denote the set of uniformly continuous functions on E;. For f €
C.(En) it is easy to see that

Pif(t) = p(f) and P,_f(t) = f(0+), t € . (5.35)
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Proposition 5.19 Let (U%),>0 be the resolvent of (P;)¢>o. Then U*C,(E1) C
Cu(En) for every o > 0 and the Ray topology of £ is coarser than the original
topology of Ej.

Proof. In view of (5.34) for any f € C,(F;) we have
U®f(x) = / e Y f(x—t)dt +e " / e “'u(P,f)dt. (5.36)
0 0

Then U%f € Cy(FE1). By Proposition A.28 the Ray topology of £ is coarser than
the original topology. ad

Suppose that ¢ is a spatially constant branching mechanism defined by (3.1)
and X = W, ¥,%, X;,Q,,) is a right realization of the (&, ¢)-superprocess. Let
x(t) = X;(1) for ¢ > 0. It is not hard to show that {z(¢) : ¢ > 0} is a CB-process
with cumulant semigroup defined by (3.3).

Proposition 5.20 For any z € Ey and a > 0 we have Q5. {X; = x(t)d,_; for
0<t<zand X, =z(z)p} =1

Proof. Let gs(v) = 1yz4._) for s > 0 and x € F;. By Theorem 5.16 we have

Qu exp{ —/ Xs(gs)ds} = exp{—pu(uo)}, (5.37)
0
where (r, z) — u,(x) is the unique bounded positive solution of
ur(2) +/ P, o [0(us(6,)))ds = / P, (0. (6)lds, 0<r<zaeh
From the above equation it follows that
z
ur(z—r)—i—/ d(us(z — s))ds = 0, 0<r<z
”

Then Gronwall’s inequality implies w,.(z — ) = 0 for 0 < r < 2. In view of (5.37)
we get

Qus. exp{ - /Z Xs(gs)ds} =1. (5.38)
0

Let ggk)(aj) =1A(kl]z—s—x|) fors > 0and x € E;. Then ggk)(x) — gs(x)
increasingly as kK — oco. From (5.38) it follows that

Qus. exp{ 7/ Xs(ggk))ds} =1.
0

Then the right continuity of s — X yields Qqs. { X5 (g‘gk‘)) =0forall0 <s <z
and all integer & > 1} = 1. That implies Qs {X: = x(t)0,—¢ for0 <t < z} = 1.
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Let (v:)i>0 be the cumulant semigroup of the CB-process defined by (3.3). Fix
f € Cy(Er) and let h, =V, f(r) for 0 < r < 1. From (2.33) and (5.35) we have

hr:u(f)—/(:<Z)(hs)ds7 0<r<l,

and so h, = v, (u(f)) by the uniqueness of the solution of (3.3). Then (2.32) implies

Qus. exp{—X.(f)} = exp{—av-(u(f))}. (5.39)
By (3.2) and (5.39) one sees that X, (f) has the distribution of z(z)u(f) under
Q.s. - Then we must have Q5. { X, = x2(2)u} = 1. O

By Proposition 5.20 we have lim;_, . X; = z(z)Jdy by the weak convergence in
M([0,1)). However, Theorem 3.5 implies z(z) > 0 with strictly positive probabil-
ity. Then any realization of the (&, ¢)-superprocess cannot be cadlag in M (E1), so
the superprocess has no Hunt process realization in M (E} ). This superprocess does
not even have a Hunt realization in M (E,), where E, denotes the set £ equipped
with the Ray topology of £. To show this, let 2 = {1, hy, ho, ...} be a countable
and uniformly dense subset of Cy,(E;)™, where hy € C,(E;)" is a non-constant
function satisfying U'h;(0+) = 1. From 2 we can construct the countable Ray
cone Z for (P;)i>o. Then g1 := U'hy € Z and go := 1 A g1 € Z are both con-
tinuous in the topology of £,. By Proposition 5.19 they are also continuous in the
original topology of F;.

Corollary 5.21 Suppose that 1 has support supp(p) = E1. Then t — Xi(go) is
not quasi-left continuous.

Proof. By (5.36) it is easy to show that U* f(0+) = pu(U*f) for every o > 0 and
f € Cy(E1). In particular, we have 1 = g1 (0+) = p(g1)- Since g3 is not a constant,
we have

(o) < min{pu(1), pu(g1)} = 1. (5.40)

Foreachn > 1let T, = inf{s > 0: X,((0,1/n]) > 0}. Let T = zif z(z) > 0
and let T = oo otherwise. Then {7}, } is an increasing sequence of stopping times
and Proposition 5.20 implies Qgs,-a.s. T, — T'. Moreover, we have Qs -a.s.

Jim Xi(g0) = 2(2)go(0+) = (2) and X (g0) = x(2)1(g0)-
Since x(z) > 0 with strictly positive probability, by (5.40) we see t — X;(go)
cannot be quasi-left continuous at the stopping time 7. ad

By Corollary 5.21, any realization of the (£, ¢)-superprocess cannot be quasi-left
continuous in M (E,), so the superprocess has no Hunt realization in M (E,). Then
it seems the last assertion in Theorem 2.20 of Fitzsimmons (1988, p.347) requires
some additional condition. On the other hand, Theorem 5.8 implies that X has a
Hunt realization in its own Ray topology; see Sharpe (1988, p.220). Thus the Ray
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topology of the (&, ¢)-superprocess on M (E;) is different from the topology of
M(E,).

5.6 Notes and Comments

The proofs in the first three sections follow those of Fitzsimmons (1988, 1992),
where local branching mechanisms were considered. Some different potential the-
oretical methods for the regularity of superprocesses were given in Beznea (2010).
For cadlag spatial motions, the existence of right realizations of superprocesses was
studied in Dynkin (1993b), Kuznetsov (1994), Leduc (2000) and Schied (1999). In
particular, Leduc (2000) constructed a class of Hunt superprocesses under a second-
moment condition on the kernel H (z, dv) in the expression of the branching mech-
anism and proved that any Hunt MB-process satisfying certain assumptions has a
version in his class. The weighted occupation times were first introduced by Iscoe
(1986) for super-stable processes. They were then used in Iscoe (1988) to study
supporting properties of super-Brownian motions. The results and their proofs in
Section 5.4 are reorganizations of those of Dynkin (1993a).

We may think of (5.31) as a Feynman—Kac formula for the (£, ¢)-superprocess
X. The formula gives a characterization of the subprocess of X obtained from the
decreasing multiplicative functional

Mexp{_/(sz(g)ds}.

In view of (2.33) and (5.32), this subprocess can also be regarded as a superprocess
with branching mechanism f — ¢(-, f) — g. This type of branching mechanism was
considered in Dynkin (1994) under the technical condition

lim sup/ [ve(1) + v({z})?| H(z,dv) = 0,
e=0zecE J{v(1)<e}

where v, (dy) denotes the restriction of v(dy) to E'\ {z}.






Chapter 6
Constructions by Transformations

In this chapter, we give the construction of several classes of superprocesses by
transformations. In particular, we extend the state space of the superprocess to
some o-finite measures. Other classes we shall construct include multitype su-
perprocesses, age-structured superprocesses, conditioned superprocesses and time-
inhomogeneous superprocesses. The constructions give not only the existence but
also the regularity of those superprocesses. The setting of Borel right processes we
have chosen is particularly suitable for the applications of those transformations.

6.1 Spaces of Tempered Measures

In this section, we construct some Dawson—Watanabe superprocesses in a space
of infinite measures. Suppose that F is a Lusin topological space. We fix a strictly
positive function h € pZ(FE). Recall that M}, (E) is the space of tempered measures
p on E satisfying p(h) < oo. Let Mp(E)° = Mp(E) \ {0}. The topology on
M}, (E) is defined by the convention:

tyn, — pif and only if p, (hf) — p(hf) forall f € C(E).

Suppose that £ = (2, %, %, &, P,.) is a Borel right process in E with transition
semigroup (P;);>0. We here assume (.#, .%#,;) are the augmentations of the natural
o-algebras (F°,.7) generated by the sample path {&; : t > 0}. Let (4, F)
be the natural o-algebras on (2 generated by {&; : ¢ > 0} as random variables in
E furnished with the universal o-algebra #“(E). Let t — K (t) be a continuous
additive functional of ¢ and assume each w +— K;(w) is measurable with respect
to .70, Let p € p%(E) be a strictly positive function so that p < h and define the
continuous additive functional

J(t) = / PER(E) K (ds), £ 0.

Z. Li, Measure-Valued Branching Markov Processes, 127
Probability and Its Applications, DOI 10.1007/978-3-642-15004-3_6,
© Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg 2011
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Suppose that there is a constant o > 0 so that, as t — 0+,
P,[e ' ®n(&)] — h(z), 2€E (6.1)

increasingly and

o) [ t (€K ()] — 0 62)

0

uniformly on E. Let b € B(FE), ¢ € p#A(F) and let n(x, dy) be a o-finite kernel on
E and H(z, dv) a o-finite kernel from E to M}, (E)° such that

sup p<x>-1{|b<w>|h<x> T e(@)h(@)? + n(a,b)
xelR
+/ [v(h) Av(h)? + v, (h)] H (z, dy)} < 00, (6.3)
My, (E)°

where v, (dy) denotes the restriction of v(dy) to E'\ {z}. Recall that B, (FE) is
the set of functions f € Z(FE) satisfying |f| < const - h. Let B,(E) be defined
similarly with p replacing h. We consider the operator f — ¢(-, f) from By (E)™
to B,(E) with the representation

b, f) = b(a) () + e(x) f(x)? — /E Fw)n(z, dy)

+ / [P — 1+ v({z}) f(z)] H(z,dv). (6.4)
My (E)°

Theorem 6.1 For each f € By, (E)" there is a unique positive solution (t,z) +—
ve(x, f) = Vif(x) to the evolution equation

t
vi(z) = Po[f(&)] — Po [/ ¢(§S7vts)K(ds)], t>0,z€E, (6.5)
0
so that t w— ||h= v, (-, f)|| is bounded on each bounded interval [0, T|. Moreover,
[ e Q) —exp{-n(Vi)), TEBAE), 60
My (E)

defines a transition semigroup (Q¢)i>0 on My (E).

A realization of the transition semigroup (Q¢):>o defined by (6.6) is naturally
called a (&, K, ¢)-superprocess with state space M}, (E). The proof of the above
theorem is based on a number of transformations. Since (P;);>¢ is Borel and each
w + Jy(w) is measurable with respect to the natural o-algebra .#°, we can define a
Borel right semigroup (P*);>o on E by

Pf(x) =P,[e W f(&)], x€E, feB(E).
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Let ¢ denote the lifetime of £. By the discussions in Sharpe (1988, pp.286-287), for
every initial law p on E there exists a probability measure Pj; on (92, ™) so that

PO (Hlpeey) =Pule ' WHI, ], HebF! (6.7)

and £&* = (2,7 %2, &,P2) is a right process with transition semigroup
(Pf*)t>0, where (F <, Z) is the augmentation of (F", 7;") by the system {P; :
 is a probability on E}. From (6.1) we see that h is an excessive function for
(P?)4>0- Then we can define another Borel semigroup (P;);>o by

Pif(x) = h(z) "1 P*(z, hf), r€E, feB(E).

By the discussions in Sharpe (1988, pp.296-299), there is a unique probability ker-
nel P, (dw) from (E, Z"(E)) to (2, #") rendering {{; : t > 0} Markov with
transition semigroup (P,;);>¢ and P;{{y = x} = 1. In addition, we have

P,(Hlycqy) = h(z) 'Pyle ' WOn(&)H], t>0,HebF". (6.8)
For each initial law 1 on E define P 1 as usual and let (ﬂ: , j}) be the augmentation
of (#", #) by {P,, : is an initial law on E'}. Then & = (£2,.F, %;,&,P,)isa
right process.

Lemma 6.2 Foranyt > 0 and f € B(E) we have

P, { /0 t f(ﬁs)J(dS)e“"“)h(&)}
-rf tf(@)e—a“s)p(@m(ds)]. ©9)

Proof. We first assume f € Bp(E)T. Let0 = tg < 1 < - < t, = tbea
partition of [0, ¢] and write

Lh.s. of (6.9) = z": P, [/t f({;):](ds)eoz](t)h(ft)} .
i=1 i

ti—1
One can use (6.8) to see
P, [Ge ()] = P.[Ge ™/ "In(¢,)],  GepH,.

In particular, we get

Lh.s. of(6.9)—ZPm[ / F&)pEs)h(&s) ™t K(ds)eaJ(ti)h(&l)}

ti—1

_p, [ / f<5s)p(@)e—“‘”m“”h(@n(s)>h<55>-1K<ds>] 7
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where 7,,(s) = t; fort,_; < s <t,. Since h is an excessive function for (P?);>¢, it
is finely continuous relative to this semigroup. From (6.7) we see that A is also finely
continuous relative to (P;);>0, so t — h(&;) is P,-a.s. right continuous. Then we
get (6.9) by taking limits in the right-hand side of the above equation. By monotone
convergence, we see (6.9) remains true for f € B(E)™. The equality for f € B(E)
follows by linearity. ad

Proof (of Theorem 6.1). If we write 1 (z, f) = p(x) "¢ (x, hf), then the operator
f = (-, f) — af satisfies the assumptions on the branching mechanism in Theo-
rem 2.21. From (6.2) we see that ¢ — J(t) is an admissible additive functional of &.
By Theorem 2.21 for each f € B(E)™ there is a unique locally bounded positive
solution (¢, ) — w(x, f) to

w(e) = Palrie)) - 2.{ [ (i) (61709}

and the operators Uy : f — (-, f) constitute a cumulant semigroup. Let (Q%);>o
be the transition semigroup of the Dawson—Watanabe superprocess in M (E) corre-
sponding to (Uy);>0. By Lemma 6.2 we can rewrite the above equation into

h(x)ut(x) =P, [efaJ(t)h(ét)f(gt)} - P, |:/Ot w(fs, utf_g)eiav]<5)p(§s)K(d8)}
P, [ / t aut_s(&)e*a”sw(ss)fc(ds)}.

A careful application of Proposition 2.9 shows the above equation is equivalent to

h(‘r)ut(x) =P, [h(gt)f(gt)] -P, |:A w(fs,uts)P(ﬁs)K(dS)} .

Let v(z, f) = h(z)us(z, k=1 f) for f € Bp(E)*. Then (¢t,z) — v(z, f) is the
unique positive solution of (6.5) so that ¢ — ||h~ v.(-, f)|| is bounded on each
bounded interval [0, 7). Now (QF);>0 induces a transition semigroup (Q;)¢>0 on
M;,(E) by the homeomorphism u(dx) — h(x)~1u(dx) from M(E) to My (E). It
is easy to see that (Q;);>0 is characterized by (6.6). O

Now let us consider the special case where h € pZ(F) is a strictly positive a-
excessive function for (P;);>( for some o > 0. Then we can define a Borel right
process (P,);>o on E by

Pif(z) = h(z) e Pz, hf), =€ E,fec B(E). (6.10)

Theorem 6.3 Suppose that (6.3) is satisfied for p = h. Then for each f € Bp(E)™T
there is a unique positive solution (t,x) — vi(z, f) = Vif(x) to the evolution
equation

t
Ut(x) :Ptf(x)_/ dS/ ¢(y7US)Pt—S('T7dy)) tZOJUEE, (611)
0 E
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so that t — ||h=Yv,(-, f)| is bounded on each bounded interval [0, T|. Moreover,
a Borel right semigroup (Q¢)1>0 on My (E) is defined by (6.6). If, in addition, the
semigroup (]St)tzo given by (6.10) has a Hunt realization, then (Qy);>o has a Hunt
realization.

Proof. The first assertion is a special case of Theorem 6.1. By Theorem 5.12 the
semigroup (Q%);>¢ constructed in the proof of Theorem 6.1 has a right realization.
Then (Q);>0 has a right realization by Theorem A.21. If (151&)120 has a Hunt real-
ization, then (Q});>0 has a Hunt realization by Theorem 5.12. From the proof of
Theorem 6.1 one can see (Q)¢>o has a Hunt realization. a

A typical situation where the above theorems apply is described as follows. Let F
be the set of functions f € B(FE) that are finely continuous relative to £. Fix 5 > 0
and let (A, Z(A)) be the weak generator of (P;);> defined by 2(A) = UPF and
Af = Bf —gfor f = UPg € 2(A). Take a constant & > 0 and a strictly positive
function h € 2(A) satisfying Ah(z) < ah(x) for all z € E. By Theorem A.46
and integration by parts we have

e ' Ph(z) = h(x) +/O e~ **[PsAh(z) — aPsh(x)]ds < h(z). (6.12)

Then h is an a-excessive function for (P;):>o.

Example 6.1 Consider the d-dimensional Euclidean space R?. Let C?(R?) denote
the set of bounded continuous real functions on R? with bounded continuous deriva-
tives up to the second order. Suppose that ¢ is a diffusion process in R¢ with gener-
ator A defined by

d
2 md
Z: 83@8:5] Zb 895] (@), feCiRY,

where 2 +— a;;(z) and z — b;(z) are bounded Holder continuous functions on R?
satisfying the uniform elliptic condition. That is, there is a constant 6y > 0 so that

d d
Z ai;(z)uu; > GOZuf, reRYu eRi=1,....d
ij=1

i=1

Fixp > 0 and let h(x) = (1+|z|?) /2 for z € R?, where |-| denotes the Euclidean
norm. It is easy to find a constant & > 0 so that |Ah(x)| < ah(z) for all z € R

Example 6.2 Let & be the standard one-dimensional Brownian motion killed at the
origin. Then ¢ has state space R° := R\ {0}. Let (P;);>( denote the transition
semigroup of £. For any ¢ > 0 the sub-Markov kernel P;(z, dy) has density

_Joa@—y) —g+y) ifzy>0,
(@,y) = {O otherwise,
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where ¢;(z) is given by (2.44). It is easy to show that h(z) = |z| is an invariant
function for (P);>0. Let ¢(x, f) = |x|~7 f(2)1*? for constants 0 < $ < 1 and
B < o < 1+ 3. Then (6.3) is satisfied with p(z) = |z|**#~7. Moreover, since
0<1+8—0<1,wehave

/0 P, p(€,)lds < / P,[1+ [£.[]ds

t ||
d
< / i e*ZQ/QSdz+t|x|

0 V2rs —|a|
< (2—\/\/? —|—t>h(as).

By Theorem 6.1 we can define a cumulant semigroup (V;)¢>0 on By (R°)™ by

t
Vif(z) = P[f(&)] - /0 P {67 Vies f(&) P }ds, ¢ >0,z € R°.

That gives a (&, ¢)-superprocess X in Mp,(R°). By Proposition 2.27 and the con-
struction in the proof of Theorem 6.1 we have the moment formula

QX ()] = (P, t2 0,1 € My(R®), [ € By(R%).

Then we can also take M (R°) as the state space of X and the above formula remains
true for 4 € M(R®) and f € B(R®). It is simple to see that {X;(1) : ¢ > 0} is a
supermartingale but not a martingale unless Xy = 0.

6.2 Multitype Superprocesses

In this section, we derive the existence of some multitype superprocesses from
the non-local branching superprocess. For simplicity we only consider Lebesgue
killing densities. Suppose that £ and I are Lusin topological spaces. Let ¢ =
{02, 7, 7, (&, 1), P(g,0)} be a Borel right process with state space £/ x I. Let
¢ = ¢(x,a,z) and ¢ = ((z,a, z) be given respectively by (2.45) and (2.46) with
x € Ereplacedby (z,a) € ExI.Let7(z,a,db) be a probability kernel from E x I
to I. By Theorem 5.12, there is a Borel right superprocess X = (W, X;,9,%,,Q,.)
with state space M (E x I) and with transition probabilities determined by

Quexp{—Xi(f)} = exp{—p(Vif)}, t=0.f€BExI)", (6.13)
where t — V, f is the unique locally bounded positive solution of
t
‘/tf(w7a’) = P(z,a) {f(&hatﬂ _/0 P(z,a) [‘b(ésvasv %—Sf(587a5))]d5
't
+/0 P(z,a) {C(&-S?asrﬂ-(gsras"/t—sf(£87')))]ds' (6.14)
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We may call X a multitype superprocess with type space I. Heuristically, {&; : ¢ >
0} gives the law of migration of the particles, {c; : t > 0} represents the mutation
of their types, ¢(z,a,-) describes the death and birth of particles of type a € I
at x € E, and {(x,a,-) describes the amount of the offspring born by a parent
of type a € I at x € E that change into new types randomly according to the
kernel 7 (z, a, dd). In this model, the offspring may change their types, but they all
start migrating from the death sites of their parents. Note that the migration process
{& : t > 0} and the mutation process {c; : t > 0} are not necessarily independent.

From the non-local branching superprocess, we can derive another multitype su-
perprocess. Suppose that { = ((z,a, b, z) is given by (2.46) with x € E replaced
by (z,a,b) € E x I?. Instead of (6.14), we may also define ¢ — V; f by

t
‘/tf(w7a’) = P(z,a) {f(&hatﬂ _/0 P(m,a) [‘b(ésvasv %—Sf(587a5))]d5

+/ P(m)[/g(gs,as,b,w_sf(fs,b))w(gs,as,db) ds. (6.15)
0 I

The resulting multitype superprocess X can be interpreted in the same way as the
above except the mutations of the particles. In this case, when a particle of type
a € I dies at point x € E, a new type index b € I is first chosen following the
distribution 7(zx, a, -), then offspring of type b are produced according to the law
given by ((z,a,b,-).

Example 6.3 Let us consider the case where I = Ry and oy = o +tforallt > 0.
Suppose that £ = (§2,.%,.%;,&, P,.) is a Borel right process with state space E.
Let p € B(E x Ry) and let { = ((z, a, z) be given by (2.46) with z € F replaced
by (z,a) € E x R,. In addition, we assume sup,, , ¢(z,a,0+) < 1. A special
form of (6.14) is the equation

‘/tf(mva) = Piﬂ[f(gt:a—i_t)] - /Ot PT [p(gsza_'—S)‘/t—sf(gsra‘—i_s)}ds

+/0 P, [P(g& a+ S)C(&s,a + s, Vt—sf(g& 0))]d3~ (6.16)

The corresponding multitype superprocess in M (E xR ) is called an age-structured
superprocess. Clearly, we can also get (6.16) as a special case of (4.40) with ¢ = 0.
Heuristically, &; represents the location of a “particle” and «; represents its age. At
its branching time a particle gives birth to a random number of offspring whose spa-
tial motions start from the branching site and whose ages start from zero. See also
the explanations following Theorem 4.15.

In many cases, we only consider multitype superprocesses with finite or count-
able type spaces. For simplicity, let I = {1,2,...,k}. Suppose for each i € I we
have:

* a Borel right process §; in E with transition semigroup (P;(t))¢>0;

* afunction ¢; = ¢;(x, z) belonging to the class given by (2.45);

* a discrete probability distribution p;(x) = {p;;(x) : j € I} on I with p;; €
B(E)*,

* afunction (; = (;(x, z) belonging to the class given by (2.46).
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The next two theorems deal with processes with state space M (E)!. We shall write
p=(ui:iel)and Y, = (Y;(t) i € I).

Theorem 6.4 There is a Borel right process Y = (W,Y;,9,%,,Q,.) with state
space M (E)! and with transition probabilities defined by

Quep{ =Y. f)f e { =Y}, ©19

i€l i€l

where f; € B(E)" and v;(t) = v;(t, ) is determined by the evolution equation

lts) = PO ~ [ a5 [ 6t - ) Pis. )
—|—/tds/E§i<y,Zpij(y)vj(t—s,y))Pi(s,a:,dy). (6.18)
0 el

Proof. Let & be the Borel right process in the product space F x I with transition
semigroup (P;);>¢ defined by

P f(x,i) /fy7 5 (t, , dy), (z,i) e Ex I

Let ¢(x,4,2) = ¢;(x, z) and let w(x, 4, -) be the Markov kernel from E x I to [
defined by

Z‘,’L, E ng

jerl

where 0 (-) stands for the unit mass at j € I. Then we have a multitype superprocess
{X::t>0}in M(ExI) defined by (6.13) and (6.14). Fori € T and u € M(E %)
we define U;u € M (E) by U;u(B) = u(Bx{i}) for B € (FE). Then p — (U;p :
i € I)is a homeomorphism between M (E x I) and M (E)’. Let Y;(t) = U; X;. It
is clear that {(Y;(t) : i € I) : t > 0} is a Markov process in M (E)! with transition
probabilities defined by (6.17) and (6.18). By Theorem A.21 this process has a right
process realization. d

The heuristical meaning of the process {(Y;(¢) : ¢ € I) : t > 0} constructed in
Theorem 6.4 is described as follows. The process &; gives the law of migration of
the particles of type i € I, ¢;(x,-) describes the death and birth of the particles of
typei € I at x € E, and (;(x,-) describes the amount of the offspring born by a
parent of type ¢ € I at z € E that change into new types randomly according to the
discrete distribution p;(z) = {p;;(x) : j € I'}.

For i € I let the parameters (&;, ¢;,p;) be given as in the paragraph before
Theorem 6.4. Let (;; = (;;(z, z) be given by (2.46) depending on the parameters
1,7 € 1. Then we have the following:
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Theorem 6.5 There is a Borel right process Y = (W,Y;,9,%,,Q,,) with state
space M (E)! and with transition probabilities defined by (6.17) with v;(t) =
v;(t, x) determined by the evolution equation

vi(t,x) = Pi(t) fi(x) —/0 ds/EqSi(y,vi(t—s,y))Pi(s,:v,dy)
+ [ s [ oyt = s )Py 619

jel

The proof of the above theorem is based on (6.13) and (6.15) and is similar to
that of Theorem 6.4. The process constructed in this way can be interpreted as the
one given in Theorem 6.4. The difference is that when a particle of type ¢ € I dies
atx € E, anew label j € I is first chosen according to the distribution p;(x) =
{pi;(x) : j € I}, then offspring of this type are produced at z € E according to the
law given by (;;(z, -).

6.3 A Two-Type Superprocess

A two-type superprocess can be constructed by a conditioning argument. For i = 1
and 2, let &; be a Borel right process in E with transition semigroup (P;(t))¢>0
and let ¢; = ¢;(z, z) be a function belonging to the class given by (2.45). Given
fi € B(E)T letv;(t) = v;(t, ) be defined by

¢
0 E

Let X = {W,(X1(t), X2(t)), %4, %, Qu,,uz) } be a Markov process in M (E) x

M(E) so that (X (t),%;) under Q(,,, ,.,) is a ({1, ¢1)-superprocess and (X»(t), %;)

under the conditional probability Q,,, .,){:|X1(t) : ¢ > 0} is an inhomogeneous
Markov process in M (E) with transition semigroup (fo} )t>r determined by

[ e QN )
M(E)
t
= o { -~ Guavalt =) = [ (X9t - s 621
Using (6.21) and Theorem 5.16 we obtain

Qs exp { = (X2(0), f1) = (Xa(0), f2) }
— Qs exp{ — (X001 (a0 [ (X1(6)va(e - s>>ds}
= exp { = (1, 1(0,8)) — {2, 02(6))}
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where w1 (r,t) = ui(r, t, ) is the solution of

(r,t,z) / dS/ P1(y,ua (s, t,y)) Pr(s —r,z,dy)
= P(t—r)fi(z Jr/ds/ (t—s,y)Pi(s —r z,dy). (6.22)

E

Let w1 (t) = w1 (t, ) be defined by

t
w(ta)+ [ ds/ b1yt — 5,))Pi (5,7, dy)
0
= Pi(t / ds/ vt — s,y)Pi(s, z,dy). (6.23)

It is not hard to show that u (7, t, ) = wy (¢ —r, ) forall ¢ > r > 0. Obviously, the
system (6.20) and (6.23) can be regarded as a special case of (6.18) or (6.19). Then
X is in fact a special two-type superprocess. In this model, particles of type one can
produce particles of type two, but particles of type two cannot produce those of type
one.

6.4 Change of the Probability Measure

Let E be a Lusin topological space and let & be a conservative Borel right process in
E with transition semigroup (P;);>o. For simplicity we consider a local branching
mechanism (z, z) — ¢(x, z) given by (2.45) with constant function b(z) = b > 0.
Let (Q4)¢>0 denote the transition semigroup of the (£, ¢)-superprocess defined by
(2.32) and (2.33). By Corollary 2.28,

/ V(1)Qi (s dv) = e (1)
M(E)

fort > 0and € M(E). Then we can define a Borel transition semigroup (Q)¢>o
on M(E)°b

Qe dv) = € (1) w(1)Qy (1, dv). (6.24)

This formula is a simple variation of the h-transform of Doob; see, e.g., Sharpe
(1988, p.298). A realization of (Qt)tzo can be obtained by a change of the proba-
bility measure in the (£, ¢)-superprocess.

Let W be the space of paths w : [0,00) — M (E) that are right continuous in
both M (E) and M (E,) and have left limits in M (E), where E is a Ray-Knight
completion of E' with respect to £ and E, denotes the set E/ with the Ray topology
inherited from E. Let W be the set of paths w € W that have zero as a trap. Let

= (Wo,9,%,,X:,Q,) be the canonical Borel right realization of the (¢, ¢)-
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superprocess. Let 7o = inf{t > 0 : X;(1) = 0} denote the extinction time of X. It
is easy to show that

my = e Xo(1) 71X (1), ¢t >0, (6.25)

defines a positive martingale multiplicative functional of the restriction of X on
M(E)°. Let (9", %) be the natural o-algebras on Wy generated by {X; : ¢ > 0}
as random variables on M (E) furnished with the universal o-algebra (M (E)).
By the results in Sharpe (1988, p.296), for each € M (FE)® there is a unique
probability measure Q,, on (Wy,¥*") so that {X; : t > 0} is a Markov process
with transition semigroup (Q;)¢>0 and Q,{Xo = p} = 1. In addition, we have

Qu(Hlfreryy) = p(1)7'Qu[e" X (1)H], t>0,H € b¥".
For each initial law K on M (E)° define Q in the usual way. Then the system X =
Wo, 9,9, X, Q ,) is a Borel right process, where (4,4,) is the augmentation of

(9", 4") by {Qk : K is an initial law on M (E)°}. Consequently, we have the
following:

Theorem 6.6 The semigroup (Q;)i>0 on M(E)° has a right realization.

The process X defined above is called the subprocess of the (€, ¢)-superprocess
X generated by the martingale multiplicative functional {m; : ¢ > 0}. Let

¢o(z,2) = 2c(z)2 + / u(l —e*)m(z,du), z€E,z>0. (6.26)
0

The next theorem gives a characterization of the transition semigroup (Qt)t20~

Theorem 6.7 For everyt >0, p € M(E)° and f € B(E)" we have
/ 1 & D) = (ViU 6.27)
M(E)°

where i = pu(1)"tu and (t,z) — U, f(z) is the unique locally bounded positive
solution to

Ufla)=1- / s /E Oy, Vel W)U f () Prsl,dy).  (6.28)

Proof. We first use Proposition 2.29 to see
[ v 0Quu,dv) = expl-u(Vif ) ulVED),
M(E)

where (t,z) — V,! f(x) is the unique locally bounded positive solution of
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Vi f( —1—/ ds/ b+ 6y, Va F W)V F(3) Prs(, dy).

By Proposition 2.9 the above equation is equivalent to

Vi () = e — / s /E 05 (0, Ve (0))V2 £ (9) P (, dy).

Then we have (6.27) and (6.28) with U, f(x) = e V,! f(z). O

By a modification of the proof of Proposition 2.9 it is not hard to show that the
solution of (6.28) can be expressed in terms of the spatial motion process as

s = e { - [ ot vieasienas )]

Using Theorems 1.35 and 1.37 we see that the quantity under expectation gives the
Laplace functional of an infinitely divisible probability measure on M (E). Then for
each u € M(E)° a probability measure N;(u,dr) on M (E) is defined by

/ e "IN, (1, dv) = ((U.f),  f € B(E)T.
M(E)

Now (6.27) implies

Qi) = Qe(p, ) * Ne(ps, ). (6.29)

This decomposition describes an interesting structure of the semigroup (Qt)tzo-
Recall that 79 = inf{¢t > 0 : X;(1) = 0}. The next theorem shows that in the
subcritical case we can understand X as the conditioned superprocess given the
null event {7y = co}. The proof is very similar to that of Theorem 3.25 and is left
to the reader.

Theorem 6.8 Suppose that the branching mechanism ¢ is spatially constant and
satisfies Condition 3.6. Then for any t > 0 and p € M(E)°, the distribution of X
under Q. {-|r +t < 1} converges to Q¢(i,-) as r — oc.

6.5 Time-Inhomogeneous Superprocesses

Suppose that I C R is an interval and F' is a Lusin topological space. Let Fbea
Borel subset of I x F. Foranyt € I'let I; = [0,t] NI and E; = {z € F: (t,x) €
E }. We fix an abstract point 0 ¢ I x F' and assume all functions on F£ C I x F" have
been extended trivially to E°U {0}. Let us consider an inhomogeneous Borel right
transition semigroup (P, : ¢ > r € I) with global state space E. Let (Pt)t>0 be
the corresponding time—space semigroup on F defined by (A.44). Suppose that 5 =
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(22, j, Fy, (o, yt), Pro) is a right process realizing (pt)tzo, where oy = g + ¢
for all ¢ > 0. For w € (2 define

t—ap(w (w) ifteln [O‘ (w)’oo)’
Gulw) = {g ) iftelIn [Oj)ao(w)).

Let # = o({& :t e I})andlet Z, = o({& :r < s < t})fort >r €
I. By Theorem A.59, the system £ = (Q F, Fr1, &, Pry) is aright continuous
inhomogeneous Markov process realizing (Pr,t t>rel).

Lemma 6.9 The set M := {(t,p) : t € I, u € M(E,)} with the topology inherited
Sfrom I x M(F) is a Lusin topological space.

Proof. We here understand M = {(t,p) € I x M(F) : u(F \ E;) = 0}. For
(t,p) € I x M(F) definey, € M(I x F)by (B) = u({z € F: (t,x) € B}),
where B € #(I x F'). Let

Moy={yeMIxF):~v((I\{t}) x F)=0forsomet e I}.
Let Q = {0,711, 72, ...} be the set of positive rationals. For r € @ and n > 1 let
My,={yeMIxF):~v(I\][r,r+1/n]) x F)=0}.

Then My = Ny>1 Ureg My, r, s0 My is a Borel subset of M (I x F'). It is easy
to see that the mapping (t 1) — 7 induces a homeomorphism between M and
My N M(E). Therefore M is a Lusin topological space. O

Letb € B(E)and c € B(E)*. Let 1)(s, 2, dy) be a bounded kernel on E and let
H(s,z,dv) be a o-finite kernel from E to M (E)°. For every (s, ) € E we assume
(s, x,dy) is supported by {s} x E; and H (s, z, dv) is supposed by M ({s} x E;)°.
Then we can regard 7(s,z,dy) as a measure on E; and regard H(s,z,dv) as a
measure on M (E)°. In addition, we assume

sup [|b<s,x>| T (s, @) + (s, B)
(s,x)€E

+/ (1) Av(1)? + v, (1)]H (s, , du)} < 00, (6.30)
(Bs)°

where v, (dy) denotes the restriction of v(dy) to E, \ {z}. For (s,z) € E and
f € B(E,)" define

oo, 1) = o)) 4 o5, )@ = [ flunto,
—I—/ [e_”(f) —1+v({z})f(z)]H(s,z,dv). (6.31)
M(E,)°

The following theorem establishes the existence and regularity of a class of time-
inhomogeneous superprocesses.
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Theorem 6.10 Foreveryt € I and f € B(E;)" there is a unique bounded positive
solution (r,z) — v, (z) = V,., f(2) to the integral equation

’UTﬂf(x) = PT@[f(ft)] _/ Pr,ac [qb(svfsavs,t)} d57 (S Ita-r S ET' (632)

Moreover, we can define an inhomogeneous Borel right transition semigroup (Qy :
t > r € I) with global state space M by

/ e NQ (1, dv) = exp{—p(Vou )}, feB(E)". (633)
M(Ey)

Proof. Given f €eB (E )+ we can apply Theorem 2.21 to the time—space process
€ to see there is a unique locally bounded positive solution (t,7,x) +— ¥4(r, z) =
Vi f(r, x) to the evolution equation

- t
T(r,z) =P [f(r+t,u)] — / P o[o(r+s,ys, 0—s)]ds,  (6.34)
0

where ¢ > 0 and (r,z) € E. Moreover, the family of operators (V;);>o constitute

a cumulant semigroup. By Theorem 5.12, the corresponding superprocess in M (E)
has a right realization X = (W g %, X:,Q 1)- We define a bounded kernel on E
by

’Y(S,I,dy) = n(s,x,dy) +/ V(s,z)(dy)H(Saxady)v
M({s}xEs)°

where v/, ) (dy) denotes the restriction of v(dy) to E\{(s,z)}.Forany (s,z) € E
we can also regard (s, x, dy) as a measure on Ej. Let (7 );>0 be the semigroup of
linear operators on B(E) defined by

mef(r,x) = Pm;[f(r +t,y)] — /0 P, [b(r + 8,ys) s f(r + 5, ys)]ds
+/ P [v(r+ s,us, Fo_of (r+ s, )] ds.
0

By the construction given in Proposition A.41 it is not hard to see that for any ¢ > 0
and (r,z) € E the finite measure 7, (r, z, -) is supported by {r +t} x E,,, C E.
From the moment formula in Proposition 2.27 one can see for any u € M (E)
carried by {r} x E, the random measure X, € M(E ) is Qu-a s. carried by {r +
t} X E,.4¢. In particular, for any f € B(E,1¢)" we have 7;(s, z, iy f) = 0if
s € I\ {r}. Then we can use the result of Proposition 2.20 to see

Villpiny £)(5,2) = Ly (8)Vi(Lprny f)(s,2),  (s,2) € B. (6.35)
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Let X = (W,9,%, (a1, X;),Q.,.) be a Borel right time-space process in I x
M (E) associated with X. The existence of X follows from Theorem A.58. For
(s,p) € I x M(E) let ¢(s,pn) = (s,msp), where wop € M(E,) is defined by
mwsp(B) = pu({s} x B) for B € #(E;). Then ¢ is a surjective Borel map from
I x M(E) to M. From X and ¢ we can use Theorem A.21 to obtain a Borel
right process X = (W, 4.9, (G, Xt), QT,M) with state space M. For (r,z) € E,
r<telandfe€ B(E)"letV,.f(z)= f/t_r(l{t}f)(r, x). From (6.34) one may
see that (r,x) — V,..f(x) solves the equation (6.32). On the other hand, starting
from any solution to (6.32) one can also construct a solution to (6.34). Then the
uniqueness of the solution to (6.32) follows from that of (6.34). From (6.35) and the
semigroup property of (‘N/t)tZO it follows that V. ;V,, = V,.; forr < ¢ € I. For
r<r+tel,pe€ M(E,) and f € B(E, )" itis simple to see

Qr “67<X“f> — Qr.éTXlLe*<Xt’1{r+t}f>

— e_<lufv‘~/t(1{r+t}f)(lr7‘)> — e—(/hvnwrtﬁ'

Then (6.33) defines an 1nhom0geneous Borel transition semigroup (Q,¢ : 1 < t €

T) with global space M and X is a right realization of the corresponding homoge-
neous time—space semigroup. That gives the desired result. a

Example 6.4 Let E be a complete separable metric space. Suppose that (P;);>¢ is
a Borel right semigroup on E with a cadlag realization. Let Dy := D([0, ), E)
be the space of cadlag paths from [0, co) to E furnished with the Skorokhod metric.
Let¢ = (Dg, #°,.72,&,P,.) be the canonical realization of (P;);>¢ and let £ =
(Dp, #°,.70,,&,P,.,) be the path process of ¢ defined in Example A.2. Then £
is an inhomogeneous cadlag Markov process with global state space S := {(t,y) €
[0,00) x Dg :y = y'}. Fort > 0let Sy = {(s,y) € S : s <t} and let D%, be
defined as in Example A.2. We regard M (D?;) as a subspace of M (D) and endow

N = {(t,p) € [0,00) x M(Dg) : u(D \ D) = 0}

with the topology inherited from [0, 00) x M (D). Suppose that ¢ is a local branch-
ing mechanism on E given by (2.45) and let

b(s,y,2) = ¢(y(s),2), (s,y) €8,2>0.

The (£ L(5)—superprocess is an inhomogeneous Markov process with global state
space M and Borel right transition semigroup (Q,; : t > r > 0) given by

/ e DQri(u,dv) = exp{~p(Viuf)}, | € B(DE)T,  (636)
M (DY)

where (r,y) — 9,.4(y) = V;..f(y) is the unique bounded positive solution on S; of
the equation
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Gee(y) = Py [F(&)] - / B, (35, E 70s(€)] ds. 6.37)

In view of (A.48) we can rewrite (6.37) as

Urt(y) = Py [f(y/r/677)] - / Py [0(E(s — 1), Ts e (y/r/E57T))] ds.

A realization of the (£, ¢)-superprocess is called a (&, ¢)-historical superprocess.
Let p.(y) = y(t) fort > 0 and y € Dg. Then each p; is a Borel mapping
from Dg to E. Suppose that X = (W, ¥,%,, X, Q,,) is a realization of the (¢, ¢)-
superprocess and X = (W, 9,9, ,, X;, Q,.,,) is arealization of the (&, ¢)-historical
superprocess. If we identify DY, with E, then for every u € M(E), the process
{X;op; ' it >0} under Qo is distributed identically as {X; : ¢ > 0} under Q,,;
see Dawson and Perkins (1991, p.29). The historical superprocess not only contains
the information on the current distribution of the population but also the records the
past histories of all the individuals. This feature makes it a very powerful tool in
studying the structural properties of the superprocess.

Example 6.5 Let E be a complete separable metric space. Suppose that ¢ is a cadlag
Borel right process with state space E satisfying Condition 4.7. In the setting of
Example 4.1 we can use the {-Brownian snake { (s, (s) : s > 0} to define a process
{X; : t > 0} taking values in M (Dg) by

X,(F) = /0 " P, F e BD). (6.38)

Since s — [4(t) increases only wtlen (s = t, the random measure X, takes values
in M (D%,). In fact, the process {X; : ¢ > 0} is a realization of the (£, ¢)-historical

superprocess with local branching mechanism ¢(z) = 2.

6.6 Notes and Comments

The transformation p(dz) +— h(z)~!u(dz) in the construction of superprocesses
in spaces of infinite measures was used in Schied (1999); see also El Karoui and
Roelly (1991) and Li (1992b). A special form of the superprocess in Example 6.2
was first given in Fleischmann and Mueller (1997); see also Wang (2002).

The study of multitype superprocesses was initiated by Gorostiza and Lopez-
Mimbela (1990); see also Gorostiza and Roelly (1991), Gorostiza et al. (1992) and
Li (1992a). A special form of the two-type superprocess in Section 6.3 was studied
in Hong and Li (1999), where {X2(¢) : ¢ > 0} was interpreted as a superprocess
with immigration governed by the trajectory of {X;(¢) : ¢ > 0}. Hong and Li
(1999) proved a central limit theorem of { X5(¢) : ¢ > 0} for Brownian spatial mo-
tion and binary local branching. The corresponding moderate and large deviations
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were studied in Hong (2002, 2003) and the quenched mean limit theorems and mod-
erate deviations were discussed in Hong (2005). A quenched central limit theorem
was given in Hong and Zeitouni (2007). The multitype super-Brownian motion was
studied in Ceci and Gerardi (2006) in the framework of marked trees.

Theorems 6.7 and 6.8 are modifications of the results of Roelly and Rouault
(1989). Evans (1993) gave two representations of the conditioned superprocess with
transition semigroup (Qt)tzo defined by (6.27) or (6.29). One of those involves an
“immortal particle” that moves according to the underlying spatial motion and throw
off pieces of mass which then proceed to evolve as the original superprocess; see
also Etheridge and Williams (2003). This representation was used in Englédnder and
Kyprianou (2004) and Liu et al. (2009) to investigate the long-time growth rate
of the process. A number of limit theorems of the conditioned superprocess were
proved in Evans (1991) and Evans and Perkins (1990); see also Liu and Ren (2009),
Overbeck (1993) and Zhao (1994, 1996).

The concepts of path process and historical superprocess were introduced by
Dawson and Perkins (1991); see also Dynkin (1991a, 1991c). A nonstandard model
containing the genealogical trees of the super-Brownian motion was introduced in
Perkins (1988); see also Dawson et al. (1989b). The representation (6.38) of histor-
ical superprocesses using Brownian snakes was given in Le Gall (1993). A different
approach to the genealogical structures was developed in Donnelly and Kurtz (1996,
1999a, 1999b) using lookdown processes. A super-Brownian motion with reflecting
historical paths was constructed in Burdzy and Le Gall (2001) and Burdzy and Myt-
nik (2005) by discrete approximations.

The age-structured superprocess defined in Example 6.3 was first studied in
Bose and Kaj (2000). A different age-structured branching model was introduced
in Jagers (1995). The high-density limits of age-dependent branching particle sys-
tems was studied in Kaj and Sagitov (1998). Some other models of superprocesses
that can be obtained by transformations were given in Dawson et al. (2002c).

Let Cy := C([0,0), R?) be the set of continuous paths from [0, 0o) to RY fur-
nished with the topology of locally uniform convergence. We consider the canonical
realization § = (Cy, F, %, &, P,) of the d-dimensional diffusion process gener-
ated by the differential operator A specified in Example 6.1. Let (x, z) — ¢(x, 2)
be a subcritical local branching mechanism given by (2.45) which is jointly contin-
uous in (7,2) € R? x [0,00). Suppose that D C R? is a bounded domain with
smooth boundary dD. Let p = inf{t > 0 : & € D°} be the exit time of &
from D and let ¢ = &p,p, for t > 0. We consider the stopped diffusion pro-
cess &P = (Cy, F, 71, 6P, P,). Let 9P (x,2) = 1p(z)¢p(z,2) for x € R and
z > 0. Suppose that X = (W,¥,%,, X, Q,) is a realization of the (¢7, ¢P)-
superprocess. Then for any 1 € M (R?) we have

Quexp{—XP(f)} = exp{—p(@P)}, t>0,fc CRHT, (6.39)

where (¢, z) — vP () is the unique bounded positive solution to the integral evolu-

tion equation
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v () = Po[f (&inrp)] —Px[ /0 " B(&s, v 4 (&))ds . (6.40)

In view of (6.39) and (6.40) one would expect there is a random measure X” €
M (D¢) defined on the probability space (W, ¥, Q,,) so that

QM eXp{—XD(f)} = exp{—,u(vD)}, fe C(Rd)+’

where 2 +— v (z) is the unique bounded positive solution to the equation

T

D
o) = Puli(ern)] ~ P | [ ot vieas.
0
This observation was made rigorous by Dynkin (1991b), who showed that z —
vP () can also be defined by the nonlinear partial differential equation

{Av(x) = ¢(z,v(z)), z€D, (6.41)

v(z) = f(x), x € D°.

The random measure X  is called the exit measure of the (£, ¢)-superprocess from
D. Tt can be obtained in a limit theorem of the type of Theorem 4.6 by freezing each
particle at its exit time from D. Using the (&, ¢)-historical superprocess X, the exit
measure can be represented formally as

XP(f) = lim / at [ F(wlrp(w) 1o (7p () Xi(dw),
Cyq

where 7p(w) = inf{t > 0 : w(t) € D} for w € Cy; see Dynkin (1991c). In the
binary local branching case, it can also be represented in terms of the {-Brownian
snake; see Le Gall (1999) for details. In Salisbury and Verzani (1999, 2000), some
conditioned exit measures of the super-Brownian motion were defined and char-
acterized. Mselati (2004) applied the Brownian snake to give classifications and
probabilistic representations of positive solutions of the equation Av(x) = v(z)? in
a bounded smooth domain; see also Le Gall (1995). The interplay between super-
processes and nonlinear partial differential equations has led to many deep results.
We refer the reader to Dynkin (2002, 2004) and Le Gall (1999, 2005) for the devel-
opments in this subject.



Chapter 7
Martingale Problems of Superprocesses

Martingale problems play a very important role in the study of Markov processes.
In this chapter we investigate some martingale problems associated with Dawson—
Watanabe superprocesses. In particular, we shall prove the equivalence of a num-
ber of martingale problems for the superprocesses. The martingale problems induce
martingale measures which are not necessarily orthogonal, but still worthy in the
sense of Walsh (1986). We give a representation for the superprocesses in terms
of stochastic integrals with respect to the martingale measures. The Girsanov type
transform of Dawson (1978) is used to derive superprocesses with interactive growth
rates. For simplicity, we only consider locally compact underlying spaces and estab-
lish the results under Feller type assumptions.

7.1 The Differential Evolution Equation

Let E be a locally compact separable metric space and (P;):>0 be a transition semi-
group on E. Suppose that (P,);>¢ preserves Co(E) and t — P, f is continuous
in the supremum norm for every f € Cy(E), but the semigroup is not necessarily
conservative. Let A denote the strong generator of (P;):> defined by

P —
Af(x):tlir%M, r €E, (7.1)
where the limit is taken in the supremum norm. The domain Dy (A) of A is the to-
tality of functions f € Cy(F) for which the above limit exists. In general, this is
much smaller than the domain of the weak generator of (P;);>¢. Let ¢ be a branch-
ing mechanism given by (2.26) or (2.27). In this section, we always assume the

following conditions:

Condition 7.1 b € C(E), ¢ € C(FE)" and the operator f — ~(-, f) preserves
Co(E)™.
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Condition 7.2 = — (v(1) A v(1)?)H (z,dv) is continuous by weak convergence
on M(FE)° and Co(E)™ is preserved by the operator

fe (w(f) Av()*)H (2, dv).
M(E)°

Let ¢, (x, f) be defined by (2.29). Then the above conditions imply that both f +—
(-, f) and f — ¢n(-, f) map Co(E)" into Co(E). Recall that cg = ||b~ || +
Iy DI

Lemma 7.3 Let f € Co(E)" andlett — 7, f be defined by (2.35). Thenasn — oo
we have ¢, (x, 71 f) — ¢(x, 7 f) uniformly and increasingly on the set [0,T] x E
foreach T > 0.

Proof. Clearly, ¢,,(z, f) — &(z, f) increasingly for f € Co(E)™. Let b* = ||b— ||
and let ¢t — 7} f be defined by (2.35) with b replaced by —b*. By Corollary 5.18
we have m; f < 7/ f for ¢ > 0. From (2.37) it is easy to see the operators (7} )¢>0
preserve Co(E)*t and ¢ — =} f is strongly continuous for each f € Cy(E)™. By
Proposition A.49 we have |7} f|| < || f||e“? for ¢ > 0. Observe that

¢z, f) = dulx, f) = () f(2)* = 2n’c(z) [/ — 1+ f(z)/n]

- / [e™D) — 1+ v(f)][1 - nv(1)]H(z,dv). (7.2)
{v(1)<1/n}
Then we have

0 < d(z, f) — dnlz, f) < enlz, f) +mulx, f),
where
en(x, f) = c(@) f(x)* = 2n’c(x)[e /" — 1+ f(x)/n]

and

_ !

2 — nv xr,avr).
me =g [ ) )

By Taylor’s expansion it is simple to see that

* 1 * 1 c
en(@,mif) < enle, w7 f) < ollelllim fIIP < g™l £

Then e, (z, 7 f) — 0 uniformly on the set [0, 7] x E for each T > 0. By the
assumptions on the kernel H (x, dv), it is elementary to see that f — n,(-, f) pre-
serves Co(E)* and n,(z, f) — 0 as n — oo. Moreover, we have

1 (2, 7 f) = (2, £)]
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<o [ s - S s+ S )
) {v(1)<1/n}

< Ywrr = pllmr s+ 11 / V(1) H (z,dv),
2 {(v(1)<1/n}

sot = 1, (-, 7 f) is strongly continuous on Co(E)*. Let E = EU{d} with J being
an isolated point if F is compact and with E being the one-point compactification
of E otherwise. Then (t,x) + 0, (x, 7} f) extends continuously onto [0, 00) x E
with 9, (0,7} f) = 0 for all t > 0. Given ¢ > 0 let no(¢,z) > 1 be sufficiently
large so that 1), (¢ ») (@, 7} f) < €/2. Consequently, there is a neighborhood U (¢, x)
of (t,x) so that 1y, () (y, 75 f) < € for (s,y) € U(t,r). By the compactness, for
each T > 0 we can find a finite subset {(t;,2;) : ¢ = 1,2,...,k} of [0,T] x E so
that UX_, U (t;,2;) D [0,T] x E. Then n,,(x, 7sf) < nu(z, 75 f) < e for (s,y) €
[0,T] x E and n > ng := max;j<;<k no(t;, z;). It follows that 1, (z, 7, f) — 0
uniformly on [0, T] x E for each T > 0. That proves the desired result. O

Now let us prove a regularity property of the cumulant semigroup (V;):>o of the
(&, ¢)-superprocess, which is defined by the nonlinear integral evolution equation

t
Vif(z) + /0 ds /E 60y, Vol )Pr—o(,dy) = Pif(2), >0,z E. (1)

Recall that (V;);>¢ has the canonical representation (2.5).

Theorem 7.4 The operators (V;)>o preserve Co(E)™ and t — Vi f is continuous

in the supremum norm for each f € Co(E)T.

Proof. Forn > 1and f € Co(E)™" let (t,x) — v, (t,z, f) be the unique locally
bounded positive solution of

v(t, ) +/0 ds/Eqbn(y,v(s))Pt_s(a?,dy) =P f(z), t>0,z€FE.

The above equation is a special case of (2.21). By Proposition 2.19 it is easy to
infer that f — v, (¢, -, f) preserves Co(E)™ and ¢ — v, (t) = v, (L, -, f) is contin-
uous in the supremum norm for each f € Cy(E)™". By Proposition 2.20 we have
vn(t, @, f) — Vif(x) decreasingly. Recall that f — ¢, (-, f) maps Co(FE)T into
Co(E).Now fix T > 0and f € Co(E)" and let a = || f|le“T. Then

[on(t, - OIF < IVEfI < lmefll <@, 0<E<T.
By Lemma 7.3 for € > 0 there is an integer N = N(g,T) > 1 so that ¢(z, 7 f) —

¢On(z, e f) < € and hence ¢(z,v,,(t)) — Pn(z, v, (t)) < efor (t,z) € [0,T] x E
and n > N. From (7.3) we have

lon(t) - V|| < / (e + 160, vn(5)) — 6, Vaf)ll)ds
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t
§5T+La/ lvn(s) — Vs fllds
0

for0 <t <Tandn > N, where L, > 0 is a Lipschitz constant for the restric-
tion of the operator f — ¢(-, f) on Co(E)* N B,(E)*. By applying Gronwall’s
inequality we get

o (t) — Vif|| < T exp{Lat}.

It follows that v, (¢, z, f) — V;f(x) uniformly on [0,T] x E. Then (V;);>o pre-
serves Co(E)™ and t +— V, f is continuous in the supremum norm. O

Corollary 7.5 Let f € Co(E)™ and let t — V,f be the unique locally bounded
positive solution of (7.3). Then t — V, f is continuous in the supremum norm uni-
formly on each bounded interval.

Corollary 7.6 Let f € Cy(E) and let t — mf be the unique locally bounded
solution of (2.35). Then t — T f is continuous in the supremum norm uniformly on
each bounded interval.

Proof. For f € Cy(E)" the result follows from Corollary 7.5. The extension to
f € Co(FE) is easy. O

Let us introduce a differential form of the equation (7.3). Given f € Do(A)™ we
consider the nonlinear differential evolution equation

{ %th(x) = AVif(z) — ¢(z,Vif), t>0,xz€E, (7.4)
Vof(z) = f(z), ek

By a positive solution of (7.4) we mean a mapping ¢t — V; f from [0, 00) to Do(A)™"
that is continuously differentiable in ¢ > 0 by the supremum norm and satisfies the
equalities in (7.4). The main purpose of this section is to prove that (7.3) and (7.4)
are equivalent for any f € Do(A)*.

Theorem 7.7 Let f € Do(A)T. If t — Vi f is a positive solution of the differential
equation (7.4), it also solves the integral equation (7.3).

Proof. Fixt > Qand let g(s) = P,_,Vsf for0 < s < t. If t — V. f is a positive
solution of the differential equation (7.4), it is easy to show that

d d

9(5) = P (VeS| = Py AVef = —Piyo(Vif), 0<s<t.

Then s — (d/ds)g(s) is continuous by the supremum norm, and (7.3) follows by
integrating both sides of the above equation over [0, ¢]. a

Now we show that (7.3) also implies (7.4). Given f € Dg(A)" we define
Bof(z) = Af(z)—¢(x, f) and By, f(x) = V;%°7 f(2), using the notation of Propo-
sition 2.29. Let v be defined by (2.54). Then we have
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Buf(x) = P.By(x) - / ds /E G Vof, B Prs(msdy)  (1.5)
0
and

Bif(x) = M(z, Bof) + /N . "Dy (By f)Li(x, dv) (7.6)

fort > 0andx € F.

Lemma 7.8 For everyt > 0 and f € Do(A)" we have B.f € Co(E) and the
mapping t — By f is continuous in the supremum norm.

Proof. Since Byf € Cy(FE), by Proposition 2.32 we have immediately B,f €
Co(FE) for every t > 0. By (7.5) it is easy to show || B.f — Bof|| — Oast — 0.
Moreover, for any ¢ > r > 0 we have

IB.f — B.fll < | PBof — PBof]| + / |Pr st (V. Bof)lds
+/0 ||Pt—s¢(vsfa Bsf) - Pr—.d/)(st, Bsf)”ds
< IP.Bof — PBof + / | P (Ve f, Bof) s

4 [ NP bVt Baf) = 0(Ved, Bs) s
0
Clearly, the right-hand side tends to zero ast — 7 orr — t. Thent — B.f is

continuous in the supremum norm. a

Lemma 7.9 Let f € Do(A)T and let t — Vif be the unique locally bounded
positive solution of the integral equation (7.3). Then

SVif@)=Bif@),  1202¢F, (1.7)

where the derivative is taken in the supremum norm.

Proof. By (7.3) and Corollary 7.5 it is easy to show that (7.7) holds at ¢ = 0. For
t,s > 0 we can use (2.5) and (7.6) to get

|~ Vs (@)~ Vid (@) - Bif ()|
<n(o];0af == Bof]) + [ LD Liza)

M(E)°

where

1 —v —v —v
Js(v, f) = ’g(e () — e vVa)y — ey (By f)|.
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By the mean-value theorem we have
T 1) = e O LVef — ) — e Dw(Bof)
g‘é%%f—f)—waﬂ+¢€“””—€”“Pﬂﬂﬁm
where
v(f) Av(Vaf) < ns(f) < v(f) vV v(Vef).
Then we get
|~ Vs (@) — Vil (@)] = Buf(2)]
<[ Fns - ) - Bos]
+||B0f||/ D) — D (1)L (2, o).
M(E)°

th(x)

Given € > 0 we take N = Ny(z,¢) > 1 so that

/ v(1)Li(z,dv) < e
v(1)>N}

If (1) < N, we have
e — e D] < |u(Vy f) = v(f)] < NIIVaf = [l
It follows that
\Hmﬂﬂ>f @)~ B @)
<[ F s = 1) - Bof|mat@) + <Bos
ENIBAINGE =1 [ kG

< (|5 047 = £) = Bos || + NIBo£IIVaf = 1) mi(z) + <l Bofl.

Consequently,

. 1
Jim || (Viof = Vif) = B

-

In particular, for any 2 € E the function ¢ — V; f(x) has continuous right derivative
t — Bif(x), and thus t — V; f(z) is continuously differentiable. This implies

Vif( /Bf s, t>0,x€FE.
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Then one can use the strong continuity of ¢ — By f to see (7.7) holds in the supre-
mum norm. O

Theorem 7.10 For f € Dy(A)™T the unique locally bounded positive solution t —
Vi f of the integral equation (7.3) also solves the differential equation (7.4).

Proof. Recall that Vi, f = V.V, f for t,u > 0. Then from (7.3) it follows that

PVif —Vif = Viarf — Vif + / Pr_ o6 (Vossf)ds.
0

By Corollary 7.5 and Lemma 7.9 we see V; f € Do(A)* and AV, f = By f+¢(Vi f).
That gives (7.4). O

By a combination of Theorems 7.7 and 7.10 we obtain:

Theorem 7.11 For any f € Do(A)™, the integral equation (7.3) and the differen-
tial equation (7.4) for t — V; f are equivalent.

By modifications of the arguments given above one can prove the following:

Theorem 7.12 Forany f € Do(A)" and g € Co(E)™, the integral equation (5.32)
is equivalent to the differential evolution equation

dt
vo(z) = f(x), r e F.

d
{ Su() = Av(@) - 6w v) +g(z), t202€B, oo
Suppose that there is a Hunt process & with transition semigroup (P;);>0. Let
X = (W,9,%,, X;,Q,) be a Hunt realization of the (¢, ¢)-superprocess. Since any
function in C'(E)* is the increasing limit of a sequence of functions from Co(E)™,
we can define the transition semigroup (Q;):>0 of X by

/ NQu(u,dv) = exp{—p(Vif)),  fECE), (19
M(E)

where ¢ — V,f is the unique locally bounded positive solution of (7.3). In fact,
the operators (V});>¢ are uniquely determined by their restrictions on the smaller
set Do(A)™, which is uniformly dense in Co(FE)". Then the transition semigroup
(Q+)>0 can be defined by (7.9) for f € Dy(A)" with ¢ — V, f being the unique
positive solution of the differential equation (7.4). Similarly, the joint distribution
of X; and fg Xds can also be determined by (5.31) and (7.8). In applications we
may also consider (7.4) in a smaller class of functions as shown in the following
example.

Example 7.1 Let C2(R%) denote the set of twice continuously differentiable func-
tions on R¢ that together with all their partial derivatives up to the second order
vanish at infinity. If £ is a d-dimensional diffusion process with generator A speci-
fied in Example 6.1, then for any f € C2(R%)* we can also define (t, ) — V; f(x)
by the nonlinear partial differential equation



152 7 Martingale Problems of Superprocesses
d
{ SVif(@) = AVif () = 6w, Vif), 20w ERY oo
Vof(z) = f(x), x € R%

The operators (V;);>o are uniquely determined by their restrictions on C2(R9)*.
This follows from the fact that any function in Cy(R%)* is the limit of a sequence
of functions from C2(R?)* in the supremum norm.

7.2 Generators and Martingale Problems

Suppose that E is a locally compact separable metric space. Let £ be a Hunt process
in E with transition semigroup (P;)¢>o and let ¢ be a branching mechanism given
by (2.26) or (2.27). We assume that (P;);>( and ¢ satisfy the conditions specified at
the beginning of the first section. Let (Q);):>0 and (V};)¢>o denote respectively the
transition semigroup and the cumulant semigroup of the (&, ¢)-superprocess. Let
9 be the class of functions on M (E) of the form

F(p) = G(u(f1),-- -, n(fn)), (7.11)
where G € C%(R™) and {f1,..., fn} C Do(A). For F € 9y define
LoF () = [ [AF(1s) + 2o F' () = W) P (s )] (o)

+ [ ntao) [ oy LG40 = ) (P )| H )

—|—/ c(z)F" (p; x)u(dx), (7.12)
E
where
1
F'(psz) = lim —[F(u+edy) = F(u)] (7.13)

and F"'(p; x) is defined by the limit with F'(-) replaced by F”(-; z).

Suppose that (£2,%4,%,,P) is a filtered probability space satisfying the usual
hypotheses and { X : ¢t > 0} is a cadlag process in M (E) that is adapted to (4, )¢>0
and satisfies P[X(1)] < oo. Let us consider the following properties:

(1) ForeveryT > 0and f € Co(E)™T,
exp{—X:(Vr_¢f)}, 0<t<T,

is a martingale.
(2) Forevery f € Do(A)T,
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t
i) =eo{ - X0+ [ X7 - o) =0
0
is a local martingale.
(3) (a) The process {X; : ¢ > 0} has no negative jumps. Let N(ds,dv) be the

optional random measure on [0, 00) X M (E)®° defined by

N(ds,dv) = > 1iax,200(s.ax,)(ds, dv),
s>0

where AX, = X, — X s—s and let N (ds,dv) denote the predictable compen-
sator of N(ds,dv). Then N(ds,dr) = dsK(X,_,dv) with

K(u,dy):/Eu(dx)H(x,dy).

(b) Let N(ds,dv) = N(ds,dv) — N(ds,dv). Then for any f € Dg(A) we
have

Xo(f) = Xolf) + ME(f) + ME(S) + / X.(Af +7f — bf)ds,

where t — M¢(f) is a continuous local martingale with quadratic variation
2X;(cf?)dt and

(g d = t v V S, dv
vy = [ N

is a purely discontinuous local martingale.
(4) For every F' € 9, we have

F(X:) = F(Xo) + /t LyF(X,)ds + local mart.
0
(5) Forevery G € C?(R) and f € Dy(A) we have
G = G + [ { XX AT 421 - 1)

DX+ [ X [ (6 )

—G(X,(f) - y(f)G’(Xs(f))] H(z, dy)}ds + local mart.

E)°

Theorem 7.13 The above properties (1), (2), (3), (4) and (5) are equivalent to
each other. Those properties hold if and only if {(X¢,%;) : t > 0} is a (§,0)-
superprocess with transition semigroup (Q)¢>o.
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Proof. Clearly, (1) holds if and only if {X; : ¢ > 0} is a Markov process relative to
(9,)1>0 with transition semigroup (Q¢);>o defined by (7.9). Then we only need to
prove the equivalence of the five properties.

()=-(2): If (1) holds, then {X; : t > 0} is a (&, ¢)-superprocess, so Corol-
lary 2.28 implies

PIX:(f)] =P[Xo(m:ef)], t>0,f€ B(E), (7.14)
where (m;):>0 is defined by (2.35). Now we fix r > 0 and B € %, and define
Ji(f) = P[lBe*Xt(f)] — P[lBe*X"(Vfﬂ'f)}

fort > rand f € Dg(A)T. In view of (7.14), we can use Theorem 7.10 and
dominated convergence to show that J;(f) is continuously differentiable in ¢ > 7.
By calculating the right derivative, we have

d _d —X:(Vaf)

= —P[LpX:(Af = é(f))e D],

s=0

It follows that
t
Yi(f) = e Xel) 4 / XL (Af = ¢(f))e X Dds, t>0
0

is a martingale. By integration by parts applied to

Zi(f) = e %) and Wy (f) == exp{/o Xs(Af — qb(f))ds} (7.15)
we obtain

dH,(f) = e X = DAW,(f) + Wi (f)de ) = W, (f)dYz(f).

Then {H,(f)} is a local martingale.
(2)=(3): For f € Dq(A)™ define Z;(f) and W;(f) by (7.15). We have Z;(f) =
Hi(f)W(f)~! and so

dZ,(f) = We(f) " dH(f) — Zi— (/) Xe— (Af — ¢(f))dt (7.16)

by integration by parts. Then {Z;(f)} is a special semi-martingale; see, e.g., Del-
lacherie and Meyer (1982, p.213). By It6’s formula we find the {X;(f)} is also a
special semi-martingale. Let S(E) denote the space of finite Borel signed measures
on E endowed with the o-algebra generated by the mappings p +— u(B) for all
B € B(E). Let S(E)° = S(E) \ {0}. We define the optional random measure
N(ds,dv) on [0,00) x S(E)° by

N(ds,dv) = " 1{ax,20}0(s,ax.)(ds, dv),
s>0
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where AX, = X, — X, € S(E). Let N (ds, dv) denote the predictable compen-
sator of N (ds, dv) and let N (ds, dv) denote the compensated random measure; see
Dellacherie and Meyer (1982, pp.371-374). It follows that

Xi(f) = Xo(f) + U(f) + ME(f) + ME(S), (7.17)

where {U;(f)} is a predictable process with locally bounded variations, { M{(f)}
is a continuous local martingale and

4(f) _// N(ds,dv), t>0, (7.18)
S(E)°

is a purely discontinuous local martingale; see Dellacherie and Meyer (1982, p.353
and p.376) or Jacod and Shiryaev (2003, p.84). Let {C(f)} denote the quadratic
variation process of { Mf(f)}. By Ito’s formula,

2 = 20 = [ Z(havin +5 [ Ze(pacun
// Zo_ ()[e"D — 14 ()] N(ds, dv)
S(E)°

+ local mart. (7.19)

In view of (7.16) and (7.19) we get

AUL(F) = SACF) + X (Af — ()

+/ [e_”(f) -1+ u(f)]N(dt,du)
S(E)°

by the uniqueness of canonical decompositions of special semi-martingales; see
Dellacherie and Meyer (1982, p.213). By substituting the representation (2.27) of
¢ into the above equation and comparing both sides it is easy to find that (3.a) holds
and (3.b) holds for f € Do(A)™. For an arbitrary f € Do(A) set fT =0V f and
f= =0V (—f).Forn > 1 define

1 1
+ —n/ P,f*ds and f; :n/ P,fds. (7.20)
0 0

Then (3.b) holds for f,;F and f, € Dy(A)*, so it holds for f,, := f;F — f €
Dy(A). It is easy to show that f, — fand Af, — Af in the supremum norm as
n — oo. Therefore (3.b) is also satisfied for f € Dy(A).

(B)=@): If F € 9, is given by (7.11), it is easy to show that

Zfz 1 fn))
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and

F” ,u, Z fz GH (f1)>a:u’(f’ﬂ))

1,7=1

Consequently, we have

LoF(u ZG ((f1)s oo () )u(Afi +vfi — bfi)
/ (da) / (G + (). o iF) + v(F)

—G(ul(fr) ,...,u(fn ) = > V()G (1), s p(fn)) | H (z, dv)

i=1

+ Z GV (p(f1)s -y u(fn))p(cfifs)- (7.21)

i,7=1

Then (4) follows by (3) and It6’s formula.
#=(5): Let F(u) = G(u(f)) for G € C*(R) and f € Do(A). As a special
case of (7.21), we have

LoF(n) = G (u(/(AS +4F —bf) + G (u(F))(ef?)
w e [ e s - G
~v()E ()] H () (7.22)

Then (5) follows from (4).

(5)=(1): Let G € C?*(R) and let t — f; be a mapping from [0, 7] to Do(A)*
such that ¢ — f; is continuously differentiable and ¢t — Af; is continuous by the
supremum norm. For 0 < ¢ < T and k£ > 1 we have

G(Xi(fr) = G(Xo(fo)) + DO [G(Xenii+1)/k(Fens/n) = G(Xens n(Fenjsn)]
j=0

D [CXenGrny e (FenGan /i) = G(Xen+1)/k(Fens )]s
j=0

where the summations only consist of finitely many non-trivial terms. By applying
(5) term by term we obtain

EAG+1) /K
G(Xo(f0)) = G(Xo(fo) >+Z/“

tAj/k

=G (Xs(fenj/r))Xs (bft/\g/k)+G”(XS(ft/\j/k))XS(Cft2/\j/k)

/ X, (de) / G(Xo(Fong i) + 1 (fens/i)

{G/(Xs(ft/\j/k))XS((A + V) feni/k)

G(X (ft/\g/k))—’/(ft/\]/k) ( (ft/\]/k )]H(m,du)}ds



7.2 Generators and Martingale Problems 157

o rAGED/E ,
+ / G (XinG+1) /6 (FNXenG+1) /6 (f5)ds + My(t),
j=07tNi/k

where { M}, (t)} is a local martingale. Since { X } is a cadlag process, letting k — oo
in the equation above gives

GOX (1) = GXo(fo)) + [ t {G'(x (F)Xa(Afs +1fo — bfu + £))
+ G (X (f2) X (ef?) / X, (d) /W) Xo(f) + v(f2))
~ G (1) = V()G (X (1) (o) s 4 00,

where {M (t)} is a local martingale. For any f € D(A)™ we may apply the above
to G(z) = e #and f; = Vp_.f to see t — exp{—X:(Vr_.f)} is a local martin-
gale. Then the assertion of (1) follows by dominated convergence. ad

Corollary 7.14 Let {(X:,%:) : t > 0} be a cadlag (&, ¢)-superprocess satisfy-
ing P[Xo(1)] < oo. Then for every T > 0 and f € Dy(A) there is a constant
C(T, f) > 0 such that

P| sup [X.(f)I] < C(T, ) {PXo(L)] + VPIXo(D] }.

0<t<T
Proof. By the above property (3.b) and Doob’s martingale inequality we have

Pl sup XNl < PIXo(A)] +P[ sup |M7(f >|]

0<t<
+P sup ‘/ / Hlgvay<iyN(ds, d”)H
0<t<T M(E)°
+P sup ‘/ / 1{ (1)>1}N(d5 dll)H
0<t<T M(E)°

+p[ [ x40 - bf)|ds]
< P[IXo(f)]] +2{P[/OT Xs(cfz)ds]}l/z

P[/OTds/EXs(dm)/{V(l)q}V(f)ZH(:c,du)]}l/2

+2P[/0Tds/EXs(dx)/{V(l)>l}1/(|f|)H(a:,dy)]
+P[/OT Xs(|Af+’Yf—bf|)ds].

Then the desired inequality follows by simple estimates based on Corollary 2.28.
O

Corollary 7.15 Suppose that v(1)?H (z, dv) is a bounded kernel from E to M (E)°
and {(X4,%,) : t > 0} is a cadlag (€, ¢)-superprocess satisfying P[Xo(1)] < oo.
Then for every f € Dy(A),
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M(f) = Xi(f) - Xolf) - / Xo(Af +~f —bf)ds (7.23)

is a square integrable (¢4;)-martingale with increasing process

(M () = /0 ds /E a(z, £)X.(dz), (7.24)

where q(x, f) is defined by (2.59).

Proof. Since {X; : t > 0} is a (£, ¢)-superprocess, it satisfies the properties (1)—
(5). In particular, from (3) one sees that (7.23) defines a local martingale with in-
creasing process (7.24). From (7.14) we see that ¢ — P[X;(1)] is locally bounded,
so {M;(f)} is actually a square integral martingale. O

Corollary 7.16 Suppose that the branching mechanism ¢ has the special form with
H(x, M(E)°) =0 forall x € E. Then any cadlag (&, )-superprocess {(Xt, %) :
t > 0} is a.s. continuous. Conversely, if {(Xt, %) : t > 0} is a continuous process
in M(E) and if for every f € Do(A) the process {M;(f) : t > 0} defined by (7.23)
is a (4;)-local martingale with increasing process

(M(f)) =2 / ds /E () ()2 X (dx), (7.25)

then {(X,%;) : t > 0} is a (§, §)-superprocess.

Proof. If {(X:,%,) : t > 0} is a cadlag (&, ¢)-superprocess, by Theorem 7.13 it has
property (3) with K (u, M(E)°) = 0. Then {X; : ¢ > 0} is a.s. continuous. That
gives the first assertion. Conversely, if {X; : ¢ > 0} is continuous in M (E) and
if for every f € Dg(A) the process in (7.23) is a local martingale with increasing
process given by (7.25), we can use Itd’s formula to obtain

G(X,(f) = G(Xo(f)) + / G (Xa (/) Xa(AF +~f — bf)ds
+ /75 G (X4(f))Xs(cf?)ds + local mart.
0

Then another application of Theorem 7.13 gives the second assertion. O

The above property (4) implies that the generator of the (£, ¢)-superprocess is
the closure of (Lo, %) in the sense of Ethier and Kurtz (1986). Under suitable
assumptions, we can replace Do (A) by a larger function class in Theorem 7.13 and
its corollaries. In particular, if P;1 € C(FE) for every ¢ > 0 and there exists a
function A1 € C'(E) such that

1
lim —[PA(r) ~1] = Al(x), z€E (7.26)
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by the uniform convergence, we can extend the operator A to the linear span D(A)
of Do(A) and the constant functions. In this case, the results of Theorem 7.13
and its corollaries remain true with Dy(A) replaced by D(A). Of course, we have
D(A) = Dy(A) if E is a compact metric space. Recall that C? (IR ;) denotes the set
of bounded continuous real functions on R with bounded continuous derivatives
up to the second order. From Theorem 7.13 we derive immediately the following
characterization of a CB-process.

Theorem 7.17 Suppose that {(x(t),%;) : t > 0} is a positive cadlag process such
that P[z(0)] < oc. Then {(x(t),%;) : t > 0} is a CB-process with branching
mechanism given by (3.1) if and only if for every f € C?(R, ) we have

Fa() = f(@(0) + /O Lo f(2(s))ds + local mart.,
where
Lof(x) = cef"(x) — ba f'(x) + /000 z[f(x + 2) = f(z) — 2f'(x)]m(d2).

The martingale problems for the (£, ¢)-superprocess can also be reformulated
on the state space of tempered measures. In the next two theorems we assume h €
Dy(A) is a strictly positive function satisfying Ah < ah for some constant o >
0. From (6.12) we see that h is an a-excessive function for (P;);>¢. Recall that
My, (E) is the space of measures 1 on E satisfying p(h) < oo and Cp,(F) is the
set of continuous functions f on E satisfying | f| < const - h. Let Dy (A) = {f €
Do(A) N CK(E) : Af € Cn(E)}. Let f — ¢(-, f) be a branching mechanism
given as in Section 6.1 with p = h and let (Q¢);>0 be the transition semigroup on
M;,(E) defined by (6.6) and (6.11). Suppose that f — h=¢ (-, hf) — af satisfies
the conditions for the branching mechanism specified at the beginning of the first
section. The proof of the following theorem is similar to that of Theorem 7.13.

Theorem 7.18 Let (§2,%,%,, P) be a filtered probability space satisfying the usual
hypotheses and let { X, : t > 0} be a cadlag process in My, (F) that is adapted to
(4,)1>0 and satisfies P[Xo(h)] < oo. Then Theorem 7.13 still holds when M (E),
Co(F) and Dy(A) are replaced by My, (E), Cr(E) and Dy (A), respectively.

If the semigroup (P;);>o given by (6.10) has a Hunt realization, the (&, ¢)-
superprocess has a cadlag realization in M}, (FE) by Theorem 6.3. The following
theorem describes another situation where a cadlag realization in M}, (E) of the
(&, ¢)-superprocess exists.

Theorem 7.19 Suppose that £ is a Hunt process. Then for every € My (E) there
is a cadlag realization {X; : t > 0} in My,(E) of the (£, ¢)-superprocess with
initial value Xo = (.

Proof. Given p € M, (E) we write 1 = Y .=, p; for a sequence of finite measures
{pi 1 =1,2,...} C M(E).Let{X;(t):¢t>0},i=1,2,... be a sequence of
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independent cadlag (&, ¢)-superprocesses in M (E) with X;(0) = p;, 4 =1,2,.. ..
Forn > k > 1itis easy to see that

n

Zin(t)=>_ Xi(t), t>0

i=k

is a cadlag realization of the (£, ¢)-superprocess in M (E) with initial state py, , :=
> i, fi- By the assumptions on the branching mechanism one can see as in the
proof of Corollary 7.14 that

P sup (Zyn(s), )] < Ot 1) [{en, B) + s )72],

where ¢t — C(t, h) is a locally bounded function. The right-hand side tends to zero
as k,n — oo. Then

Xt:ZXi(t), t>0
=1

defines a cadlag process in M}, (E). This process is clearly a realization of the (&, ¢)-
superprocess with Xy = p. O

7.3 Worthy Martingale Measures

In this section, we assume E is a Lusin topological space. However, the results
obtained here can obviously be modified to the case of a Lusin measurable space.
Given a signed measure K (ds,dz,dy) on Z((0,00) x E?) with the total variation
|K|(ds, dz, dy) satisfying |K|((0,T] x E?) < oo for all T > 0, we define the
bilinear form

T
(R = [ [ rsalgls. ) Kids.dz.ag), a.27)

where f,g € B((0,T] x E). We say the signed measure is symmetric if (f,g)x.r =
(9, f)grforallT > 0and f,g € B((0,7] x E), and say K (ds, dx,dy) is positive
definite if (f, f)x,r > Oforall T > 0 and f € B((0,T] x E). For a symmetric and
positive definite signed measure K (ds, dz, dy), one shows by a standard argument
the following Schwarz’s inequality

(fr9%kr < (f, Nrr(g.9) k1 (7.28)

In particular, those apply to random (positive) measures K (ds, dz, dy).
Now let (2,%,%,,P) be a filtered probability space satisfying the usual hy-
potheses. Suppose that for each B € Z(F) there exists a square-integrable cadlag
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(%,)-martingale {M,(B) : t > 0} satisfying My(B) = 0. The system {M(B) :
t > 0;B € B(E)} is called a martingale measure on E if for every t > 0 and
every disjoint sequence { By, Ba, ...} C B(FE) we have

M; ( kf_jl Bk) = g:l M,(By,)

by the convergence in L?({2, P). A martingale measure {M;(B) : t > 0;B €
PB(E)} is said to be worthy if there is a random measure K (ds,dx,dy) on
A((0,00) x E?) such that:

(1) K(ds,dz,dy) is symmetric and positive definite;
(2) t— K((0,t] x A x B) is predictable for all A, B € Z(F) and

P{K((0,t] x E*)} < o0, t>0; (7.29)
(3) foreveryt > s > 0and A, B € #(F) we have
[(M(A), M(B)): — (M(A), M(B))s| < K((s,t] x Ax B). (7.30)

In this case, we call K(ds, dx, dy) the dominating measure of {My(B) : t > 0; B €

Let % denote the semi-algebra consisting of rectangles on (0,00) x E? of the
form (s,t] x A x Bfort > s> 0and A, B € #(F). Given a worthy martingale
measure {M;(B) : t > 0; B € #(F)} with dominating measure K (ds, dz, dy),
we define a random set function 7(w, -) on Z by

(s, 1] x Ax B) = (M(A), M(B)); — (M(A), M(B))s.

Since the o-algebra Z(E) is separable, n(w, -) can be extended to a random signed
measure on %((0,00) x E?) with total variation dominated by K (w, -). It is sim-
ple to see that n(w,ds,dz,dy) is symmetric and positive definite. We refer to
n(w,ds,dz, dy) as the covariance measure of {My(B) : t > 0;B € A(E)}.
We say the martingale measure is orthogonal if n(w, ds,dx,dy) is a.s. carried by
[0,00) x A(E), where A(E) = {(z,z) : « € E}. An orthogonal martingale mea-
sure is called a time—space white noise if {M;(B) : t > 0} is a one-dimensional
Brownian motion for every B € Z(F).

Proposition 7.20 A worthy martingale measure {My(B) : t > 0; B € B(E)} is
orthogonal if and only if {M:(A) : t > 0} and {M(B) : t > 0} are orthogonal
martingales whenever A and B € B(E) are disjoint.

Proof. Suppose that {M;(B) : t > 0; B € B(E)} is orthogonal and A, B € A(E)
are disjoint sets. Then (M (A), M(B)): = n((0,t] x A x B) vanishes, so {M;(A) :
t > 0} and {M,(B) : t > 0} are orthogonal martingales. Conversely, suppose that
{M(A) : t > 0} and {My(B) : t > 0} are orthogonal whenever A and B € #(E)
are disjoint. Then 7((0,¢] x A x B) = (M(A), M(B)); vanishes when A and
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B € #(F) are disjoint, and hence 7(w, ds, dx, dy) is carried by [0, c0) x A(E).
O

Let .Z be a linear space of Borel functions on E. Suppose that for each f € &
there is a square-integrable cadlag (%;)-martingale {M;(f) : ¢t > 0} satisfying
My(f) = 0. The family {M;(f) : t > 0; f € £} is called a martingale functional
if for every t > 0 the following properties hold:

(1) For each ¢ € R and each f € .Z we have a.s. M;(cf) = cM(f).
Q) If f, f1,f2,... € L and f = Y 7, fi by bounded pointwise convergence,
then

Mi(f) = Mi(fr)
k=1

by the convergence in L?(2, P).

Proposition 7.21 For each worthy martingale measure {M;(B) : t > 0;B €
B(E)} there is a martingale functional {M,(f) : t > 0;f € B(E)} so that
M;(1p) = My(B) a.s. for every t > 0 and every B € B(E). Moreover, for any
f € B(E) the (4;)-martingale {M(f) : t > 0} has increasing process

(e = [ [ 5@ ftomtas.az. ). (.31

Proof. We shall give an explicit construction of the martingale functional { M, (f) :
t>0;f € B(E)}.If f € B(E) is a simple function given by

flz) = ZbilBi (x), zeE,

i=1
where b; € Rand B; € #(F) fori = 1,...,n, we define
My(f) = biM(B;),  t>0.

i=1

It is easy to see that { My (f) : t > 0} is a cadlag martingale with increasing process
given by (7.31). For a general function f € B(FE) let { f; } be a sequence of simple
functions on F so that || fz — f|| — 0 as & — oc. By Doob’s martingale inequality
and the definition of the worthy martingale measure,

P sup [M,(fi) = M(F)PP] < 4P[(fe~ fi. fi = i)l
o < 4l fi — f5IPPLE(0,1] x E2)]

for any £ > j > 1. Then there is a square-integrable cadlag (¥;)-martingale
{M:(f) : t > 0} independent of the choice of { f;} so that
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lim P[ sup [M,(fi) = My(f)2] =0, t=0.

k—o0 0<s<t

Since (7.31) holds when f is replaced by f, for any ¢ > r > 0 we have

E[Mt(fk)Q - Mr(fk)2 - (fk:a fk)n,t + (fk7 fk)mr] =0.

Then we can let k& — oo to see {M;(f) : ¢ > 0} has increasing process (7.31). It
is easy to show that {M;(f) : t > 0; f € B(FE)} satisfies the two properties in the
definition of a martingale functional. a

The worthy martingale measure defined above is finite. Let h € p#(E) be a
strictly positive function. Recall that B, (F) denotes the set of functions f € #(FE)
such that | f| < const - h. Instead of (7.29) one can also define a worthy martingale
measure with dominating measure K (ds, dz, dy) satisfying

P[/Ot /E h(z)h(y)K (ds,dz, dy)| < oo, ¢ > 0.

Let B, = {x € E: h(z) > 1/n} and let By(E) = {B € #4(F) : B C E, for
some n > 1}. A family of square-integrable cadlag (¢;)-martingales {M;(B) : t >
0; B € By(E)} is called a o-finite worthy martingale measure on E if (7.30) holds
forallt > s > 0and A, B € %y (FE). Following the arguments in the proof above,
we can extend the o-finite worthy martingale measure to a martingale functional
{M:(f) : t > 0; f € Bi(FE)}. For simplicity we shall only discuss finite worthy
martingale measures in this section, but all the results can be reformulated for o-
finite worthy martingale measures.

Now suppose we are given a worthy martingale measure {M;(B) : t >
0; B € #(FE)} on E with covariance and dominating measures 7(ds, dz, dy) and
K (ds,dz, dy), respectively. The martingale functional {M,(f) : t > 0; f € B(E)}
given in Proposition 7.21 is clearly unique in the following sense: If {Z;(f) : ¢t >
0; f € B(E)} is also a martingale functional so that Z; (1) = M;(B) a.s. for every
t > 0 and every B € A(E), then M (f) = Z(f) a.s. for every ¢ > 0 and every
f € B(E). A real-valued two-parameter process {hs(z) : s > 0,2 € E} is said
to be progressive if for every t > 0 the mapping (w, s,z) — hs(w, z) restricted
to 2 x [0,t] x E is measurable relative to ¢; x A([0,t] x E). Let & = P (%)
denote the o-algebra on {2 x [0,00) generated by all real-valued left continuous
processes adapted to (%;). A progressive process {hs(x) : s > 0,z € E} is said
to be predictable if the mapping (w, s,x) — hs(w,x) is (& x HB(E))-measurable.
Let 2 (E) be the space of two-parameter predictable processes h = {hs(z) : s >
0,z € E} satisfying

IRl == {P[(hl, M) kr]} 2 <00,  T>0. (7.32)

It is easy to show that each || - || k7 is a seminorm on % (E). We identify h; and
hy € L2 (E) if ||hy — he| kv = 0 for every T' > 1. Then



164 7 Martingale Problems of Superprocesses

oo

1
da(h1,hy) = o 5 (LA [ = halxc.n) (7.33)

n=1

defines a metric on .Z2(E). We call {gs(z) : s > 0,z € E} a step process if it is
of the form

qs(z) = go(x) 10} (s +Zgz o) (5), (7.34)

where each (w,z) — g¢;(w,z) is a (¥,, x ZA(F))-measurable function and {0 =
ro < rp < re < ---}isasequence increasing to infinity. Clearly, a step process is
predictable. Let £ (E) be the set of step processes in .25 (E).

Proposition 7.22 The metric space (£L%(E),dz) is complete and £Y(E) is a
dense subset of L2 (E).

Proof. Suppose that {h;} is a Cauchy sequence in .Z7(E). Then for any fixed
n > 1 the restrictions of {hx} to £2 x [0,n] x E form a Cauchy sequence with
respect to the seminorm || - || x ,, defined by (7.32). It is easily seen that

Q. (dw,ds,dz,dy) = P(dw)K (w,ds, dz, dy)

defines a finite measure on ¥ x %((0,n] x E?). Forany ¢ > 0 and j, k > 1 we
have

Qn{(w,ls,x,y)yi |hj(w,s,z) — hip(w, s, z)| > e}
< —P[/O /E2 |hj(s,z) — hk(s,x)K(ds,d%dy)}

g

IN

“P[ (1 = ol Iy = ) K ((0,m) x E2) 7]

i
< Zllhy = hellaP[K ((0,n] B2,

where the second inequality follows from (7.28). Then for each ¢ > 1 we can choose
{; > 1 so that

Qui{(w,s,2,9) : |hj(w,s,2) = hy(w,s,2)| > 1/2'} <1/2°
for all 5, k > ;. In addition, we can assume [; — oo increasingly as ¢ — oo. Let

F={(w,s2,9) : [, (w,s,2) — by, (w,8,2)] > 1/2°}

i+1(

and Ny = N5_; U2, F;. We have

a(Ur)<Y 5= g

i=m




7.3 Worthy Martingale Measures 165

and hence Q,,(N;) = 0. For any (w, s,z,y) € Ny there is some m > 1 so that
|hi, (w, s,2) — g, (w, s,2)] < 1/2% for all i > m, and hence {h;,(w,s, )} is a
Cauchy sequence. Now define the predictable process

h(w,s,x)zlimsuphli(%s,x), w€N,s>0,xe k.

We have hy, (w, s,z) — h(w, s, z) for all (w, s, z,y) € Nf.Let
N = {(w,s,2,y) € 2 x (0,n] x E®: (w,s,z,y) or (w,s,y,z) € Ny }.

Then Q,(N) = 0 by the symmetry of K (ds, dx,dy). Moreover, h;, (w,s,x) —
hw, s, ) and hy, (w, s,y) — h(w,s,y) for all (w,s,z,y) € N° Forany ¢ > 0
let m(e) > 1 be such that ||hy — hj||xn < € for j,k > m(e). Letting j — oo
along the sequence {/;} and applying Fatou’s lemma we see ||hy — bk, < €
for k > m(e). Thus |hx — h|lkn, — 0as k — oo. Since n > 1 was arbitrary,
it is easy to define a process h € ZZ(E) so that hy, — h relative to the metric
defined by (7.33). That gives the first assertion of the proposition. To prove the
second assertion, note that the o-algebra & x Z(F) can be generated by bounded
two-parameter step processes. Let b-Z%(E) and b2 (E) denote respectively the
sets of bounded elements of ZZ(FE) and .Zy(E). By Proposition A.l one sees
that b} (F) is dense in b.Z%(E). Now let h € ZZ(FE). For any k > 1 define
hy € bLE(E, k) by hi(w, s,z) = h(w, s, 2)1{|n(w,s,z)|<k}- Then we have

bk = hll%,n =P

/0 /E2 |h(s, 2)h(s, Y)|1{|h(s,2)| >k, | h(s,y) >k} K (ds, dz,dy) |,

which tends to zero as k — oo. Then b.#Z(E) is dense in 2 (E), so bZ2(E) is
also dense in L% (E). 0

We are now ready to define the stochastic integrals of processes in £~ (E) with
respect to the martingale measure {M;(B) : t > 0; B € #(F)}. For a step process
q € ZY(F) given by (7.34), each g; is a deterministic Borel function on E under
the conditional probability P{:|%,,}. Then we can use the martingale functional
induced by {M;(B) : t > 0; B € %(E)} to define the process { M,  r:(g9i) —
M, a+(g:) : t > 0}, which is a square-integrable cadlag (¥; )-martingale first under
P{:|%,,} and then under P. It follows that

o0
Z Tip1 At gl M’I“i/\t(gi):l’ 4 Z 0
=0

is a square-integrable cadlag (%;)-martingale. The increasing process of {M;(q;) :
t > 0} is clearly given by

f —/ / QS qg dS dz dy)
E2

For a general process h € Z#(E), choose a sequence {gr} C Z>(E) so that
da (g, h) — 0 as k — oo. By Doob’s martingale inequality,
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P sup Ma(as(s) —g(3))°] < 4P[(ak — 45,05 — 45).0]
< 4llar — gl % >

which tends to zero as j,k — oo. Then there is a square-integrable cadlag (¥;)-
martingale { M (h;) : t > 0} so that

lim P[ sup |M qr(s)) — Ms(hs)ﬂ =0, n>1.
k—oo  Lo<s<n

It is easy to see that {M;(h;) : ¢ > 0} has increasing process

(hy h)n,t —/ / (y)n(ds, dz, dy). (7.35)
E2

My (hy) /Ot/Ehs(z)M(ds,dx)

and call it the stochastic integral of h € L%(E) with respect to {M(B) : t >
0;B e B(E)}.

We next prove an important property of stochastic integrals with respect to the
martingale measure. Suppose that F' is another Lusin topological space and A is a
finite Borel measure on F. Let {h(s,z,2) : s > 0,2 € E,z € F} be a predictable
process satisfying

PUFA(dz) [ [E h(s,a:,z)h(s,y,z)|K(ds,dx,dy)} <00 (136)

for every n > 1. The above condition implies

P[/On /E |h(s,:v,z)h(s,y,z)|K(ds,da:,dy)] < 00

for M-a.e. z € F. Then the stochastic integral

) :/Ot/Eh(s,a:,z)M(ds,dx) (7.37)

is well-defined for A-a.e. z € F. On the other hand, using (7.28) we have

We shall write

P{/F? (Ih(zl)|>|h(z2)|)K’n/\(dZ1)/\(dzg)]
P[(|h(21)|,|h(zl)\) " (|h(z2)], |h(z2)|) }A(dzl)/\(sz)

{PLIREL I )} Nz

2

<),
<J.



7.3 Worthy Martingale Measures 167
1/2
[ PR AG) ]} Naz)
<A [ PUREL D 7). (138)
The right-hand side is finite by (7.36). It follows that
H(s,z):= / h(s,z,z)\(dz), s>0,zeE (7.39)
F

defines a predictable process H € % (E). Therefore

t'—>/0t/EH(s7x)M(ds,da:)

is well-defined as a square-integrable cadlag martingale. From (7.39) and (7.37) it
is natural to expect

/F My(2)A\(dz) = /O t /E H(s,z)M(ds, dz). (7.40)

The above formula is called a stochastic Fubini’s theorem for the martingale mea-
sure, which means that (w, z) — M;(w, z) has a (¢, x %(F))-measurable version
and the equality holds with probability one. To establish the formula rigorously we
first prove the following:

Lemma 7.23 Let h and hy, be predictable processes satisfying condition (7.36).
Suppose that (7.40) holds for every hy, and

/FP[(|hk(z) — h(2)|, |hr(z) — h(z)\)Kn])\(dz) —0 (7.41)

as k — oo for every n > 1. Then (7.40) also holds for the process h.

Proof. Step 1. Let My(t, z) be defined by the right-hand side of (7.37) with h re-
placed by hy. Since (7.40) holds for Ay, the function (w, 2) — My (w,t,2) has a
(4, x PB(F))-measurable version. By (7.41) it is easy to show that

P[/F|Mk(t,z) —Mj(t,z)|2/\(dz)] ~0

as j, k — oo. Then there is a (¥; x %B(F'))-measurable function (w, z) — N¢(w, z)
so that

P{/F|Mk(t7,z) —Nt(z)|2)\(dz)] — 0, (7.42)

and hence
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/ Ma(t, )A\(dz) — / Ny(2)A(dz) (7.43)
F F

in L?(£2,P) because \ is a finite measure. By (7.42) we can choose a sequence {k; }
so that My, (t,2) — Ny(z) in L?(§2,P) for M-a.e. z € F. On the other hand, by
(7.41) there is a subsequence {k;} C {k;} so that [|hy(-,-,2) — (-, 2) [k — O
forevery n > 1 and A\-ae. z € F. Then My (t,z) — M;(2) in L?(£2, P) for M-a.e.
z € F. 1t follows that M;(z) = N;(z) a.s. for \-a.e. z € F.

Step 2. Let Hj, be defined by the right-hand side of (7.39) with h replaced by hy.
From (7.41) and the calculations in (7.38) we have ||Hy, — H||x,, — 0as k — oo
for every n > 1. It follows that

/Ot/EHk(&x)M(ds,dm) H/Ot[EH(s,x)M(d&dx) (7.44)

in L2(£2,P) as k — oco. By the assumption of the lemma,

/Mktz (dz) //Hks;z:)M(dsdx)

This together with (7.43) and (7.44) yields a.s.

/FNt(z)A(dz) :/Ot/EH(s,x)M(ds,da;),

which is just what (7.40) means. O

Theorem 7.24 Let {h(s,x,z) : s > 0,x € E,z € F} be a predictable process
satisfying (7.36). Let {M;(z) : t > 0,z € F} and {H(s,z) : s > 0,z € E} be
defined by (7.37) and (7.39), respectively. Then (7.40) holds a.s. for every t > 0.

Proof. Let A be the class of bounded predictable process h = {h(s,x,z) : s >
0,z € E, z € F} for which the theorem holds. Then Lemma 7.23 implies that J# is
closed under bounded pointwise convergence. If h(w, s, z, z) = ¢q(w, s, x) f(2) for
abounded (& x #(F))-measurable function g on 2 x [0,00) X E and a bounded
P(F)-measurable function f on F, then (7.40) holds clearly. By Proposition A.1,
the class .7 contains all bounded (& x #(F) x 4(F'))-measurable processes. For
a general predictable process h = {h(s,z,z) : s > 0,x € E,z € F} satisfying
(7.36), the result follows from Lemma 7.23 by an approximation using the sequence
defined by hy := hl{p <k} a

7.4 A Representation for Superprocesses

Suppose that E'is a locally compact separable metric space. Let £ be a Hunt process
in E with transition semigroup (P;);>0 and ¢ a branching mechanism given by
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(2.26) or (2.27). We assume that (P;);>o and ¢ satisfy the conditions specified at
the beginning of the first section and v/(1)? H (z,dv) is a bounded kernel from E to
M(E)°. Suppose that {X; : ¢ > 0} is a cadlag (&, ¢)-superprocess relative to the
filtration (¢, ):>¢ satisfying P[X(1)] < oc.

Theorem 7.25 The martingales defined in (7.23) induce a worthy (¢, )-martingale
measure {My(B) : t > 0; B € B(E)} satisfying

/ / f(x)M(ds, dx), t>0,f€ Do(A) (7.45)

and having covariance measure defined by

(s, dy) = ds [ 26(2)6.(do)3. ()X, (42)

—l—ds/EXs(dz) /M(E) v(de)v(dy)H (z,dv).  (7.46)

Proof. We first note that (7.23) and (7.24) define a martingale functional { M (f) :
t > 0; f € Do(A)}. For each n > 1 define the measure p,, € M (E) by

_p{ /O " ds /E [20(2’) F2)+ /M(E)o V(f)y(l)H(z,du)]Xs(dz)},

where f € B(E). Itis well-known that Cy(E) is dense in L?(u,,); see, e.g., Hewitt
and Stromberg (1965, p.197). Since Dy(A) is dense in Cy(E) by the supremum
norm, it is also dense in L?(u,,). Consequently, for any f € B(E) there is a se-
quence {fr} C Do(A) so that limy_ oo pin(|fr — f|?) = O for every n > 1. By
Doob’s martingale inequality and Corollary 7.15,

P[ s M.l 4] <ap{ ["as [ Jeoln) - s
+ /M(E)o v(|fr — fj|)2H(z,du)} Xs(dz)}

<4P{Ands/ 20(2)|fil2) — £;(2)2

v(fs - F P H (z,dw}xs(dz)}
M(E)°
< dpn(|fr — f]| )-

The right-hand side goes to zero as j, k — oo. Then there is a square-integrable
cadlag (¢ )-martingale {M;(f) : t > 0} so that

lim P[ sup [M,(fi) = My(f)2] =0, t=0.

k—oo 0<s<t
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It is easy to see that {M;(f) : ¢ > 0; f € B(FE)} is a martingale functional. Let
M (B) = My(1g) fort > 0and B € B(E). Then {M;(B) : t > 0; B € B(E)}
is a worthy martingale measure with covariance measure 7(ds, dz, dy). a

It is easy to see that the martingale measure defined by (7.45) is orthogonal if
and only if the branching mechanism ¢ can be chosen in a way so that H (z, dv)
is concentrated on {ud, : u > 0} for all z € E. The following theorem gives a
representation of the superprocess in terms of a stochastic integral with respect to
the martingale measure.

Theorem 7.26 Let {M(B) : t > 0; B € B(E)} be the worthy (¥;)-martingale
measure defined by (7.45) and (7.46). Then for any t > 0 and f € B(E) we have
a.s.

X (f) = Xo(mef) +/0 [Ewt,sf(x)M(ds,dw), (7.47)

where t — T, f is defined by (2.35).

Proof. Since (s,x) — 1{s<nm—sf(x) is a deterministic measurable function, the
stochastic integral on the right-hand side of (7.47) is well-defined. Let us consider a
partition A = {0 =¢p < t; < --- < t, =t} of [0,t]. Let |A| = maxi<;<n |t; —
t;—1|. Forany f € Do(A)" one can use Theorem 7.10 to see

%wtf(x)z(A—i—'y—b)mf(x), t>0,z€F.

It follows that

Xi(f) = Xo(me f) + ZXt,;(Wt—t,;f —T—t; 1 f)

+ Z (Xt (et f) — Xeoy (me—t,, )]
=1

SECCTED Y B ACEREENTE

i=17t"t

Z My, (-, f) — My, (7t )]
/ X A—F’}/—b)ﬂ't ti_ 1f)

By letting |A| — 0 and using the right continuity of s — X and the strong con-
tinuity of s — 74 f we obtain (7.47) for f € Do(A)". For any f € Cy(F) we let
fn = fF — f for the functions f;" and f, defined by (7.20). Note that f,, — f
in the supremum norm as n — oo. Using this approximation we get (7.47) for
f € Co(FE). The result for a general function f € B(FE) follows by Proposition A.1.

O



7.4 A Representation for Superprocesses 171

To conclude this section, we give an application of the results above by proving
a structural property of the (&, ¢)-superprocess. For this purpose we consider the
following condition:

Condition 7.27 There exists a o-finite measure \ on E and a Borel function
(t,z,y) — pi(x,y) on (0,00) x E? so that

Py(z,dy) = pi(x,y)A(dy), t>0, z,y€E,

and there exists a constant 0 < o < 1 and a locally bounded function t — C(t) on
[0, 00) so that

pt(x7y) Stiac(t)v t>03 x,yEE.

Theorem 7.28 Suppose that Condition 7.27 holds. Then for every t > 0 we have
P{ X, is absolutely continuous with respect to \} = 1.

Proof. By the expression (2.37) one can show that for any ¢ > 0 and x € E the
finite measure 7 (x, dy) is absolutely continuous with respect to A(dy) with density
qi(x,y) satisfying

ai(w,y) < g(t) =t IO + K(t),  t>0,2,y€E,
where ¢ — K(t) is a locally bounded function on [0,00). Let f € Co(E)" be a
strictly positive function satisfying (A, f) < oo and define \;(dz) = f(z)A(d2).
Let {M(B) : t > 0; B € #(R)} be the martingale measure defined by (7.45) and

(7.46). Recall that ¢ = ||b—|| + ||7(-, 1)]| and set ¢s(x, z) = 0 for s < 0. For any
n > 1 we have

P{ /E Ar(d2) /O ' [E ] qf,_s(x,z)qt_s(y,z)n(ds,dos,dy)]
< P[ /0 gt — 5)ds /E 20(x)7rtsf(x)XS(dx)]
+P[/Otg(t—s)ds/EXs(dx) /M(E)o u(msf)u(l)H(x,dy)}
< ec“lIfIIP[/Otg(t—s)ds/Eq(x, 1)Xs(dx)] < o0,

where ¢(z, 1) is defined by (2.59) with f = 1. Then using Theorems 7.24 and 7.26
we get

&mzénwwwzéﬂmwmwx

where

1) = [ ate %o + [ [ o),
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By considering a sequence { f,,} dense in C(E)™" we obtain the desired result. O

Example 7.2 If £ is a Brownian motion in R, then Condition 7.27 holds with A being
the Lebesgue measure. Thus for the super-Brownian motion the random measures
{X}; : t > 0} are absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure.

7.5 Transforms by Martingales

In this section, we assume E is a locally compact separable metric space and £ is
a Hunt process with Feller transition semigroup (P,);>¢. Let us consider a local
branching mechanism ¢ given by (2.45) with constant function b(z) = b > 0.
Suppose in addition that ¢ € C(E)* and = — (u A u?)m(z,du) is continuous
by weak convergence on (0,00). Let X = (Wy,%,%;, X;,Q,.) be the subprocess
of the (&, ¢)-superprocess generated by the multiplicative functional {m; : ¢ > 0}
given by (6.25). Recall that i = p(1)~ 'y for u € M(E)°. Let L be defined by
(7.12) for the local branching mechanism.

Theorem 7.29 Under Q u the process { Xy : t > 0} solves the martingale problem:
Forany F € 9 given by (7.11),

F(Xt):/ LoF(X ds+2/ ds/ F/(X;2) Xs(d2)
/ds/X dx/ [F(X, + udy) — F(X,)]um(z, du)

+ local mart. (7.48)

Proof. Let H(u) = pu(1)F(p) for p € M(E). The operator Ly can still be applied
to H although the function is not necessarily in %;. In fact, it is easy to see that

H'(p; ) = F(p) + p(1)F (s )

and
H" (3 ) = 2F' (3 2) + p(1)F" (p; ).
Then we have
LoH () = p(1)(Lo ~ DF () + 2 [ e(a)F (s a)p(da)
+ /E u(dx)/o [F(p+ udy) — F(p)]um(z, du).

By extending Theorem 7.13 slightly and applying it to suitable truncations of H we
get



7.5 Transforms by Martingales 173

H(Xt):/Oth(l Lo—b)F ds+2/ ds/ F'(Xy; 2) Xs(d2)
+/Ot ds/EXS d:z:)/o [F(X, 4 udy) — F(X,)]um(z, du)

+ local mart.
under Q,,. By integration by parts,
t "t g
e H(Xy) :/ ebSXS(l)LoF(XS)ds+2/ ebSds/ c(z)F'(Xs;2) X (dx)
0 0 E

+/: ebSds/EXS(dm) /OOO[F(XS + uds) — F(Xs)lum(z, du)

~+ local mart.
t
= / e®* X, (1)J(X;)ds 4 local mart., (7.49)
0
where
IX) = LoF(X) +2 [ cla) P (Xeiw) Xo(d)

/X dx/ [F(X, + udy) — F(X.)um(z, du).

Since t — e X, (1) is a martingale under Q > WE can use integration by parts again
to the right-hand side of (7.49) to see

t
X, (1) F(X,) = " H(X,) = etht(l)/ J(X)ds + local mart.
0

Then we have (7.48) under Q » by a simple calculation. O

Now suppose that ({2,%,%,,P) is a probability space satisfying the usual hy-
pothesis. Let {X; : ¢ > 0} be a continuous M (F)-valued adapted process satis-
fying P[{Xo,1)] < oco. Forb € C(M(F) x E) and ¢ € C(E)* we consider the
following martingale problem: For every f € Dg(A) the process

Mo(f) = (Xor f) — (Xo. f) / (X Af —b(X)f)ds  (750)

is a square-integrable (%; )-martingale with increasing process

t—/ ds/ 2¢(x X;(da). (7.51)
0

This should be compared with the martingale problem given by (7.23) and (7.25).
If {X; : t > 0} is a solution of the martingale problem above, we can follow the
arguments in Section 7.3 to show that there is a continuous (%; )-martingale measure
{M(B) :t > 0; B € #(E)} satisfying
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/ / f(z)M(ds, dx), t>0,f € Dy(A) (7.52)

and having covariance measure

n(ds,dz, dy) = ds/EQC(z)éz(dx)éz(dy)Xs(dz). (7.53)

Then for any function 8 € C(M (E) x E) we can define the continuous and strictly
positive local martingale {Z; : t > 0} by

Ztexp{/ /,BXS,I’ (ds,dx) /ds/ B(Xs, ) Xs(dx)}.

Lemma 7.30 Suppose that {X; : t > 0} is a solution of the martingale problem
given by (1.50) and (7.51). Then {Z; : t > 0} is actually a (¥;)-martingale.

Proof. Tt suffices to prove P[Z;] = 1 for every t > 0; see, e.g., Ikeda and Watanabe
(1989, p.152). For each n > 1 let 7,, = inf{t > 0 : (X;,1) > n}. Itis easy to see
that 7,, — 0o as n — oo. Observe also that

{exp{/t/\m ds/ B(X,,2) Xs(dx)H < .

Then {Zr-, : t > 0} is a continuous and strictly positive (%;)-martingale. It fol-
lows that

1= P[Zinr,] = PlZinr, Lry<ty] + PlZinr, Liroty)- (7.54)

For fixed n > 1 and t > 0 we define the new probability measure P* on %; by
P!(dw) = Ziar, (w)P(dw). Under the measure P?, for each f € Dy(A),

No()i= Mune, () =2 [ T X B f)ds, 0<us<t, (159

is a square-integrable martingale with increasing process given by

UNTh,
= 2/ ds/ Xs(da);

see, e.g., Ikeda and Watanabe (1989, p.191). Since (P;)¢>¢ is conservative, it is
easy to extend the martingale problems to the constant function f = 1 with A1 = 0.
Consequently, for any 0 < u < t we have

P[(Xr, 1)] < PY[(X0. 1)] + 1266 — b] / (X, 1)]ds,

where
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P'[(Xo0,1)] = P[(X0,1)Zinr,] = P[(Xo,1)].
Then Gronwall’s inequality implies
P'[(Xunr, 1)] < P[(Xo, 1)] exp{|[2¢8 — b]|u}. (7.56)

From (7.50) and (7.55) it follows that

P sup (Xonr, 1) 2 n)

0<s<t

< PY{(Xo,1) >n/3} + Pt{ Os<ugt |Ng(1)] > n/S}

¢
+[|2¢8 — b|Pt{/0 (Xsar,,1)ds > n/3}

By Doob’s martingale inequality,

1 t
P‘{ sup |N,(1)] 271/3} < y/ P'[(X.pr,, 1)]ds.
0

0<s<t

In view of (7.56), we can use Chebyshev’s inequality to see

lim P[Zinr, 1(r, <) = lim Pt{ sup (Xopr,, 1) > n} —0.

n—o0 n—oo 0<s<t

Then letting n — oo in (7.54) we get P[Z;] = 1. |

Theorem 7.31 Suppose that ¢ € C(E)™ is bounded away from zero. Then there is
a unique solution to the martingale problem given by (7.50) and (7.51).

Proof. Tf {X; : t > 0} is a solution of the martingale problem given by (7.50) and
(7.51) under P and if P is the probability measure on (§2,%) such that P (dw) =
Zi(w)P(dw) on &, for every ¢ > 0, then for each f € Dy(A),

My(f) = (Xor ) — (Xo, f) /0 (X Af — (X, f +208(X,) f)ds

is a square-integrable (%;)-martingale with increasing process (7.51) under PZ.
Here we may assume ({2,%,%;) is the P-augmentation of the canonical space con-
sisting of continuous paths from [0, o0) to M (E), which is a standard measurable
space, so that the measure PZ described as above is well-defined; see, e.g., Ikeda
and Watanabe (1989, p.190). By Corollary 7.16 the existence and uniqueness of the
martingale problem given by (7.50) and (7.51) hold for b(z) = 0. Since ¢ € C(E)™
is bounded away from zero, using changes of the probability measures as the above
one can see the existence and uniqueness also hold for a general b € C(M (E) x E).

O

Here we may interpret {X; : ¢ > 0} as a superprocess with interactive growth
rate given by the function b(u, x). The transformation based on the strictly positive
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martingale {Z; : t > 0} used in the above proof is known as Dawson’s Girsanov
transform.

7.6 Notes and Comments

A systematic treatment of martingale problems for diffusions was given in Stroock
and Varadhan (1979). Those for Markov processes with abstract state spaces were
discussed in Ethier and Kurtz (1986). Nonlinear functional integral and differential
evolution equations were discussed in Pazy (1983). Our approach in Section 7.1
is different from that of Pazy (1983) and uses heavily the special structures of the
cumulant semigroup.

The approach of martingale problems plays an important role in the study of
measure-valued processes. Martingale problems for Dawson—Watanabe superpro-
cesses with Feller spatial motion and binary branching mechanism were stud-
ied in Roelly (1986). The treatment in Section 7.2 follows El Karoui and Roelly
(1991). Fitzsimmons (1988, 1992) studied martingale problems of superprocesses
in the Borel right setting. Our main references for worthy martingale measures are
El Karoui and Méléard (1990) and Walsh (1986). Dawson (1978) first used the
Girsanov type transform to derive superprocesses with interactive branching struc-
tures. Martingale problems of the type given by (7.50) and (7.51) were considered in
Etheridge (2004) and Fournier and Méléard (2004) in the study of locally regulated
population models; see also Méléard and Roelly (1993). Martingale problems for
superprocesses with general killing rates were studied in Leduc (2006). Champag-
nat and Roelly (2008) gave a martingale problem characterization for a continuous
multitype superprocess conditioned on non-extinction, and proved several results on
the long-time behavior of the conditioned superprocess.

Letb € C(R) and ¢ € C(R)™. Then the super-Brownian motion {X; : ¢t > 0}
on R with local branching mechanism ¢(z, 2) = b(z)z + c(x)2? has a continuous
realization. It was proved in Konno and Shiga (1988) that {X; : ¢ > 0} has a con-
tinuous density field {X;(z) : ¢ > 0,2 € R} with respect to the Lebesgue measure.
The density field solves the following stochastic partial differential equation:

%Xt(m) V2@ X @)W (k) + %Axt(x) @) Xu(x),  (1.57)

where {W (¢, z) : t > 0,z € R} is a time-space white noise based on the Lebesgue

measure and the dot denotes the derivative in distribution sense. The above equation
should be understood in the weak sense, that is, for any f € CQ(R) we have

/f(:c)Xt(m)dxz/f(m)Xo(dm)—Ir/t/f(x)\/mW(ds,dx)
. R o Jr
+/0 @ /]R [547@) — b)) X.(w)d
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A special case of (7.57) was established independently in Reimers (1989). Simi-
lar stochastic partial differential equations driven by stable noises were studied in
Mueller (1998) and Mytnik (1998a, 2002). In the past years, a lot of attention has
been paid to the study of stochastic partial differential equations. A theory of the
subject was developed in Walsh (1986) on the basis of martingale measures. Mueller
(2009) gave a recent survey of the tools and results for stochastic parabolic equations
with emphasis on the techniques from Dawson—Watanabe superprocesses and inter-
acting particle systems; see also Krylov (1997). The approaches of Hilbert spaces
and Sobolev spaces for stochastic partial differential equations were developed in
Da Prato and Zabczyk (1992) and Krylov (1996).

A mutually catalytic super-Brownian motion on the real line was constructed in
Dawson and Perkins (1998) as the solution of a system of stochastic partial differen-
tial equations. The uniqueness in law of the solution was proved in Mytnik (1998b)
by a duality method. The construction of the mutually catalytic super-Brownian
motion on the plane is a hard problem. This was settled by Dawson et al. (2002a,
2002b, 2003). See Dawson and Fleischmann (2002) and Klenke (2000) for reviews
of the study of catalytic and mutually catalytic branching models. Stochastic differ-
ential equations driven by the path processes of Brownian motions were introduced
in Perkins (1995, 2002) in the construction of superprocesses with interaction. A
super-Brownian motion with interaction was constructed in Delmas and Dhersin
(2003) using the technique of Brownian snake. Athreya et al. (2002) constructed
some classes of super-Markov chains with state-dependent branching rates and spa-
tial motions.

Let {X; : t > 0} be a super-Brownian motion on R? with binary local branching
mechanism. Then for d > 2 and ¢ > 0 the random measure X; has support with
Hausdorff dimension two and distributes its mass over the support in a deterministic
manner; see, e.g., Perkins (2002, p.209 and p.212). For d > 2 it was proved in
Tribe (1994) that X; can be approximated by suitably normalized restrictions of the
Lebesgue measure to the e-neighborhoods of support of the random measure. The
analogous result for the more difficult case d = 2 was established in Kallenberg
(2008), which leads to a simple derivation of the property of deterministic mass
distribution.

The key assumption of a Dawson—Watanabe superprocess is the independence
of different particles in the approximating system. When dependence is introduced
into the branching or migrating mechanisms, the characterization of the limiting
measure-valued process usually becomes very difficult. The method of dual pro-
cesses plays an important role in the analysis of the uniqueness of martingale prob-
lems for measure-valued processes. A general theory of duality was developed in
Ethier and Kurtz (1986). The reader may refer to Dawson (1993) for systematic
applications of this method to measure-valued processes. The approach of filtered
martingale problems introduced by Kurtz (1998) and Kurtz and Ocone (1988) is
another important tool in handling the uniqueness of martingale problems.

A superprocess with dependent spatial motion over the real line R was con-
structed in Dawson et al. (2001), generalizing the model of Wang (1997a, 1998a).
Let c € C*(R) and o € C*(R)*. Let h € C*(R) and assume both h and 1/ are



178 7 Martingale Problems of Superprocesses

square-integrable. Let
pla) = [ by~ h(w)dy and aa) = (o) +p(0), v R (758)
R

The superprocess with dependent spatial motion is a diffusion process { X; : ¢ > 0}
in M (R) characterized by the following martingale problem: For each f € C?(R),

1 t
M) = (X0 ) = (Ko f) = [ (Kevaf s, (1.59)

is a continuous martingale with quadratic variation process

t t
(M(f)) :/ <Xs,af2)ds+/ ds/(Xs,h(z—-)f’>2dz. (7.60)
0 0 R
The process {X; : t > 0} arises as a weak limit of critical branching particle
systems with dependent spatial motion. Consider a family of independent Brownian
motions {B;(t) : t > 0,4 = 1,2,...} and a time—space white noise {W (dt,dy) :
t > 0,y € R}. Suppose that {B;(t) : ¢t > 0,4 = 1,2,...} and {W(d¢,dy) : t >
0,y € R} are independent. The migration of the particle with label ¢ > 1 in the
approximating system is defined by the stochastic differential equation

dz;(t) = e(x;(¢))dB;(t) + / h(y — z;(¢))W(dt, dy).
R

The uniqueness of solution of the martingale problem given by (7.59) and (7.60)
was established in Dawson et al. (2001) by considering a function-valued dual pro-
cess. Clearly, the superprocess with dependent spatial motion reduces to a usual
critical branching Dawson—Watanabe superprocess if h = 0. On the other hand,
when o = 0, branching does not occur and the total mass of the process remains un-
changed as time passes. By considering a stochastic equation driven by a time—space
white noise and the path process of a Brownian motion, Gill (2009) unified the ap-
proaches of Dawson et al. (2001) and Perkins (1995, 2002) and gave a new class of
measure-valued diffusions. Ren et al. (2009) introduced a superprocess with depen-
dent spatial motion in a bounded domain in R? with killing boundary. A discontinu-
ous superprocess with dependent spatial motion and general branching mechanism
was constructed in He (2009). Some probability-valued Markov processes arising
from consistent particle systems were studied in Ma and Xiang (2001) and Xiang
(2009).



Chapter 8
Entrance Laws and Excursion Laws

The main purpose of this chapter is to investigate the structures of entrance laws
for Dawson—Watanabe superprocesses. In particular, we establish a one-to-one cor-
respondence between minimal probability entrance laws for a superprocess and en-
trance laws for its spatial motion. Based on this result, a complete characterization is
given for infinitely divisible probability entrance laws of the superprocess. We also
prove some supporting properties of Kuznetsov measures determined by entrance
laws. Finally we discuss briefly the special case where the underlying process is an
absorbing-barrier Brownian motion in a domain. The results presented here will be
used in the study of immigration superprocesses.

8.1 Some Simple Properties

Suppose that E is a Lusin topological space. Let (Q)¢>0 and (V;)¢>0 denote re-
spectively the transition semigroup and the cumulant semigroup of an MB-process
with state space M (E). Recall that (V}),>( always has the representation (2.5) and
E* is the set of points x € E so that (2.9) holds. Let (Q)Y);> denote the restriction
of (Qt)tZO to M(E)o

Theorem 8.1 Given a bounded entrance law (K} )~ for (Q3)i>0, we can define
a bounded entrance law (K)o for (Qt)t>o0 by

K; = lim K (dp)Qe—s (i, ), t>0. 8.1
s—0 ]\J(E)g

Moreover, the above relation determines a one-to-one correspondence of bounded
entrance laws (K7 )i>o for (QF)i>0 with bounded entrance laws (K)o for
(Q1)i>0 satisfying lim,_,o K;({0}) = 0.

Proof. If (K7 )0 is a bounded entrance law for (Q7):>0, the limit (8.1) clearly
exists and defines a bounded entrance law (K;);~¢ for (Q¢)¢>0. In fact, K, is the

Z. Li, Measure-Valued Branching Markov Processes, 179
Probability and Its Applications, DOI 10.1007/978-3-642-15004-3_8,
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extension of K to M (F) so that

K ({0}) = lim KJ(M(E)°) — K¢ (M(E)®),

which implies lim;_.o K;({0}) = 0. Conversely, if (K;);~¢ is a bounded entrance
law for (Q¢):>0 satisfying lim;_,o K;({0}) = 0, we let K be the restriction of K}
to M(E)°. Itis easy to see that (K7 )¢ is a bounded entrance law for (Q7);>¢ and
(8.1) holds. Then we have the desired one-to-one correspondence. O

Theorem 8.2 Let K = (K}):~0 be a family of infinitely divisible probability mea-
sures on M (FE) given by

/ e VK, (dv)
M(E)

= exp{ —ne(f) — /M(E)o (1 — e”(f))Ht(dl/)}, (8.2)

where n, € M(E) and [1 A v(1)|H¢(dv) is a finite measure on M (E)°. Then K is
an entrance law for (Q1)¢>o if and only if

Tt = /E e (d9)Ae(y, ) and Hypy = [E e (dy)Le(y, ) + Ho Q5. (8.3)

forallr,t > 0.

Proof. By Theorem 1.35 the family of infinitely divisible probability measures
(K;)¢>0 on M(E) can be represented by (8.2). By Proposition 2.6 one can see
(8.3) gives an alternative expression for the relation K, ; = K, Q;. a

Corollary 8.3 If H = (H;)t>0 is a o-finite entrance law for the restricted semi-
group (Q?)tzo satisfying

/ [1Av(1)]H(dv) < oo, t>0, (8.4)
M(E)°

then

/ e—V(f)Kt(dy) = exp { — / (1 — e_V(f))Ht(dy)} (85)
M(E) M(E)°

defines an infinitely divisible probability entrance law K = (K;)i>0 for (Q¢)i>0.

Corollary 8.4 If E° = E, then (8.5) establishes a one-to-one correspondence be-
tween infinitely divisible probability entrance laws K for (Q¢)i>0 and o-finite en-
trance laws H for (Q3)i>o satisfying (8.4).

We next turn to the special case of a (£, ¢)-superprocess X . Here we assume & is
a Borel right process in E with transition semigroup (F;);>¢ and ¢ is a branching
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mechanism given by (2.26) or (2.27). A sufficient condition for the cuamulant semi-
group of the (&, ¢)-superprocess to admit the representation (2.9) for all z € E is
the following:

Condition 8.5 There is a spatially constant local branching mechanism z — ¢,(z)
so that ¢, (z2) — oo as z — oo and ¢ is bounded below by ¢, in the sense

¢, f) = ¢.(f(2)), =z €B,feBE)". (8.6)
Theorem 8.6 Suppose that Condition 8.5 is satisfied. Then we have E° = E.

Proof. Let Vy : f — wv(+, f) and V;* : f — v} (:, f) denote the cumulant semi-
groups of the (£, ¢)- and the (&, ¢, )-superprocesses, respectively. Let A — vy ()
denote the cumulant semigroup of the CB-process with branching mechanism ¢.,.
Then for any constant A > 0 we have v;(x, \) < vy (\) with equality if (P;)¢>0 is
conservative. On the other hand, by Corollary 5.18 we have v(z, A) < vf(z, A).
Now suppose there exist ¢ > 0 and x € F so that v,(x, f) is represented by
the right-hand side of (2.5) with A;(z,1) > 0. By Theorem 3.10, v;(A) has
the representation (3.15) for t > 0, so (9/0A)v;(A\) — 0 as A — oo. Then
ve(x, N) > Ae(z, 1)\ > v () for sufficiently large A > 0, yielding a contradic-
tion. That proves A¢(z,1) = 0forallt > Oand z € E. O

Let v(x,dy) be the kernel on E defined by (2.28) and let (7;);>0 be the semi-
group of kernels defined by (2.35). By Proposition A.49 we have ||| < e? for
all ¢ > 0, where ¢ = ||b7|| + ||v(-, 1)]|- To study the structures of entrance laws
for the (&, ¢)-superprocess, we need to clarify some connections between entrance
laws for the underlying semigroup (P;);>¢ and those for (m;);>0. Let £ (P) be the
set of entrance laws K = (K¢ )¢>0 for (P;)¢>0 satisfying

1
/ ks(1)ds < oo (8.7)
0

and let ¢ (m) be the set of entrance laws for (7;);>¢ satisfying the above integral
condition. In particular, if (P;);>0 is a conservative semigroup, then % (P) coin-
cides with the space of bounded entrance laws for (P;);>o.

Proposition 8.7 There is a one-to-one correspondence between v € J¢ (P) and
n € J¢ () given by

77t(f) = }1_{% "{r(ﬂ—tfrf) and Ht(f) = ll_f)% nr(Ptfrf)a (8.8)

where t > 0 and f € B(FE). Moreover, if the two entrance laws are related by (8.8),
we have

ne(f) = re(f) + /0/ Ke—s((v — b)ms f)ds 8.9)

fort>0and f € B(E).
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Proof. Suppose that & € # (P).Fort > r > 0 and f € B(E) we can use (2.35)
and the entrance law property of K = (k¢)¢>0 to see

t—r
(T f) = se(f) + /O sy — b)ma f)ds. (8.10)

Then the first limit in (8.8) exists and is given by (8.9). Clearly, the family n =
(n¢)>0 constitute an entrance law for (m;);>0. Moreover, we have

t t
(1) < Kke(1) + co/ Ki—s(ms1)ds < ke (1) + coecot/ ks(1)ds,
0 0

and hence ) € JZ (). From (8.9) and the entrance law property of (k)¢ it follows
that

i (Por f) = ma(f) + / (7 — b)ma P f)ds.

By letting » — 0 we obtain the second equality in (8.8). Conversely, suppose that
n € J (m).For f € B(E)" we get from (2.34) and (2.36) that

e_“bﬂ'tPtf(x) < PP f(x) < mof(x). (8.11)
Then for any ¢ > s > r > 0 we have
el Iy (P f) < el lop (o P o f) = el lon (P f).

Consequently, we can define an entrance law k = (k¢ )¢>0 for (P;)¢>o by

ke(f) = lim el I (P f) = lim (P f). (8.12)

rT—

Clearly, the above relation also holds for all f € B(E). In view of (8.11) and (8.12),
we have

. . + +
re(1) = lim (P 1) < lim eI, (1) < el 10, (1),

and hence k € J (P). Then we use (2.35) and the entrance law property of (7;)¢>0
to see

nt(f) = nr(Ptfrf) + /0 - nr(Ptfrfs(’y - b)ﬂ'sf)ds

By letting » — 0 in both sides we get (8.9). The first equality in (8.8) follows from
(8.10). |

The above proof also gives the following:
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Corollary 8.8 Ifk € J¢(P) andn € J¢ () are related by (8.8) and (8.9), then for
every t > 0 we have

t
e 1M, (1) < (1) < ke(1) JrcOeC“t/ rs(1)ds. (8.13)
0

Let (Q)¢>0 denote the transition semigroup of the (&, ¢)-superprocess defined
by (2.32) and (2.33). Let .# (@) be the set of o-finite entrance laws K = (Kt)¢>0
for the semigroup (Q;)¢>o satisfying

/ ds / K(dv) < (8.14)
M(E)O

and let 7 (Q°) be the set of entrance laws for the restricted semigroup (QY)¢>0
satisfying the above integral condition. By Corollary 2.28 we have

/ V(H)Quudv) = u(mf),  t=0.f€ BE), (.15
M(E)

where (m;);>0 is the semigroup defined by (2.35). Based on (8.15) and Corollary 8.8
it is simple to check that for any K € 2 (Q) or ' (Q°) we can define np := 7 €
H(m) and k = pK € ¢ (P) by

w(n=[ s 8.16)
and
ke(f) = lim V(P [) K, (dv), (8.17)
r—0 M(E)°

where ¢t > 0 and f € B(E).

8.2 Minimal Probability Entrance Laws

Suppose that ¢ is a Borel right process in the Lusin topological space E with transi-
tion semigroup (P;)¢>o and ¢ is a branching mechanism given by (2.26) or (2.27).
Let (Q¢)¢>0 be the transition semigroup of the (£, ¢)-superprocess defined by (2.32)
and (2.33). Given k € JZ (P) we set

Su(k, f) = rulf /ds/ 6y, Vaf)rie—s(dy) (8.18)

fort > 0and f € B(E)". In particular, if x € ¢ (P) is closed by u € M (E), we
have Sy (s, f) = p(Ve f).
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Lemma 89 If x € % (P) and n € J¢ () are related by (8.8), then for any t > 0
and f € B(E)" we have

Su(r, f) = lim s (Vi f) =Ll 0 (Vi f): (8.19)

Proof. By (2.33) fort > r > 0 and f € B(F)" we have

o (Vier f) = ral(f) — /0 s /E Oy, Vaf)rir—s(dy).

Then the first equality in (8.19) holds. The second equality follows similarly from
(2.33) and (8.9). O

Lemma 8.10 The entrance law k € . (P) is non-trivial if and only if we have
limt_,o limg_,oo St(/i, 9) = OQ.

Proof. From (8.19) we see f +— Si(k, f) is an increasing functional, so the limit
limg_, oo St(k, 6) exists in [0, 0o]. By (8.19) and (8.18) for any 6y > 0 we have

e ST _ s P .
llrtri)lglf elggo Si(k,0) > }E)r(l) St (k,00) }% kt(60) = B9 tlgr(l) k(1)
If k € 2 (P) is non-trivial, then lim;_,o x(1) > 0 and hence

lim lim S(k,0) = co.

t—060—o00

If K €  (P) is trivial, then Sy(x,0) = 0 forall ¢ > 0and 6 > 0. O

For0 < a < oo write K € 7%(Q) if K € Z(Q) and K;(1) = a for all
t > 0. Similarly, we write K € ' *(Q°) if K € 2 (Q°) and lim;_,o K;(1) =
a. Let 2,%(Q) and Z,2(Q°) denote the sets of minimal elements of .# (@) and
H*(Q°), respectively. Let # (P)° = J# (P) \ {0}, where 0 is the trivial entrance
law of (Pt)tZ(L

Theorem 8.11 To each xk € J¢ (P) there corresponds an entrance law K := Ik €
K (Q) given by

[ e K@) —exp(=Si00 ). > 0.8 € BE)T. 620
M(E)

Moreover, (8.20) and (8.17) give a one-to-one correspondence between Jifni (Q) and
H(P).

Proof. Step 1. Suppose that k € ¢ (P) and n € J () are related by (8.8). By
Lemma 8.9 we have

/ e_u(f)Qt—T(nra dv) = exp{—n,(Vi—rf)} — exp{—Si(k, )}
M(E)
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increasingly as » — 0. Then an application of Theorem 1.20 shows that (8.20)
really defines a family of probability measures K = (K;);>0 on M (E). By (2.33)
and (8.18) it is easy to show that S, +(k, f) = S.(k, V;f), so K is an entrance law
for (Q)¢>0. In view of (8.18) and (8.9) we have (d/d6)S,(k, 8f)|g=0+ = n.(f) and
hence (8.16) holds. In particular, we have K € #1(Q). Write K = Ix = 1. By
Proposition 8.7 we have 7K = 1 and pK = k. Therefore plk = k for k € £ (P)
and wA\n = n forn € & ().

Step 2. We claim K = MK = IpK for every K € J#}(Q). To see this let
Q¥ be the probability measure on M (E)(O*X’) under which the coordinate process
{wy : t > 0} is a Markov process with one-dimensional distributions (K} );~o and
semigroup (Q¢)¢>o0. Since K is minimal, by Dynkin (1978, p.724) we have Qx-a.s.

/ e "D K, (dv) = lim exp{—w,, (Vier f)} (8.21)

for any sequence 7, — 0. By (8.15),

Wy, Vier, f) S wp, (M1, f) = Qx [wt(.f)|ws 0<s< Tn]-

Then the family of random variables {w,, (Vi f) : 0 < r, < t} is uniformly
Q -integrable. By (8.21) and dominated convergence we have

— log/ e_"(f)Kt(dy) = lim Qg [wrn (Vt,mf)]
= nlgr;o WKrn (Vvtfrnf) = St(pKv f)v
where the last equality follows by Lemma 8.9. That proves K = [pK. Then the
results in the first step imply K = A\ K.

Step 3. Now it suffices to show Ik € #,}(Q) for all kK € ¢ (P). By Dynkin
(1978, p.723) there is a probability measure F on .%,}(Q) such that

lky = / H,F(dH).
HE(Q)

Let G be the image of F under the mapping p : %, (Q) — ¢ (P). By the results
proved in the first two steps it follows that

exp{—Si(x. )} = / exp{— S (1, 1)} C(dp).

H(P)

Since u +— e~ " is a strictly convex function, G must be the unit mass concentrated
at k. Then F is the unit mass at [x, yielding Ix € 7.} (Q). O

Corollary 8.12 There is a one-to-one correspondence between K° € J,}(Q°) and
Kk € J (P)° given by
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/ (1= e "D)Kp(dv) = 1 — exp{—=Si(, )}, (8.22)
M(E)°

wheret > 0and f € B(E)™.

Proof. For the entrance laws K € #1(Q) and K° € 2#1(Q°) related by (8.1) one
can see that K € #,}(Q) if and only if K° € .#,}(Q°). On the other hand, for the
entrance laws k € % (P) and K € .%#,}(Q) related by (8.20) we have

Ki({0}) = Jim e VO K, (dv) = lim exp{—S,(,0)}.
0—o00 M(E) 60— o0

By Lemma 8.10, we have lim; .o K;({0}) = 0 if and only if x € # (P) is non-
trivial. Then the result follows from Theorem 8.11. O

In the special case where (P;);>0 is a conservative Borel right semigroup, let E
be a Ray-Knight completion of E with respect to this semigroup. Let (P;);>0 be
the Ray extension of (P;);>o to E. Let Ep C E be the entrance space of (P,;)>o.
In this chapter, we only need the restriction of (P;);>¢ to Ep, which is also a Borel
right semigroup. We extend f — ¢(-, f) to an operator f — ¢(-, f) from B(Ep)™
to B(Ep) by setting ¢(x, f) = ¢(x, f) forx € Eand ¢(z, f) = 0forz € Ep\ E,
where f = f|g is the restriction to E of f € B(Ep)*. Thenforevery f € B(Ep)*
there is a unique locally bounded positive solution ¢ — V; f to the equation

Vif(z) = Pif(z / ds : Oy, Vs f () Pizs(,dy), (8.23)

where t > 0 and 2 € Ep. That defines a cumulant semigroup (V;); >0 with underly-
ing space E'p. By Proposition A.36 for ¢ > 0 and « € Ep the probability measure
Py(z,-) is carried by E. Then we can also regard (V;);~0 as operators from B(FE)~*
to B(ED)+ Indeed, for f € B(E)* we have

Vif () / ds [ 600 Vaf) Pt ), (8.24)

wheret > 0and z € Ep.

Theorem 8.13 If (P;):>0 is a conservative semigroup, there is a one-to-one corre-
spondence between K € ,}(Q) and n € M (Ep) given by

/ e VDK (dv) = exp{-u(Vef)}, t>0,f€B(E)*. (825
M(E)

Proof. Since (P;)¢>0 is conservative, every x € J¢ (P) is finite. By Theorem A.37
the relation x; = uP; gives a one-to-one correspondence between x € % (P) and
p € M(Ep). Using Lemma 8.9 it is easy to show that S(k, f) = u(Vif) fort > 0
and f € B(E)™. Then (8.25) follows from (8.20). O
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Corollary 8.14 If (P,):>0 is a conservative semigroup, there is a one-to-one cor-
respondence between K° € ,}(Q°) and u € M(Ep)°® given by

|- K = 1 - exp{-uVif)} > 0.f € BE)*.
M(E)°

8.3 Infinitely Divisible Probability Entrance Laws

In this section, we study the structures of infinitely divisible probability entrance
laws for the (&, ¢)-superprocess. Suppose that ¢ is a Borel right process in E with
transition semigroup (P;);>o and ¢ is a branching mechanism given by (2.26) or
(2.27). Letb™ =0V band b~ = 0V (—b). Let y(x, dy) be the kernel on F defined
by (2.28) and let ¢y = ||b~ ||+||y(+, 1)||- Let (Q¢)¢>0 denote the transition semigroup
of the (&, ¢)-superprocess defined by (2.32) and (2.33).

We first consider the case where (P;);>¢ is conservative. Let Ep be the entrance
space of ¢ and let (V;);>0 be the extension of (V;);>o on B(Ep)* defined by (8.23).
Let 4(z,dy) be the extension of y(z,dy) to Ep so that ¥(x, Ep \ E) = 0 for
x € Eand¥(z,Ep) =0forx € Ep \ E. Let (7):>0 be the semigroup of kernels
on Ep defined by (2.35) from (P,)¢>0 and ¥(z,dy). Since (V;)¢>0 is a cumulant
semigroup, it can be represented in the form of (2.5). However, in view of (8.24),
fort > 0 and x € Ep we can write

Vif(z) = M(z, f) + /M(E)O (1—e ) Ly(2,dv), fe€B(E)T, (8.26)

where A\¢(z, dy) is a bounded kernel from Ep to E and v(1)L;(x, dv) is a bounded
kernel from Ep to M (E)°. Let EY, be the set of points x € Ep so that \¢(x, E) =0
forallt > 0.

Theorem 8.15 Suppose that (P,),>¢ is a conservative semigroup. Then an entrance
law K € #Y(Q) is infinitely divisible if and only if it has the representation

/ e VWK, (dv)
M(E)
= eXp{ —vo(Vif) 7/ (1— e”(vff))GD(dy)}, (8.27)
M(Ep)°
where yp € M(Ep) and Gp(dv) is a o-finite measure on M (Ep)° satisfying
/ v(1)Gp(dv) < co. (8.28)
M(Ep)°

Proof. By Theorem 8.13 it is easy to see that (8.27) defines an infinitely divisible
entrance law K € #1(Q). By letting f = 6 > 0 and differentiating both sides at
6 = 0 we obtain
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/ v(1) K (dv) = yp(m1) —/ v(m1)Gp(dv).
M(E)°

M(Ep)°

Applying (8.11) and Proposition A.49 to (7;):>0 gives
e~ lIBT It < ml(w) < et t>0,z € Ep.

Then (8.14) is equivalent to (8.28). On the other hand, since .71 (Q) is a simplex,
if K € 21(Q) is an infinitely divisible entrance law, by Theorem 8.13 there is a
probability measure Fp(dv) on M (Ep) so that

/ e*”(f)Kt(dz/) :/ e*M(th)FD(du), t>0,fe€e B(E)+.
M(E) M(Ep)

Since (V;);>0 corresponds to a Borel right semigroup (Q;)¢>0 on M (Ep), we have
Fp = lim;_,¢ K; by the weak convergence of probability measures on M (Ep).
Then Fp is infinitely divisible and the representation (8.27) follows. O

Corollary 8.16 Suppose (P,);>¢ is a conservative semigroup. Then H € 7 (Q°)
if and only if it is given by

/ (1 — e VOYH,(dv)
M(E)®°

— (f) + / (1— e VMGp(dy), (829
M(Ep)°

where yp € M(E$) and Gp(dv) is a o-finite measure on M(Ep)° satisfying
(8.28).

Proof. Itis easy to see that (8.29) defines an entrance law H € % (Q)°). Conversely,
by Corollary 8.3 and Theorem 8.15 any H € % (Q°) can be represented by (8.29)
for yp € M(Ep) and a o-finite measure Gp(dv) on M (Ep)° satisfying (8.28).
Since the formula defines a family of o-finite measures (Hy)i~o on M(E)°, the
measure yp € M (Ep) must be carried by E,. O

Corollary 8.17 Suppose (P,);> is a conservative semigroup. Then H € J£,2°(Q°)
if and only if there exist ¢ > 0 and x € E7, so that

Hi(dv) = qLi(z,dv), t>0,ve M(E)°.
Now let us turn to a general underlying semigroup (P;);>o not necessarily con-

servative. Let (m;);>0 be the semigroup defined by (2.35). We can define a strictly
positive function h € B(E)™ by

1
h(z) = / ms1(z)ds, x € FE. (8.30)
0

Proposition 8.18 Let by = co + ||b™||. Then fort > 0 and x € E we have
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e Pt Ph(z) < e lmh(z) < h(zx). (8.31)
Moreover, the function h is by-excessive for (P;);>o.

Proof. By Proposition A.49 it is simple to see that (e~ “’m;);>¢ is a contraction
semigroup. Then by (8.11) we have

1
e bt Ph(z) < e tmh(x) = / e Ol m1(x)ds < h(z).
0

That proves (8.31). On the other hand, from (8.30) we get

rih(z) = /OM ol (z)ds — /Ot 7ol (2)ds.

Then ¢t +— m;h(z) is right continuous. By Proposition A.42 we see t — P;h(x) is
also right continuous. Therefore h is a bg-excessive function for (FP;)¢>o. O

To investigate the structures of infinitely divisible entrance laws K € .#*(Q) for
a general underlying semigroup (P;);>0, we introduce some transformations based
on the result of Proposition 8.18. We first define a Borel right semigroup (7}),>( on
E by
T.f(x) = h(z) ' PP(hf)(z), t>0,z€E,feB(E); (832
see, e.2., Sharpe (1988, pp.298-299). Moreover, by (2.5) it is easy to show that
Uif(z) = h(z)"'Ve(hf)(z), t>0,x€E,feB(E)"

defines a cumulant semigroup on E. Indeed, by Proposition 8.18 we have

Urf(z) < 7l f(2) = h(z) " m (hf) (@) < || flle. (8.33)

By Proposition 2.9 we can rewrite (2.33) into

Vif(z) = Pl°f(a) / ds [ [Vt ) = o0 VD) P (o).
Then (£, 2) — U, f () satisfies
Uef(z) =T, f (x) +/tds/ Yo(y, Us f)Ti—s(z, dy)
/ds/ bo — b(y)|Us f (y)Ti—s(x, dy)
/ s [ G0V PTic (o), (8.34)

where yo(y, f) = h(y)~"y(y, hf) and
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Goly, £) = c(y)h(y) f(v)* + h(y) ™" / . [e™ ") — 14 w(hf)]H(y, dv).
M(E)°

Note that although f +— ~o(:, f) and f — (-, f) are not necessarily bounded
operators on B(F)™, the second and last terms on the right-hand side of (8.34) are
bounded. Indeed, by (2.36) and Proposition 2.9 we have

mef(x) = P2 f () /m/ (v, 7 ) PP (2, dy)
- Ty tbﬂs T, .
+Amém b(y)]me f(4) P2, dy)

Then (8.33) yields

7 () l/M/%%mfﬂxww)

/ ds/ [bo — b(y)]7" f () To— s (, dy)

> T l/ﬁfwafﬂxww)
+Ad{é%fmeJ@ﬂﬂ@dw

Since U, f () is positive, each term in (8.34) is bounded by ||f||cht.

Now let (T )i>0 be the conservative extension of (T});>o to E? := EU {0}
with O being an 1solated point. Let (77);>0 be the Ray extension of (Tf )e>0 to its
entrance space £ 5 W1th the Ray topology. Let EL = E?)T \ {0} and let (T}):>0
be the restriction of (T)?);>0 to EXL. Then ET is Lusin and (7});>o is a Borel right
semigroup. It is known that for any ¢t > 0 and 2 € ET the measure Ty(x,-) is
supported by E; see Proposition A.36. Given f € B(ET)Jr let f = f|g. By (8 34)
it is easy to show that the limit Uy f () := lim,_o T,.U;_,. f () exists for all t > 0
and v € EL. Let Upf(z) = f(x) for z € EL. Then (U,);>0 constitute a cumulant
semigroup on EL. Moreover, we have

Uf(z) =T0.f /ds/’Yo Y, Us f)Ty—s(, dy)
/ l/%‘b U ()T, dy)
l/dg/wo%Ufﬂldxdw (8.35)

fort > 0Oand z € E}S. By the observations in the last paragraph, each term in
(8.35) is bounded by || f||e“t. Obviously, we can also regard (Uy);~o as operators
from B(E)* to B(EL)*.
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Lemma 8.19 There is a one-to-one correspondence between ji € M(EL) and k €
J (P) determined by

ke(f) = e u(T(hf)),  t>0,feB(E)". (8.36)

Moreover, if k and p are related by (8.36), we have

Si(k, [) = w(O(R71 ), t>0,f€B(E)". (8.37)

Proof. Let p € M(EL) and define the family of measures k = (k¢)¢>0 by (8.36).
Observe that

kr(PLf) = e uTp (W P f) = CHIUT T (W1 f) = kg (f)

forall ¢t > 0 and f € B(F). Moreover, by (8.32) and (8.36) it is easy to see that

1 1 1
/ ks(1)ds = lir% ebosuTS(h_l)ds = lir% T (h 1P, ,1)ds
0 T r r— r

1
< lim e”b+H(S_T)ufr(h_lﬁs_rl)ds

r—0 .

< lim el 7, (1 (1) = el (1),

r—0

where we also used (8.11) for the first inequality. Then we have k € % (P). Con-
versely, given k € JZ(P), we first define an entrance law v = ()0 for the
semigroup (1;)¢>0 by v¢(f) = e~ %!k (hf). Observe that

t—0

1 1
voy (1) ::T}LH})W( ) Thme bot/o Kt(Wsl)dSZ/O ns(1)ds < oo,

where 17 € J# () is defined by (8.9). For t > 0 define &, € M(E?) by in|p = 4
and 7;({0}) = vo+(1) — 1, (1). Tt is simple to see that (#;)¢¢ is a finite entrance
law for the conservative Borel right semigroup (77);>0. By Theorem A.37 there
exists a measure oy € M (E T such that 7, = T2 for t > 0. Then

kie(f) = v (h ™t f) = e uT, (R f)

with u being the restriction of 7y to Eg. Finally, assume that x and p are related by
(8.36). If f € B(E)™ is bounded by const - h we can use Lemma 8.9 to see

Si(k, f) = lim #5,(Viey f) = lim ™" T (R Vi f)
= lim uT (U (b)) = (@1 )).
Then we obtain (8.37) for all f € B(E)™ by taking increasing limits. a

Theorem 8.20 The entrance law K € ¢ 1(Q) is infinitely divisible if and only if it
has the representation
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/ e VWK, (dv)
M(E)
= exp{ = Sy(k, f) — / (1 —est“"f))F(du)}, (8.38)
H(P)°

where k € ¢ (P) and F(dp) is a o-finite measure on ¢ (P)° satisfying

/ ds/ F(dp) < oo. (8.39)

Proof. By Theorem 8.11 any entrance law K € #1(Q) corresponds to a probabil-
ity measure J on % (P) such that

[ e @) = [ el )}
M(E) A (P)

for every f € B(E)™. Then by Lemma 8.19 there is a probability measure H on
M (ET) such that

/ e Ky (dv) = / exp{—u(Tu(h™ )} H(dps).  (8.40)
M(E) M(ER)
For any f € C(EL)* we can use the above equality to see

/ e PHA =1im [ e DK, (dv). (8.41)
M(ET) =0 M)

Using (8.40) and (8.41) one can see K is an infinitely divisible probability entrance
law if and only if H is an infinitely divisible probability measure. In this case, we
have the representation

/ e*#(f)H(du) = exp{ — yg(f) — / (1 - ve))G%(dl/)},
M(EE) ME)?

where 75 € M(ET) and [1 A v(1)]GE(dv) is a finite measure on M (EL)°. Then
(8.38) follows by (8.40) and another application of Lemma 8.19. Using the notation
introduced in the proof of Theorem 8.11, we can differentiate both sides of (8.38) to
get

[ v =mia(n+ [ w(F@, 64
M(E) H(P)°

where 1, = wlk, is defined by (8.9) and 7lu, is defined similarly. By (8.42) and
Corollary 8.8 one can show (8.39) is equivalent to (8.14). O

The theorem above gives a complete characterization of infinitely divisible en-
trance laws in #"(Q). This result also yields a representation for the entrance laws



8.4 Kuznetsov Measures and Excursion Laws 193

for the restricted semigroup (@7 )¢>o. Indeed, by Corollary 8.3 and Theorem 8.20
an entrance law H € J#(Q°) can always be represented as

/ (1 —e Y H,(dv)
M(E)°

= S,(, f) + / (1 - exp{=Su(u NNF(dp),  (8.43)

Jo (Py°

where k € J¢(P) and F(dyu) is a o-finite measure on ¢ (P)° satisfying (8.39).
Then an application of Corollary 8.4 gives the following:

Corollary 8.21 Suppose that Condition 8.5 is satisfied. Then H € ¢ (Q°) if and
only if it is given by (8.43) for k € ¥ (P) and for a o-finite measure F(du) on
H(P)° satisfying (8.39).

8.4 Kuznetsov Measures and Excursion Laws

In this section, we prove some supporting properties of the Kuznetsov measures
corresponding to unbounded entrance laws for the (£, ¢)-superprocess, which typ-
ically lead to excursion laws. We assume ¢ is a Borel right process in E and ¢ is
a branching mechanism given by (2.26) or (2.27). Let (Q¢):>0 and (V;);>0 be re-
spectively the transition and cumulant semigroups of the (&, ¢)-superprocess. Recall
that ' (Q°) is the set of entrance laws for the restricted semigroup (Q7);>¢ satis-
fying (8.14). Let WJ be the space of right continuous paths ¢ — w; from (0, 00) to
M (E) having zero as a trap. Let (7%, 27) be the natural o-algebras on W, gener-
ated by the coordinate process. By Theorem A.40 each entrance law H € ¢ (Q°)
determines a Kuznetsov measure Qg (dw), which is the unique o-finite measure on
(Woh, /%) such that Qg ({0}) = 0 and

Qr(wy, € dvy,wy, € dva, ..., wy, € dvy)
= Hy (d)Qy, 4, (v1,dve) - Q7 (Vp—1,dvy) (8.44)

for every {t; < --- < t,} C (0,00) and {v1,...,v,} C M(E)°. Roughly speak-
ing, the above formula means that {w; : ¢ > 0} under Qg is a Markov process
in M(E)° with transition semigroup (Qf):>o and one-dimensional distributions
(Hy)t>o0-

Let y(z, dy) be the kernel on E defined by (2.28) and let (7;);>0 be the semi-
group defined by (2.35). If the underlying semigroup (P;);>¢ is conservative, the
function (s, z) — ms1(z) is bounded away from zero on [0, u] x F for every u > 0.
In this case, we fix a constant v > 0 and define the conservative inhomogeneous
transition semigroup (Qy!, : 0 <r <t < u) on M(E)° by

Qg,t(ﬂv dz/) = ﬂ(7r1t—r1)7ly(7ru—tI)Q(t)—'r'(ﬂ#a dV)-
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For any a > 0 let 2 *(Q") denote the class of finite entrance laws H := (H; : 0 <
t <) for (Q; : 0 <r <t < u)satisfying Hy(M(E)°) = afor0 <t < u.
Given any K € ¢ (Q°) we can let

a= / v(1)K,(dv)
M(E)°

and define H* € Z*(Q") by
H(dv) = v(my—1) K¢ (dv), 0<t<u. (8.45)
Recall that ||7|| < e forall t > 0, where co = [|b~ || + [|7(-, 1)

Theorem 8.22 Let x € E° and let Q,, be the Kuznetsov measure on W corre-
sponding to the entrance law L(z) := {L¢(z,-) : t > 0} defined by (2.9). Then for
Qu-a.e. w € Wy we have w, — 0 and wy(1)"tw; — 8, in M(E) as t — 0.

Proof. Step 1. We first assume the underlying semigroup (P;);>¢ is conservative.
For fixed u > 0 let @ = m,1(z) and define H* € #*(Q") by (8.45) with K
replaced by L(z). Then

QU (dw) := a tw, (1)Qu (dw) = 7, 1(x) ™ 1wy (1) Q, (dw)

defines a probability measure on W;". Under this measure, the coordinate process
{w; + 0 <t < u} is Markovian with transition semigroup (Q;!;, : 0 < r < ¢ <
u) and one-dimensional distributions (¢ "*H{ : 0 < t < w). By Corollary 8.17,
L(z) € J*°(Q°) is a minimal entrance law. Then H* € #*(Q") is a minimal
entrance law. It follows that Q¥ is trivial on %O_F; see Dynkin (1978, p.724) or
Sharpe (1988, p.199). For any f € B(E)™* we can use the martingale convergence
theorem to get Q¥-a.s.

Vof(z) = / (1—e"W)y(1) L HY(dv)
M(E)°

= 1, 1(2)QY [(1 - e*wdf))wuu)*l}
=l m1 (@) Q% | (1= e ) (1)

= lim 7, 1(z) / (1- e_”(f))u(l)_lQZ_u(wS, dv)
50 M(E)° ’
= lir% T 1(2)ws (my_s1) ™ (1 - e_“’s(v’*‘sf)). (8.46)

Let W, = {w € W : w,(1) > 0}. Then Q%(dw) and Q. (dw) are absolutely
continuous with respect to each other on W,'. Observe also that W,- C W,} for
any v > u. Then (8.46) holds for Q,-a.e. w € W, . Since (P;);>0 is conservative,
(8.11) and (8.46) imply

Vo f (z) < liminf e%w, (1, _1)"" < liminf e<c0+”b+“)“ws(1)71.

s—0 s—0
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Then letting u — 0 and f — oo we see ws(1) — 0as s — 0 for Q -a.e. w € W,}.
Since W™ = {0} U (Uy~oW,}) and Q. ({0}) = 0, we have w4(1) — Oas s — 0
for Q -a.e. w € Wi.

Step 2. Let Z be a countable Ray cone for (P;);>( that generates the Ray—Knight
completion E of E. Recall that each f € % can be extended uniquely to a function
f € C(E)*. By a similar reasoning as in the first step, for any v > u we have

71-uf(-r) = /M(E)° Z/(f)Lu(Iv dy)
= ll_I}I(l) T 1(2)ws (my— 1) " ws(my_ s f) (8.47)

for Q,-a.e. w € W, Take any w € W, along which the above relation holds for
all f € % and all rational u € (0, v]. Let @« = a(f) > 0 be a constant so that f € Z
is a-excessive for (P;)¢>0. By the proof of Corollary 2.34, there is a constant 3 > «
so that 7, f < 2Pt f for all t > 0. Then by (8.11) and (8.47) we can see

o f (z) < lim iélfe(co_”lﬁ||+2B)“ws(1)_1ws ) (8.48)
and
e?Pu f(x) > lim sup e_(2“b+H"’co)uws(1)_1105(Puf)7 (8.49)
s—0

where we have also used the relation P, f > e~ ** P, f for the second inequality.
Step 3. Let s, = si(w) > 0 be any sequence so that s, — 0 and wy, (1)~ 'ws, —
wp in M (E) as k — oo, where 1 is a probability measure on E. By (8.48) we have

Tuf(z) < e(c()—l\b*l\+26)uw0(f>_

Then letting u — 0 along rationals gives f(x) < wo(f). Let § > 20. Since u —
e~ (021107 I+eo)u p, f is decreasing, by (8.49) for any integer n > 1 we have

oo

Z lef(‘gfzﬁ)i/”f(:c) > lim sup ws(l)flws(fv),
n

i=0 s—0

where
o= [ e, fau,
0

Then letting n — oo gives

/OO e~ 07200 £()du > limsup wg (1) " w, (f,). (8.50)
0

5—0

Let (U%)q>0 denote the resolvent of (P;);>0 and let (U%)4s>0 denote its Ray ex-
tension. It is elementary to see
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poRIv e p - § / o~ (OR20b* Ireo) kvtu) p Ly
k=070

e v
< Z/ e—(0+2|\b+|\+co)(kv+u)ekavpufdu
k=0"0

= 3 e kORI o g
k=0
<(1—e Uiy, 8.51)

From (8.50) and (8.51) we get
/ o020 f(2)du > (1 — e~ 0= )iy (P2 o £,
0

Multiplying both sides of the above equality by § > 23 and letting § — oo we
obtain f(x) > wo(f). It follows that f(x) = w(f) and hence 10y = J, because
{fi—f2: f1, f2 € #} is uniformly dense in C(E). That implies w4 (1) ~tw; — &,
for Q-a.e. w € W, firstin M (E) and then in M (E). Since u > 0 was arbitrary,
the theorem follows when (P, );> is conservative.

Step 4. For a non-conservative underlying semigroup (F;);>0, we extend it to
a conservative semigroup (Pt)tzo on the Lusin topological space E:=EU {0}
with 0 being an isolated cemetery. Take a spatially constant local branching mech-
anism z — ¢, (z) satisfying ¢’(z) — oo as z — oc. For f € B(E)" let
60, f) = ¢.(f(9)) and let ¢(x, f) = ¢(x, f|g) if + € E. From those exten-
sions we can use an analogue of (2.33) to define the cumulant semigroup (V})tzo,
which can be represented by (2.5) with (\;, L;) replaced by (S\t, it). If we extend
the definition of f € B(E)* to E by setting f(d) = 0, it is not hard to show
Vif(x) = Vif(z) fort > 0and 2 € E. Then \(x,-) = A(z,-)|p for t > 0 and
¢ € E. In particular, we have \;(z, E) = 0 fort > 0 and z € E°. Let (v;);>0 be
the cumulant semigroup of the CB-process with branching mechanism z — ¢.(z),
which admits the representation (3.4). Since 0 is a cemetery for (If’t)tzo, we have

Vif(9) = /OOO (1—e @) (du), t>0,fe BE)".

Thus Xt(a, E) = 0fort > 0.Forany t > 0 and € E° one can choose sufficiently
small » > 0 and use Corollary 2.7 to see

S\t(vaN‘) = / ;\r(mvdy)j‘tfr(va) =0.

E

It follows that

NLy(x,dv), fe B(E)". (8.52)

et
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Let T, be the space of right continuous paths ¢ — 1, from (0, o) to M (E) having
zero as a trap and let Q. be the Kuznetsov measure on WOJF corresponding to the
entrance law L(z) := {L(z,-) : t > 0} defined by (8.52). Then {uy|g : t > 0}
under Qx is equivalent to {w; : ¢ > 0} under Q.. By Steps 1 and 3, for Qz—a.e.
W € W we have lim; @ (E) < lim;_q 1 (F) = 0 and

Wy (E) iy (f)

lim @, (E) "y (f) = lim —=————= = f(z
fimy ()i () =l 2 = 1)
for any f € C(E). That proves the theorem. O

By Theorem 8.22, for any z € E° the Kuznetsov measure Q,, is actually carried
by the paths w € W satisfying w; — 0 and w; (1)~ *w; — &, in M(E) ast — 0.
We call those paths excursions starting at x € E° and call Q, an excursion law for
the (&, ¢)-superprocess. The following theorem gives an alternate characterization
of the excursion law.

Theorem 8.23 Let t > 0 and assume A € M([0,t]) satisfies A({0}) = 0. For a
bounded positive Borel function (s, x) — fs(x) on [0,t] x E let (r,x) — u,(x) be
the unique bounded positive solution of (5.26). Then for any x € E° we have

QZL’ |:1 - eXP{ - / ws(fs))‘(ds)}:| = uO(m) (853)

(0]
Proof. Let & = (0,7, %, 4,&,Pry) and X = (W, 9,9, 4, X¢,Q,,,,) be real-
izations of the underlying spatial motion and the (£, ¢)-superprocess, respectively,

started from the arbitrary initial time » > 0. By the Markov property of Q, and
Theorem 5.15 we have

Q[1-ew{~ [ (s}
~ lim Q, [1 — exp { — /[E ) ws(fs)k(dS)}}
= }13% Q. Q. . {1 - eXp{ - - Xs(fs))‘(ds)}:l
= lim Q. [1 - exp{—w.(uo)}| = lim vo(w, ve), (8.54)

where (r,z) — wu,(z) is defined by (5.26) and (r,z) — v.(x) = v.(z,u.) is
defined by

vp(x) + / P, [0, vs)lds = Py pue(&:). (8.55)
Combining (5.26) and (8.55) gives

v, u2) = Po gt (€2) — /O Poa[6(€0.vs (- us))]ds
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t
— Py, P [ /[ t] fs<§s)A(ds)} CPy.P.c. [ / ¢<£S,us)ds]

- / P [0(E, s 1)) ds
- P[ y ()| Po | | t o(6e )5
- / P [0(En, s 10))]ds,

which converges to ug(z) as € — 0. Then (8.53) follows from (8.54). O

Using the excursion law, we can give a reconstruction of the trajectory of the
(&, ¢)-superprocess. Suppose that i € M (FE) is supported by E° and N (dw) is a
Poisson random measure on WO+ with intensity

/ p(de)Qu(dw),  we Wy,
We define the measure-valued process {X; : t > 0} by Xy = p and

X; = / we N (dw), t > 0. (8.56)
W+

0

Theorem 8.24 For t > 0 let 4, be the o-algebra generated by the collection of
random variables {N(A) : A € «/°}. Then {(X;,%,) : t > 0} is a realization of
the (&, ¢)-superprocess.

Proof. Forany t > 0 and f € B(E)" we can use Theorem 1.25 to see

Plow(-X(] e { - [ Qu(-ewp(cu(uian}

= exp{ — / p(dz) /M(E)O (1- e_”(f))Lt(x,du)}
— e { - [ Vi@ntan}

Then the random measure X; has distribution Q;(u, ) on M(E). Lett > r > 0
and let h be a bounded positive function on W~ measurable relative to <7°. For
feBE)T,

plew{ - [ () - x(n}]
= o - [ (1 ewp{-ntw) - w0} uian) |
e { = [ Q- )uan]
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.exp{ N / Q, [e—h(w>(1 _ e—wt(f))}u(dx)},

where we made the convention e~ = (. By the Markov property of Q, we have
Q. [efhw) (1- em(f))}
= Q, {e—h(w) (1 _ e_y(f))Q;),r(wde)}
M(E)°
= Q[ (1 = e Vi) .

It follows that

Plow] - [ nwnw -xon}]

0

= o { - [ Qu1 - exp{-htw) ~ 0.0 )t
plow{ - [ N -x.0in}|

0

Then {(X;,¥,) : t > 0} is a Markov process with transition semigroup (Q;):>o.
O

Example 8.1 Suppose that z — ¢(z) is a branching mechanism given by (3.1)
satisfying ¢’(z) — oo as z — oo. By Theorem 3.10, the corresponding CB-
process has cumulant semigroup admitting the representation (3.15). Let Dy be
the set of positive cadlag paths {w(t) : ¢ > 0} satisfying w(t) = w(0) = 0 for
t > inf{s > 0 : w(s) = 0}. By Theorem 8.22, the entrance law (I;);~o defined
by (3.15) corresponds an excursion law Q;(dw) that can be identified as a o-finite
measure on Dy.

Example 8.2 Let E be a complete separable metric space. Suppose that £ is a cadlag
Borel right process in E satisfying Condition 4.7. We shall construct a variation of
the {-Brownian snake. Let R, ,((u,y),d(w, z)) be defined as in Section 4.2. For
g € C(]0,00),R4) and (wo, z09) € S satisfying g(0) = 2o let Q?wo.,zo) denote the
law on S[0:°°) of the time-inhomogeneous Markov process started at (wo, zo) whose
transition kernel from time » > 0 to time ¢t > r is

Rm(r,t),g(t)«uvy)a d(w7 Z))7 (’U/7y) €5, (’LU7 Z) €5,

where m(r,t) = inf,<s<¢ g(s). Let n(dg) denote Itd’s excursion law, which is the
Kuznetsov measure corresponding to the entrance law (A.29) for the absorbing-
barrier Brownian motion. We think of n(dg) as a o-finite measure carried by the
set Cy of positive continuous paths {g(t) : ¢ > 0} such that g(0) = g(¢) = 0 for
every t > inf{s > 0 : g(s) = 0}. For x € E let N, be the o-finite measure on
Cp x S19) defined by
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NOE (dgv d(77, C)) = n(dg)Q!(JwO’()) (d(nv C))v (857)

where wy(t) = x for all t > 0. Roughly speaking, under N, the process {(7s, (s) :
s > 0} behaves as the £&-Brownian snake. The only difference is that {(; : s > 0} is
distributed according to Itd’s excursion law. Let 79(¢) = inf{s > 0 : {;, = 0} and
let {215(y,¢) : s > 0,y > 0} be the local time of {(; : s > 0}. Fort > 0 we define
the measure v;(dy) = v4(g,n,¢,dy) on E by

70(¢)
w(f) = / F(CON(t,0), | € CEB)*. (8.58)

Then {v; : ¢ > 0} is continuous in M (E). It was proved in Le Gall (1999, p.63)
that

T0(¢)
vi(f) = lim © [ o fon (G as

e—0 ¢

in N,-measure. Consequently, for any A € C'(R )™ with bounded support,

o0

[e's) TO(C)
/ Wty (f)dt = lim S h(i/k) / Loty 1 (G F (e (C)) s
0 0

k—o00 4
=0

70(¢)
- / B(C) f(ne(C))ds.

From Proposition 3 of Le Gall (1999, p.59) it follows that

N, [1 e {- [ h(t)w(f)dtﬂ — ugla),

where (7, ) — u,.(x) solves the integral equation

up () + / h P, . [us(&)%]ds = / h P, [h(s)f(&)]ds.

Thus {v; : t > 0} under N, is distributed on W, according to the excursion law
Q. defined by (5.26) and (8.53) with binary local branching mechanism ¢(z) =
2%. This gives a representation of Q, using N. In view of (8.58), the result of
Theorem 8.22 is obviously true for the binary local branching. It was pointed out
in Le Gall (1999, p.56) that N, can be understood as an excursion law of the &-
Brownian snake from the state (wq, 0).

Example 8.3 Let us continue the discussion in the last example. Suppose that p €
M(E) and N(dz,dg,d(n,¢)) is a Poisson random measure on E x C x S[0:>)
with intensity p(dz)N,(dg,d(n,()). Let vy = 11(g,n,¢) be given by (8.58) and
define the measure-valued process {X; : t > 0} by Xo = p and
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X, = / / / vN(de,dg,d(n, ), ¢ > 0. (8.59)
E JCy J S10:00)

Then {X; : t > 0} is a (&, ¢)-superprocess with local branching mechanism ¢(z) =
22; see Le Gall (1999, pp.61-62). This follows from Theorem 8.24 and the fact that
{vy : t > 0} is distributed under N, according to the excursion law Q, of the
(&, ¢)-superprocess. Let {(z;, g:, (7%, ")) : i = 1,2,...} be the countable support
of N(dz,dg,d(n,()). Let

T=sup{t>0:X; >0} =inf{t>0: X, =0}

denote the extinction time of {X; : ¢ > 0}. Then there is a unique label & > 1 so
that

T = sup Ck(s) =sup sup (i(s).
0<s<70(Ck) 121 0<s<70(¢")

Let S be the unique value in [0, 70(¢*)] so that ¢¥(S) = T'. It is easy to see that

. -1 o
ltlT%’lXt(l) Xt = (Sng(T)

This gives a description of the superprocess near its extinction time.

8.5 Super-Absorbing-Barrier Brownian Motions

We first consider a bounded domain E in the Euclidean space R? with twice continu-
ously differentiable boundary OF. Let £ be an absorbing-barrier Brownian motion in
E.Let (P,)¢>0 denote the transition semigroup of £. It is well-known that P;(z, dy)
has a density p;(z,y) for t > 0, which is the fundamental solution of the heat equa-
tion on E with Dirichlet boundary condition. Moreover, p;(x,y) = p;(y, x) is con-
tinuously differentiable in x and y to the boundary OF; see, e.g., Friedman (1964,
p-83). We shall use O, to denote the operator of inward normal differentiation at
z € OF. Clearly,

1
h(z) = / Pg1(x)ds, reFk (8.60)
0

defines a bounded strictly positive excessive function for (P;);>¢ and h(z) — 0 as
x — z € OE. Let Mj,(E) denote the set of o-finite measures p on F such that
p(h) < oo.

Lemma 8.25 The function h is continuously differentiable to the boundary and z —
0. h is bounded above and bounded away from zero on OE.
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Proof. We only give the proof for d > 2 since the result for d = 1 is well-known.
We shall use superscripts to indicate the dependence of the objects on the domain
E. The arguments consist of three steps.

Step 1. By Friedman (1964, p.83) and dominated convergence it is easy to see
that h is continuously differentiable to the boundary and

1 1
azhE:/ c‘LPSlds:/ ds/@zpf(-,x)dx, 2z € 0F. (8.61)
0 0 E

Let (%,&(t),P,) be a standard Brownian motion on R?% and let 7g< denote its
hitting time of E¢. For x € E we have P -a.s. {(7g<) € OF and

3pr(~,x)dso(dz) = azpsE(sc, dso(dz) = 2P, {Tg: € ds,&(TE:) € dz},

where o(dz) is the volume element on JF; see, e.g., Hsu (1986, p.110). Since E is
bounded, integrating both sides of the equality above and using (8.61) we see that

0< [ 9.hF0(dz) = 2/ P, {rg. < 1}dz < oco. (8.62)
oFE E

Step 2. For w € R and 7 > 0 let B,(r) = {z € R? : |z — w| < 7}. By
(8.61), (8.62) and the spatial homogeneity and symmetry of the Brownian motion,
there is a constant 0 < ¢(r) < oo such that 9,h P+ (") = ¢(r) for every z € OB, (r).
Consequently, the theorem holds for E = B,,(r). In the general case, the smooth-
ness of the boundary OF implies the existence of a constant r > 0 so that for each
z € OF there exists w € E so that |w — z| = r and B,,(r) C E. Then using the
absorbing-barrier Brownian motion we have

p¥(z,y)dy = Po{rpe > s,£(s) € dy}
> P {718, (r)c > 5,§(s) € dy}
_ pfw (r>(x7 y)dy

p2e (-, y) for

for every s > 0 and x,y € B, (r). It follows that 8.pZ (-, y 0,
9, hBw (") = c(r).

every s > 0 and y € By(r). In view of (8.61) we have 9,h”
Then 0. h¥ is bounded away from zero.

Step 3. Forw € R'and 0 < r < p < colet By(r,p) = {zr € R? : r <
|z — w| < p}. By the spatial homogeneity and symmetry of the Brownian motion,
there are constants 0 < a(r, p), 5(r, p) < oo such that

>
>

9. hBw(rr) — {a(r, p) 1f|z —w|=r,
’ B(r,p) if |z —w| = p.

We can find constants 0 < r < p < oo so that for each z € JE there exists w € E°
satisfying |w — z| = r and B,,(r, p) D E. By a comparison argument as in Step 2
we get D,h? < 9,hBw(mP) = a(r, p). O
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Theorem 8.26 For any u € My (E) and n € M(OF), we can define an entrance
law k € ' (P) by

wlf) = u(Bef) + /a _O.Rfn(ds), 1>0f€BE). (6

Moreover, every k € J& (P) has the representation (8.63) for some |1 € Mp(E)
andn € M(OE).

Proof. If k = (k¢)¢>o0 is given by (8.63), then clearly x € % (P). For the converse,
suppose that k € ¢ (P). Let (T3);>0 be the h-transform of Doob defined from
(P;)¢>0 and the function (8.60) and let v = (7)o be the bounded entrance law
for (T})¢>0 defined by v, (f) = k¢ (hf) fort > 0and f € C(E). By the smoothness
of the transition density p;(x,y), we can extend (1});>0 to a transition semigroup
(T;)¢>0 on E := E U OF by letting Tp f = f and

- = h(z) ' P.(hf)(z ifz ek,

T f(x) = {(8(1})1)—18£Pt2l(1f)) i € OF (8.64)

fort > 0, where f € C(E) and f = f|g. Here T; maps C(E) to itself. Moreover,
since F is compact, it is easy to show that ¢ — T, f is strongly continuous. By
Theorem 1.14, the family (v; )¢~ is relatively compact if we regard them as mea-
sures on £. Choosing a sequence r,, — 0 such that 7, converges weakly to some

Yo € M(E) as n — oo we get

%(f) = lm 5 (Tir, f) = lim 5. (Tif) = 2(Tf),

and hence
walf) = /E W) Puf ()0(dz) + /a (0uh) 10, Pu o).

Then (8.63) follows with p(dz) = h(xz) tyo(dx) and n(dz) = (9:h) 1vo(dz).
The extension to f € B(E) is immediate. O

Let ¢ be a branching mechanism on E given by (2.26) or (2.27) and let (Q¢)¢>0
be the transition semigroup of the super-absorbing-barrier Brownian motion defined
by (2.32) and (2.33). For the entrance law x € JZ (P) given by (8.63) we have

Se(k, f) = u(Vef)+ | 8:.Vifn(dz), t>0,feB(E)".
oF
Then Theorems 8.11 and 8.28 imply the following:

Theorem 8.27 For any p € M, (E) and n € M(JOE), we can define an entrance
law K € 2}(Q) by

/ e N Ky(dv) = exp{—p(Vif) = n(0.Vif)}. (8.65)
M(E)
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Moreover;, every K € J,}(Q) has the representation (8.65) for n € My (E) and
n e M(OE).

The above theorem gives a complete characterization for minimal probabil-
ity entrance laws for the super-absorbing-barrier Brownian motion. Using Theo-
rems 8.20 and 8.28 we can also give a characterization for its infinitely divisible
probability entrance laws. Those results can be extended to some unbounded do-
mains. For simplicity we only discuss briefly the extensions to the positive half line
Ey := (0,00). In the remainder of this section, let (P;);>o be the transition semi-
group of the absorbing-barrier Brownian motion in Ey given by (A.27) and (A.28).
In this case, the function x — h(x) defined by (8.60) is a smooth function on E
with h(0+) = 0.

Theorem 8.28 For any i € My (Ey) and any o > 0, we can define an entrance
law k €  (P) by

ke(f) = W(Pf) + adoPof,  t>0,f € B(Ey). (8.66)

Moreover, every € J (P) has the representation (8.66) with (n € M (Ey) and
a > 0.

Proof. The proof is very similar to that of Theorem 8.26, so we only describe the
difference. It suffices to prove each x € £ (P) has the representation (8.66). Let
(T})>0 and its bounded entrance law (7;);>¢ be defined as in the proof of The-
orem 8.26. By the smoothness of p;(z,y), we now extend (7});>o to a strongly
continuous transition semigroup (7});>0 on Eo := [0, 0o] by letting Ty f = f and

h(x) 1Py (hf)(z) if0 <2z < oo,
Tif(x) = § (Qoh) "' Pi(hf) ifx =0, (8.67)

f(o0) ifx =00

for ¢ > 0, where f € C(Ep) and [ = flg,- Then v, (f) = vo(T.f) for some
Yo € M(Ejy). Since oo is a trap for (1})¢>0, we must have 4o ({oco}) = 0 and then
(8.66) follows. a

Let (Q;)¢>0 be the transition semigroup of the super-absorbing-barrier Brown-
ian motion over Ey with branching mechanism given by (2.26) or (2.27). By easy
applications of Theorems 8.11 and 8.28 we get the following:

Theorem 8.29 For any ju € My, (Ey) and o > 0, we can define K € ,}(Q) by
/ e VDK, (dv) = exp{—u(Vif) — adoVif}. (8.68)
M(Eo)

Moreover; every K € J,}(Q) has the representation (8.68) with y € My, (Ey) and
a>0.
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Example 8.4 Let W, be the space of right continuous paths from (0, o) to M (Ep)
having zero as a trap. Let (&7°, <7) be the natural o-algebras on W, generated by
the coordinate process. By Theorem 8.29, for each v > 0,

/ e VDKM (dv) = exp{—udoV.f}, t>0,f€ B(Ey)", (8.69)
M(Eo)

defines a probability entrance law (K}*)¢~ for the super-absorbing-barrier Brown-
ian motion. Let Q" be the corresponding Kuznetsov measure on I/VOJr . Recall that
the branching mechanism ¢ is given by (2.26). Suppose that

sup h(x)fl{n(a:,h)+/

IS0 J M (Eq)e

[u(h) Av(h)? + ym(h)} H(x,du)} < oo, (8.70)

Then for any € > 0 we have
we((0,€]) — oo and wy([e,0)) — Oast — 0 (8.71)

for Q%-a.e. w € WJ. To see this let (Tt)tZ() be defined as in the proof of Theo-
rem 8.28 and use the same notation for its restriction to R.. Under condition (8.70)
we can define a branching mechanism v on R, by ¢ (z, f) = h(x)~é(z, hf) for
z > 0and ¥(0, f) = 0, where f € B(R;)T and f = f|g,. Let (Uy);>0 be the
cumulant semigroup defined from (7})¢>0 and t. Then for t > 0 we have

= = h(z)~tVy(hf)(z) ifz >0,
Uf(w) = { (@h) 10 Vi(hf) ifx = 0. 8.72)
Theorem 5.12 implies that (U;)¢>( determines a Borel right semigroup on M (R ).
We then define the measure-valued process {X; : ¢t > 0} by X;({0}) = 0 and
Xi(dz) = h(z)w¢(dz) for x > 0. It is not hard to see that {X; : t > 0} is a
superprocess in M (R ) with cumulant semigroup (U;);>0. Using (8.67) one may
check 9y Vi (hf) = OohU, f(0). From (8.69) we have

Q" exp{—Xi()} = exp{—udohT, f(0)}, ¢>0,f € BR,)".

This implies Q“{ X, = udohdp} = 1. Since h(0+) = 0 and h(x) > 0 for z > 0,
we have (8.71) for Q“-a.e. w € W'.

8.6 Notes and Comments

The structures of entrance laws for Dawson—Watanabe superprocesses were investi-
gated in Dynkin (1989b), Fitzsimmons (1988) and Li (1995/6, 1996, 1998b). Those
for branching particle systems were studied in Li (1998a). Evans (1992) gave a
characterization for the entrance laws of a conditioned superprocess.
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Theorem 8.2 first appeared in Li (1995/6). A slightly different form of Theo-
rem 8.6 was given in Dawson (1993, p.195). The proof of Theorem 8.11 follows
Dynkin (1989b) and Li (1996, 1998b). Fitzsimmons (1988) proved Theorem 8.13
for local branching mechanisms. Theorem 8.20 was proved in Li (1996) for local
branching mechanisms and in Li (1998b) for decomposable branching mechanisms.

The existence of excursion laws of Dawson—Watanabe superprocesses was first
observed by El Karoui and Roelly (1991). The presentation of Theorem 8.22 given
here is in the spirit of Li (2002). A special form of this result was proved in Li and
Shiga (1995) using a theorem of Perkins (1992), which asserts that a conditioned
Dawson—Watanabe superprocess is a generalized Fleming—Viot superprocess. The
proof of Lemma 8.25 was taken from Li (1998a). This results can also be obtained
from the general estimates of heat kernels given in Zhang (2002). The proofs of
Theorems 8.26 and 8.28 follow those of Li and Shiga (1995). It was showed in van
der Hofstad (2006) that the canonical measure of the super-Brownian motion is a
natural candidate for the scaling limits of various random systems; see also Hara
and Slade (2000) and van der Hofstad and Slade (2003).

The representation (8.59) of binary branching superprocesses was established in
Le Gall (1991, 1999). This representation relies on the fact that the genealogical
structure of Feller’s branching diffusion can be coded by the Brownian excursions.
A similar coding for the structures of CB-processes with general branching mech-
anisms was given in Le Gall and Le Jan (1998a, 1998b) using spectrally positive
Lévy processes. Bertoin et al. (1997) provided a snake-like construction of super-
processes based on subordination. A direct construction of superprocesses with gen-
eral branching mechanisms was given by Duquesne and Le Gall (2002) using the
so-called Lévy snakes.

The snake representation has become a powerful tool in the study of the super-
processes and the associated nonlinear partial differential equations; see Duquesne
and Le Gall (2002), Le Gall (1999, 2005) and the references therein. This technique
also played an important role in the work of Le Gall (2007) on scaling limits of large
planar maps; see also Le Gall and Paulin (2008). A Schilder type theorem on large
deviations of the super-Brownian was established recently in Xiang (2010) using
the snake representation; see also Fleischmann et al. (1996) and Schied (1996). The
behavior of superprocesses near extinction was studied by Liu and Mueller (1989)
and Tribe (1992); see also Le Gall (1999, p.72). The tool of Lévy snakes was used
in Abraham and Delmas (2008) in the construction of fragmentation processes.



Chapter 9
Structures of Independent Immigration

In this chapter we study independent immigration structures associated with MB-
processes. We first give a formulation of the structures using skew convolution semi-
groups. Those semigroups are in one-to-one correspondence with infinitely divisible
probability entrance laws for the MB-processes. We shall see that an immigration
superprocess has a Borel right realization if the corresponding skew convolution
semigroup is determined by a closable infinitely divisible probability entrance law.
The trajectories of the immigration processes are constructed using stochastic in-
tegrals with respect to Poisson random measures determined by entrance rules. We
discuss briefly martingale problems for the immigration superprocesses, from which
some stochastic equations of one-dimensional CBI-processes are derived.

9.1 Skew Convolution Semigroups

Suppose that E is a Lusin topological space and (Q););>o is the transition semigroup
of an MB-process given by (2.3) and (2.5). Let (IV;);>0 be a family of probability
measures on M (E). We call (N,);>o a skew convolution semigroup (SC-semigroup)
associated with (Q¢)¢>o provided

Nyge = (N-Q4) * Ny, r,t > 0. 9.1
The above equation is of interest because of the following:
Theorem 9.1 The relation (9.1) is satisfied if and only if
QY (1) == Qulp, ) ¥ Ny, >0, pe M(E) 92)
defines a Markov semigroup (QY );>0 on M (E).

Proof. Tt is easy to see that (9.2) really defines a probability kernel on M (F). If
(Nt)e>o satisfies (9.1), for any r, ¢ > 0 and f € B(E)" we have
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/ eiy(f)QvvaH(HvdV)
M(E)
:/ e—m(f)QrH(M’dyl)/ 2N, 4y (dvn)
M(E) M(E)
— [ Q) [ e Qe dm)
M(E) M(E)

- / 2D (N, Q) (dvs) / e=(D N, (dv)
M(E) M(E)
- / QN (1, dv) / e DQ,(, din) / e N, (dvg)

M(E) M (E) M(E)
— [ Q¥ [ QN pan),
M(E) M(E)

where we used Theorem 2.1 for the third equality. Then (Q});>¢ satisfies the
Chapman—Kolmogorov equation. For the converse, suppose the kernels (Q¥ )t>0
constitute a transition semigroup. Since Q;(0,-) = &y, we have QY (0,-) = N;.
Consequently, for any r, ¢t > 0 and f € B(E)™",

/ eiu(f)Nr_;'_t(dV)

— [ N [ QN ()
M(E) M(E)

:/ Nr(d,u)/ e_”l(f)Qt(mdz/l)/ e‘”Q(f)Nt(dug)
M(E) M(E)

M(E)

= e_yl(f)Ner(dl/l)/ e_y2(f)Nt(dl/2).
M(E) M(E)

Thus (N¢)¢>o satisfies (9.1). |

Suppose that T' is an interval on the real line and (%;):er is a filtration. If
{(Y;,%4,) : t € T} is a Markov process in M (E) with transition semigroup
(QN)i>0 given by (9.2), we call it an immigration process associated with (Q):>0
or the corresponding MB-process. In the special case where (Q;):>0 is the transi-
tion semigroup of a Dawson—Watanabe superprocess, we also call Y an immigration
superprocess. The intuitive meaning of the model is clear in view of (9.1) and (9.2).
From (9.2) we see that the population at any time ¢ > 0 is made up of two parts;
the native part generated by the mass ;1 € M (FE) has distribution Q¢ (i, -) and the
immigration in the time interval (0, ¢] gives the distribution V. In a similar way, the
equation (9.1) decomposes the population immigrating to F during the time interval
(0,7 + t] into two parts; the immigration in the interval (r, r 4 t] gives the distribu-
tion NV} while the immigration in the interval (0, ] generates the distribution NV, at
time r and gives the distribution N,.Q); at time r + ¢. It is not hard to understand that
(9.2) gives a general formulation of the immigration independent of the state of the
population.
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Theorem 9.2 Suppose that {( Xy, #) : t € T} and {(Y2,%,) : t € T} are two
independent immigration processes associated with (Q¢)i>o corresponding to the
SC-semigroups (M;)i>0 and (Ny)y>o, respectively. Let Z, = Xy + Y, and 7 =
o(F: UY,). Then {(Zs, 74) : t € T} is an immigration process corresponding to
the SC-semigroup (L)y> defined by Ly = M; * Ny.

Proof. By Theorem 2.1 it is simple to show that (L;)¢>¢ is really an SC-semigroup
associated with (Q¢)>0. Let (QF);>0 be defined by (2.2) with (N;);> replaced by
(L¢)¢>0. By a modification of the proof of Theorem 2.3 one shows {(Z;, 74) : t €
T} is a Markov process with transition semigroup (QL);>o. O

Corollary 9.3 Ler {(X;, %) : t € T} be an MB-process with transition semi-
group (Q)i>o and let {(Y;,%,) : t € T} be an immigration process with transition
semigroup (QN )i>0. Suppose the two processes are independent of each other. Let
Zy=Xo+ Y, and A = o(Fy UY,). Then {(Zy, ) : t € T} is an immigration
process with transition semigroup (QY )i>o.

Theorem 9.4 Suppose that t — V,f(x) is locally bounded and right continuous
pointwise for every f € C(E)T. If (Ks)s>0 is an infinitely divisible probability
entrance law for (Q¢)>o satisfying

t
— / log Lk, (1)ds < oo, t>0, (9.3)
0

then an SC-semigroup (Ny)>o associated with (Q)¢>o is defined by

log Ly, (f) :/0 [log Lk, (f)]ds, t>0,feB(E)*. (9.4)

Conversely, for every SC-semigroup (Ny)i>o associated with (Q¢)¢>o there is an
infinitely divisible probability entrance law (K )s>o for (Qi)i>o satisfying (9.3) so
that the Laplace functionals of (Ny);>¢ are given by (9.4).

Proof. If (K;)s>o is an infinitely divisible probability entrance law for (Q¢):>0
satisfying (9.3), then (9.4) clearly defines a family of infinitely divisible probability
measures (N¢);>o on M (E). By the entrance law property of (K)o it is easy to
show that (9.1) holds, so (N;);>o is an SC-semigroup associated with (Q;);>o. To
prove the converse, let (IV;);>o be an SC-semigroup associated with (Q););> and
let

H(f)=—log [ e IN(), t20.fEBE). O3
M(E)

From (9.1) we have
Jre(f) = Je(f) + Jo(Vef), mt=0,f € B(E)". 9.6)

Then t — Jy(f) is increasing for every f € B(E)™. Observe also J;(f1) < Ji(f2)
for fi < fo € B(E)™.For f € C(E)" we have V;f(z) — f(z) pointwise as
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t — 0. Then letting ¢ — 0 and r — 0 in (9.6) and using (9.5) and dominated
convergence we get

lim Ji(f) = lim J,(f) + lim J,().

Thus lim;_¢ J;(f) = 0 first for f € C(E)" and then for all f € B(E)". Let
g=q(l, f) > 0besuch that |V; f|| < gforall0 <t <[.For0<¢; <dy <---<
en <dp <---<lseto, = 1 (d; — ¢;). We claim that

n

Z[sz(f) - JCi (f)} < Jcrn (q)

i=1

For n = 1 this follows from (9.6). If the above inequality is true when n is replaced
by n — 1, using (9.6) we have

n

> Ja(f)

i=1

M |

(] + Jap—c, (Ve f)

Jan 1( ) + Jd1L767L(VU7L—1q) =J5,(q)-

Thus ¢t — J¢(f) is absolutely continuous. That is, we have J;(f) = fot I;(f)ds
for a positive Borel function s — I;(f) on [0, 00). Let S2(E, ) be defined as in
Section 1.2. Then there is a set A C [0, co) with full Lebesgue measure so that for
alls € Aand f € So(E,r),

1(F) = tim ~[Jusr(F) = Ju()] = im 7, (Vaf)
~ lim 1 (1~ exp{—7(Va)})

r—07r

= lim l Nr(d,u)/ (1- e_”(f))Qs(,u,dV).
=07 Jp(B) M(E)°

In view of (9.5) we have lim, . J;(1/n) = 0 decreasingly. Thus, by tak-

ing a smaller set A C [0,00) with full Lebesgue measure, we may assume

limy, 00 Is(1/n) = O for all s € A. By Proposition 1.31 there is Uy € ¥ (F)

such that I,(f) = Us(f) forall s € Aand f € S3(E,r). Consequently,

t
Wi = [ vdpds. ez
0
first for f € So(E,r) and then for all f € B(E)*. Now the equation (9.6) yields

/T 5+t(f)ds—/rU5(th)ds, rt>0,f € B(E)".
0 0

Then for any ¢t > 0 and f € B(E)" there is a subset A;(f) of [0, 00) with full
Lebesgue measures so that Usy.(f) = Us(Vif) for all s € A.(f). By Fubini’s
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theorem, there are subsets B(f) and B,(f) of [0, 00) with full Lebesgue measures
such that

Us+t(f):Us(Wf)a SGB(f)vtEBs(f)'

Since Usq; and U, o V; are determined by their restrictions to the countable set
Sa(E,r), for B C [0,00) and Bs C [s, 00) with full Lebesgue measures we have

Uy =UgoV;_g, s € B,t € B;.

Choose a sequence {s, } C B with s,, — 0. Forany ¢t > s, > s,41 > 0, we may
take s € By, N By, ,, N[0,1] to see

Usn o V;f—sn = l:]sn o ‘/;—sﬂ, o VVt—s == Us o ‘/t—s

= U5n+1 © stsnﬂ oVi_s = U5n+l © V;fsnﬂ'

Then W, := U, oV;_,, € #(F) isindependent of n > 1 and W; = U, for almost
all t > 0. Thus we have

Jt(f):/o W.(f)ds, t>0,f € B(E)"

Moreover, it is easy to see that W4, = W, oV, for all »,£ > 0. Let K be the
infinitely divisible probability measure on M (E) such that —log Lx_ = W,. Then
(Ks)s>o is an entrance law for (Q¢)¢>0 and (9.4) holds. O

It is clear that (9.4) establishes a one-to-one correspondence between the SC-
semigroup (NNy):>o and the infinitely divisible probability entrance law (Ks)ss0
satisfying (9.3). If (K)s>0 can be extended to a closed entrance law (K)s>0, we
say the SC-semigroup and the corresponding immigration process are regular. For
the regular SC-semigroup we have

¢
/ e "IN, (dv) = exp{ */ I(st)ds}, feBE)T, O
M(E) 0

where I = —log Lk, . The functional I € .#(E) is called the immigration mecha-
nism of the regular immigration process. From (9.4) we obtain

t
/ v(1)N¢(dv) :/ ds/ v(1)Ks(dv), t>0. (9.8)
M(E) 0 M(E)°

Then a combination of Theorem 9.4 and the results of Section 8.3 gives character-
izations of SC-semigroups associated with the (£, ¢)-superprocess under the first-
moment assumption.
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9.2 The Canonical Entrance Rule

Suppose that E is a Lusin topological space and (Q;);>o is the transition semigroup
of an MB-process given by (2.3) and (2.5). Suppose that t — V,f(z) is locally
bounded and right continuous pointwise for every f € C'(E)". Recall that (QF):>0
denotes the restriction of (Q;);>0 to M (E)°.

Theorem 9.5 If (N);>0 is an SC-semigroup associated with (Q¢)>0, each proba-
bility measure N, is infinitely divisible. Moreover, we have the canonical represen-
tation Ny = I(vi, Gy), where t — =y is an increasing path from [0, 00) to M(E)
and (Gy)¢>o is an entrance rule for (Q3)>o.

Proof. By Theorem 9.4 there is an infinitely divisible probability entrance law
(Ks)s>0 such that (9.4) holds. By Theorem 8.2 we may assume (K)q~0 is given
by (8.2) and (8.3). Then we have N; = I(y;, G¢) with

t t
Ve :/ nsds and Gy :/ Hds. 9.9)
0 0

In particular, the map ¢ — ~;(dx) is increasing. For ¢ > r > 0 the relation (9.1)
implies

Yt = Vt—r + / ’Y’r(dx))\tfr($7 ) (910)
E
and
Gt = Gt—r + GTQ?_T + / ’Yr(dI)Lt_r(CC, ) (911)
E

Thus G, Q;_, < G;. By the second equality in (9.9) we have

r t
G.Q;_,. = / H,Q7_.ds=GQ;_, — / H,Qy_,ds.
0 T
It follows that G,Q5_, — Gy as r — t—. Then (G});>0 is an entrance rule for
(QF)t>0- O

In the situation of the above theorem, we call (G );> the canonical entrance rule
of the SC-semigroup (N;);>¢. The following theorem gives a general representation
of the canonical entrance rule.

Theorem 9.6 The canonical entrance rule (Gt)i>o of an SC-semigroup associated
with (Q¢)¢>0 has the representation

t
G = / G5 .C(ds),  t>0, 9.12)
0
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where ((ds) is a diffuse Radon measure on [0,00) and {(G})i>0 : $ > 0} isa
Sfamily of entrance laws for (Q3)i>o.

Proof. By Theorem A.39, there is a Radon measure ((ds) on [0, c0) and a family
of entrance laws {(G3);>¢ : s > 0} for (Q7):>0 such that

Gi= [ G .c(ds), t>0. (9.13)
[0.)

For f € C(E)™" we can use the second expression in (9.9) to see

t
t— (1 —e"UNGy(dv) = / ds/ (1—e"YH, (dv)
M(E)° 0 M(E)°

is continuous on [0, co). Then for any » > 0 we have

0= lim (1 —e NG,y (dv) — / (1 —e NG, (dv)
- M(E)° M(E)°
1 _ —v(f) s
tli%%’ [0,r+t)C(dS) M(E)°<1 ‘ Grresd)
- [ (ds) (1—e UG5 (dv)
[0,r) M(E)°
1 —_ o Vs
a tg%ﬂ* [ryr+t) (ds) /M(E)° e Grsemdld)
+ Jim /[o )C(dS) _/M(E)O(l —e MG (dp)
= o, S [ e e (@
_ 1 _ o V(s
- t1—1>I[I)1+ [r’r+t) C(dS) I\/I(E)O(l € )G7'+t—s(dy)
> lim sup C({r})/ (1-— efy(f))G:(d’/)-
t—0+4 M(E)° )

Now suppose that (({r}) > 0 for some r > 0. From the above it follows that

lim sup/ (1- e_”(f))Gf(du) =0. (9.14)
t—0+ Jar(mye

Fort > 0let ¢; = supg<s<; ||V5f||. Then for 0 < s < ¢ we have

/ (17e”’(f))G§(dy):/ (1 —e Vi@ (dv)
M(B)° M(E)°

< (1 — e *@N)GT (dw).
M(E)°
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By (9.14) the right-hand side tends to zero as s — 0, so (G} )¢~ is trivial. Therefore
we can remove all the atoms of {(ds) and obtain (9.12) from (9.13). O

Corollary 9.7 For every SC-semigroup (Ny)>o associated with (Q¢)¢>0, we have
the decomposition

Slog k() =)+ [ @) [ - ap

where t — 7y is an increasing path from [0, 00) to M (E), {(ds) is a diffuse Radon
measure on [0, 00) and {(G})i>0 : s > 0} is a family of entrance laws for (Q7)>o.

Given two probability measures F; and Fy on M (E), we write F} = Fy if
Fy x G = F> for another probability measure G on M (E). Clearly, the measure G
is unique if it exists. Let &*(Q) denote the set of probabilities F' on M (E) satisfying
FQ; <X Fforallt > 0.

Theorem 9.8 For each F € &*(Q) there is a unique SC-semigroup (Ny)>0 asso-
ciated with (Q¢)>o such that FQ, « Ny = F for all t > 0.

Proof. Since F € &*(Q), for each ¢t > 0 there is a unique probability measure Ny
on M (FE) satisfying F' = (FQ;) * Ny. By Theorem 2.1, for r,t > 0 we have

(FQryt) % Nyt = F = (FQy) * Ny = {[(FQr) * Ny JQ¢} * Ny
= (FQr+t) * (N, Q) * Ny.

Then (9.1) holds, that is, (N);>0 is an SC-semigroup associated with (Q¢)¢>0. O
The infinitely divisible probabilities in &*(Q) are closely related with excessive
measures for (QF)¢>0. Let £(Q°) denote the class of all excessive measures H for
(Q7)e=o satisfying
/ [1Av(D]H(dv) < oo. (9.15)
M(E)°

Proposition 9.9 Let F' = I(n, H) be an infinitely divisible probability measure on
M(E). Then F € &*(Q) if and only if (n, H) satisfy

[ o) <nand [ n@oLie) + HG; <H. - ©10
E E

In particular, if H € £(Q°), then F = 1(0, H) € £*(Q).
Proof. By Proposition 2.6 we have F'Q; = I(n;, H;), where

i :/En(d:v))\t(m,-) and H, :/En(dx)Lt(m,-)—&-HQ?.

Then FQQ; = F holds if and only if (9.16) is satisfied. The second assertion is
immediate. O
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We write F' € &£*(Q) if ' € &*(Q) is a stationary distribution for (Q)¢>0,
and write I' € £7(Q) if F' € &*(Q) and lim;_. FQ; = d. Clearly, we have
dp € £X(Q), but there can be other non-trivial stationary distributions.

Theorem 9.10 Let F' € &*(Q) and let (N¢)>o be the SC-semigroup defined in
Theorem 9.8. Then F' = F; % F,, where F; = lim;_.o FQ, € &(Q) and F,, =
limy o N, € E5(Q).

Proof. By the definition of &*(Q) we have FQ,+; = FQ; for r,t > 0. Thus for
every f € B(E)™ the limits

Lr(f) =1Jim Liq,(f) and Ly, (f) =Llim Ly,()

exist and they are the Laplace functionals of two probability measures F; and F), on
M(E). Clearly, F; € &(Q) and F = F; * F),. On the other hand,

Fix Fpy = F = (FQq) * Ny = Fy % (FpQ¢) * Ny,
so F,, = (FQ¢) * Ny. Therefore F}, € £*(Q) and lim;_, o, F,,Q¢ = o. O

It is simple to see that the measure F}, € &) (Q) in Theorem 9.10 is a station-
ary distribution of the transition semigroup (QV);>o defined from (Q;);>o and
(N¢)e>0- Then the above theorem shows that any F' € £*(() can be decomposed as
the convolution of a stationary distribution of (Q:);>o with a stationary distribution
of an immigration process associated with (Q¢):>o0.

9.3 Regular Immigration Superprocesses

In this section we state some basic properties of regular immigration superprocesses.
Their proofs are not provided since they are similar to those for the superprocesses
without immigration given before. Suppose that £ is a Borel right process in a Lusin
topological space E with transition semigroup (P;):>0. Let ¢ be a branching mech-
anism given by (2.26) or (2.27) and let (V;);>( be the cumulant semigroup of the
(&, &)-superprocess defined by (2.33). Suppose that I € .#(F) is an immigration
mechanism given by

I(f) =n(f) +/M(E)O (1—e " H(dv), feB(E)", 9.17)

where 7 € M(FE) and v(1)H (dv) is a finite measure on M (E)°. Let (Q);>0 be
the transition semigroup of the regular immigration superprocess defined by

/ e—l/(f)QiV(,u’dl/) = exp{ —pu(Vif) — /tI(VSf)ds}. (9.18)
M(E) 0
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This corresponds to the regular SC-semigroup given by (9.7). Recall that ¢g =
15711+ [y G DI

Proposition 9.11 Let (QY);>o be defined by (9.18). Then fort > 0, u € M(E)
and f € B(E) we have

t
[ w0@ ) =utms) + [ Impas, ©9.19)
M(E) 0
where t — m, f is defined by (2.35) and
rih=nh+ [ vnH@) 920
M(E)°

Corollary 9.12 Suppose that (Y, %, P) is a realization of the immigration super-
process with transition semigroup (QN );>o such that P[Yy(1)] < oo. Let « > 0
and let f € B(E)" be an a-super-mean-valued function for (P;)i>o satisfying
e :=infyep f(x) > 0. Then for any 3 > « + coe || f|| the process

Zi(f) = eV (N) + 200, 120
is a (%, )-supermartingale.

Let F be the set of functions f € B(FE) that are finely continuous relative to &.
Fix 8 > 0 and let (A, Z(A)) be the weak generator of (P;);>¢ defined by Z(A) =
UPF and Af = Bf —gfor f = UPg e 9(A).

Theorem 9.13 Suppose that (Y;,%;,P) is a progressive realization of the immi-
gration superprocess with transition semigroup (QN );>¢ such that P[Yy(1)] < oo.
Then for any f € P(A), the process

M (f) = Yo(f) — Yo(f) - / [Yu(Af +~f —bf) + T(f)]ds

is a (%;)-martingale.
Proposition 9.14 Suppose that the kernel H(x,dv) in (2.26) and the measure
H(dv) in (9.17) satisfy

2 2
sup /M(E)O v(f)*H(z,dv) +/ v(f)?H(dv) < 0. 9.21)

z€E M(E)°

Thenfort >0, u € M(E) and f € B(E) we have

2

/M(E) 0@ () = (st + /Otf (ro1 0 )
+/Ot ds/Eq(x,st)MWt—s(dx)
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+/Otdu/0uds/Eq(l‘,ﬁsf)Fﬂu—s(dx)

t
+ / ds / v(mef)?H(dv), 9.22)
0 M(E)°

where q(x, ) is defined by (2.59).

Theorem 9.15 The immigration superprocess with transition semigroup (Q );>o
has a right realization in M (E). If  is a Hunt process, then the immigration super-
process has a Hunt realization in M (E).

Let{ = (02,7, % 4,6, Pry) and Y = (W, 9,9, ., Y, Qﬁfu) be respectively
right realizations of the underlying spatial motion and the immigration superprocess
from an arbitrary initial time r > 0.

Theorem 9.16 Suppose thatt > 0 and A € M([0,t]). Let (s,z) — fs(x) be a
bounded positive Borel function on [0,t] x E. Then we have

QY exp{ - /w] Ys(fs))\(ds)} - exp{ ~ ) — /:I(us)ds}

Jor every 0 < r < t, where (r,x) — w,(x) is the unique bounded positive solution
on [0,t] x E of (5.26).

We can also extend the immigration superprocesses to the state space of tempered
measures. Let o« > 0 and let h € p#(F) be a strictly positive a-excessive function
for €. Recall that M}, (E) is the space of measures p on E satisfying p(h) < oo and
By, (F) is the set of Borel functions f on E satisfying | f| < const - h.

Theorem 9.17 Let (V;)i>0 be the cumulant semigroup on By(E)" defined in
Theorem 6.3. Suppose that 1 € My (E) and v(h)H (dv) is a finite measure on
My (E)° := My(E) \ {0} and write

I(f) =n(f) +/ (1—e")H(dv), feBuEBE)r. (923
My (E)°
Then a Borel right transition semigroup (QN )i>0 on My (E) is defined by

/ e_V(f)QiV(NvdV) :exp{ — (Vi f) —/t I(st)ds} (9.24)
My (E) 0

If. in addition, the semigroup (P;);>o given by (6.10) has a Hunt realization, then
(QN)i>0 has a Hunt realization.

We now discuss briefly martingale problems for the immigration superprocesses,
which generalize those of superprocesses without immigration. In the remainder of
this section, we assume F is a locally compact separable metric space and £ is a Hunt
process in E with transition semigroup (P;);>o. Suppose that (P;);>(o preserves
Co(E) and t — P, f is continuous in the supremum norm for every f € Cy(E). Let
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A denote the strong generator of (P;);>o with domain Dy(A) C Cy(E). Let ¢ be
a branching mechanism given by (2.26) or (2.27) satisfying Conditions 7.1 and 7.2.
By Theorem 9.15 the immigration superprocess with transition semigroup (Q )t>0
given by (9.18) has a cadlag realization. Let L be the generator defined by (7.12).
For F' € 2 define

LF(u) = LoF(u) + /E F' (s 2)n(d)

+ [F(p+v) — F(p)H(dv). (9.25)
M(E)°

Suppose that (W, ¥,%,,P) is a filtered probability space satisfying the usual hy-
potheses and {Y; : ¢t > 0} is a cadlag process in M (E) that is adapted to (4;)¢>0
and satisfies P[Y(1)] < oo. For this process we consider the following properties:

(1) Forevery T > 0and f € Co(E)™T,

T—t
exp{—mvT_tf)— / I(st)ds}, 0<t<T
0

is a martingale.
(2) Forevery f € Dy(A)T,

H(f) = exp{ i)+ / YL(Af — o)) +I(f)}ds}, £>0

is a local martingale.
(3) (a) The process {Y; : t > 0} has no negative jumps. Let N(ds,dv) be the
optional random measure on [0, 00) X M (E)° defined by

N(ds,dv) = Z Liay,#0)0(s,Ay,)(ds, dv),
s>0

where AY; =Y, —Y;_, and let N (ds, dv) denote the predictable compensator
of N(ds,dv). Then N(ds,dv) = dsK(Y;_,dv) + dsH (dv) with

K(u,du):/Eu(dx)H(x,dz/).

(b) Let I" be defined by (9.20) and let N(ds,dv) = N(ds,dv) — N(ds,dv).
For any f € Dy(A),

Yi(f) = Yo(f) + M{(f) + M(f) +/O [Yi(Af +~f —0f) + I'(f)]ds,

where { M7 (f) : t > 0} is a continuous local martingale with quadratic varia-
tion 2Y; (cf?)dt and
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) —/ / N(ds,dv), t>0,
M(E)o

is a purely discontinuous local martingale.
(4) For every F' € 9, we have

¢
F(Y;) =FYy) + / LF(Y;)ds + local mart.
0
(5) Forevery G € C%(R) and f € Dy(A),

Gi(0) = Gl + [ {@OunYar - o)
/ Vo) [ (60 + v - GL)
M(E)°
G (V)| Hlz, dv) + G"(V()Yilef?)
+EEPN+ [ [0 +ul)

M(E)°

- G(Ys(f))} H(dv) }ds + local mart.

Theorem 9.18 The above properties (1), (2), (3), (4) and (5) are equivalent to each
other. Those properties hold if and only if {(Y;,%;) : t > 0} is an immigration
superprocess with transition semigroup (QY )¢>o given by (9.18).

Corollary 9.19 Let {(Y:, %) : t > 0} be a cadlag realization of the immigration
superprocess satisfying P[Yy(1)] < co. Then for every T > 0 and f € Do(A) there
is a constant C(T, ) > 0 such that

P| sup [vi()l] < (1 H{PH] + (1)
0<t<T
+ VP ] + VT .

Corollary 9.20 Suppose that (9.21) holds and {(Y,%,) : t
ization of the immigration superprocess such that P[Yy(1)]
f € Do(A),

0} is a cadlag real-

>
< 00. Then for every

M(f) = Yol f) = Yolf) — tI'(f) - / Y(Af £f —bf)ds  (9.26)

is a square integrable (¢4;)-martingale with increasing process

it [ | [atwnvian+ [ v

where q(x, f) is defined by (2.59).
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Corollary 9.21 Suppose that H(xz, M (E)°) = H(M(E)°) = 0 for all v € E.
Then any cadlag realization {(Y;,%;) : t > 0} of the immigration superprocess is
a.s. continuous. Conversely, if {(Y:,%;) : t > 0} is a continuous process in M(E)
and if for every f € Dy(A),

M(f) = Yi(f) = Yolf) — tn(f) - / Y.(Af +f — bf)ds

is a (4;)-local martingale with increasing process

t—2/ds/ Y (dz),

then {(Y;, %) : t > 0} is a realization of the immigration superprocess.

Theorem 9.22 Suppose that (9.21) holds and {(Y;,%,) : t > 0} is a cadlag
realization of the immigration superprocess such that P[Yy(1)] < oo. Then the
(%;)-martingales defined in (9.26) induce a unique worthy (4;)-martingale mea-
sure {M;(B) : t > 0; B € B(E)} satisfying

/ / f(x)M(ds,dz),  t>0,f€ Dy(A) (9.27)

and having covariance measure defined by

n(ds,dz, dy) = ds/E20(2)5Z(dx)5z(dy)}@(dz)
+ds/EYS(dz) /M(E)° v(dz)v(dy)H (z,dv)

+ds /M(E)o v(dz)v(dy)H (dv).

Theorem 9.23 Suppose that (9.21) holds and {(Y;,%;) : t > 0} is a cadlag real-
ization of the immigration superprocess such that P[Yy(1)] < oo. Let {M(B) :
t > 0; B € B(E)} be the worthy (¢;)-martingale measure defined by (9.27). Then
foranyt > 0and f € B(E) we have a.s.

Y;s(f):YO(Wtf)-i-/o F(Wt,sf)ds—f—/o /Em,sf(x)M(ds,dx),

where t — m, f is defined by (2.35).

If P,1 € C(E) for every t > 0 and there exists A1 € C(E) such that (7.26)
holds by the uniform convergence, we can extend the operator A to the linear span
D(A) of Dy(A) and the constant functions. In this case, the results of Theorem 9.18
and its corollaries remain true with Do (A) replaced by D(A).

We can also give martingale problem formulations of the immigration superpro-
cess on the tempered space. Suppose that h € Dg(A) is strictly positive and there
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is a constant & > 0 such that Ah < ah. Recall that C}, (E) is the set of continuous
functions f on F satisfying | f| < const - h and D}, (A) = {f € Do(A) N CL(E) :
Af € Cy(E)}. Let ¢ be a branching mechanism given as in Section 6.1 with
p = h and let (Q¥);>0 be the transition semigroup on M (E) defined by (9.23)
and (9.24). Suppose that f — h=1¢(-,hf) — af satisfies the conditions for the
branching mechanism specified at the beginning of Section 7.1. Then we have:

Theorem 9.24 Let (W, 9 ,%,, P) be a filtered probability space satisfying the usual
hypotheses and let {Y; : t > 0} be a cadlag process in My (E) that is adapted to
(4,)1>0 and satisfies P[Yy(h)] < oo. Then Theorem 9.18 still holds when M (E),
Co(FE) and Dy(A) are replaced by My, (E), C,(E) and Dy, (A), respectively.

Theorem 9.25 Let ) € M,(E) and let (Q})i>0 denote the transition semigroup
defined by (9.24) with I(f) = n(f) for f € By(E)*. Then for every i € My(E)
the immigration superprocess in My, (E) with transition semigroup (Q})i>0 has a
cadlag realization {Y; : t > 0} with initial value Yy = fu.

9.4 Constructions of the Trajectories

Suppose that E is a Lusin topological space. Let (V;):>0 and (Q¢)¢>0 denote re-
spectively the cumulant and transition semigroups of a general Borel right MB-
process in M (FE). Suppose that ¢ — V; f(x) is locally bounded and right continu-
ous pointwise for every f € C(E)". Let (N;)¢>o be an SC-semigroup associated
with (Q)¢>0 defined by (9.4) from the infinitely divisible probability entrance law
(Ks)s>o and let I = —log L, for s > 0. Then the transition semigroup (Q¥ );>o
of the corresponding immigration superprocess is defined by

[ e Q¥ — e —utin - [ L) 029
M(E) 0

for f € B(E)™. By Corollary 9.7 we can write

/ L(f)ds = w(f) + / ¢(ds) / (1— e "M)G(dv), (9.29)
0 0 M(E)°

where ¢ — - is an increasing path from [0, c0) to M (E), ((ds) is a diffuse Radon
measure on [0, 00) and {(G7);>0 : s > 0} is a family of entrance laws for (Q7):>0.

Recall that (Q)¢>o denotes the restriction of (Q¢);>0 to M (E)°. Let W, be the
space of right continuous paths from (0, co) to M (E) that have zero as a trap. Let
(o7, <7) be the natural c-algebras on W(;r generated by the coordinate process
{w¢ : t > 0}. By Theorem A.40 to each (Gj )¢ there corresponds a o-finite
measure Q°(dw) on (W, 27°) such that

Q*{wy, € dvy,we, € dva,...,wy, € duy}
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= Gi (d)Qy, 4, (vi,dva)---Qf _y — (Vn—1,dvy) (9.30)

for {t; < -+ < t,} C (0,00) and {v1,...,vn} C M(E)°. Let N(ds,dw) be a
Poisson random measure on (0, 0o) x W™ with intensity ¢(ds)Q?(dw). We assume
this random measure is defined on some probability space ({2,%, P) and define the
measure-valued process

Y, = +/ / wi—s N (ds, dw), t>0. (9.31)
0,t) J Wy

Theorem 9.26 Fort > 0 let 94, be the o-algebra generated by the collection of
random variables {N((0,u] x A) : A € &2 ,,0 <u < t}. Then{(Y;,%,) : t > 0}
is an immigration process with transition semigroup (QN )t>0 and one-dimensional
distributions (Ni)¢>o.

Proof. Tt is easy to show that {Y; : ¢ > 0} has one-dimensional distributions
(N¢)¢>0. Let Y,¢ denote the second term on the right-hand side of (9.31). Let
t > r > u > 0 and let h be a bounded positive function on WO+ measurable
relative to /0 . For f € B(E)" we can see as in the proof of Theorem 8.24 that

[exp{ //W N(ds, dw) — YG(f)H
~pfea{ [ [ B0 sy + ()]s}

— oo { = [ @ (1- o0 { Bt — w0} )o(as) |

- exp{ - / ' Q*(1 - exp{ — h(w) wr_sm_rf)})«ds)}
oo~ [[@(1-e0{—u D}
en{ - [[@(1-ew (- w0}t

_ |:exp{ /‘1 [ N s, dw) - TG(W_rf)}]
.exp{— / ¢(ds) /M(E)Ou )Gy (dv)} 9.32)

where we have used the Markov property (9.30) for the third equality. By The-
orem 8.2 we may assume (K;);so has the representation (8.2). Then the second
equation in (8.3) implies

/ Hs+t—rd3:/ HsQ?—rdS+/ ds/ns(dx)Lt—r(mv')'
0 0 0 E

From (9.9), (9.13) and the above equation it follows that
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t t
[ Gractas) = [ 6t - [ 6rer
T 0
t
:/ Hsds—/ H,Q;_,ds
Ot 07"
:/Hds—/HSH,Tds—i—/ ds/nsdetr )
E

t—r
= Hds+/ ds/ns (dx)L¢—r(z,-)

= Gt—r +/ ’}G-(dl‘)Lt_,-(JJ, ) (933)
E

By (9.10) and (9.33), for f € B(E)™ we have

e [aws [ e )G
= Yt—r r(da) Ae—r €, 1-— e_y(f) thr,‘ dv
el [ n s [ )G ()

t [ @) [ - L (o
E M(E)°

=Dt [ (e )G )

t—r
(Vi f) + /0 L(f)ds, (0.34)

where the last equality holds by (9.29). Since {7: : t > 0} is deterministic, from
(9.32) and (9.34) we have

{eXp{ / [ HIN s dw) - (f)H
_p[exp{ / /W N(ds, dw) — r(wrf>}
e /O s(f)dSH,

That shows {(Y;,%;) : t > 0} is a Markov process in M (E) with transition semi-
group (Q7)>0. u

The above theorem gives an explicit construction of the trajectories of the immi-
gration process. From (9.31) we see that, except the deterministic part {~; : ¢t > 0},
both the entry times and the evolutions of the immigrants are decided by the Pois-
son random measure N (ds, dw). By the proof of Theorem 9.26, the second term
on the right-hand side of (9.31) is a Markov process with inhomogeneous transition
semigroup (Q,; : t > r > 0) defined by
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[ 0 uan =en{ e - [ Latnicias . 039
M(E) r
where

)= [ a6 @)

By Theorem 9.26 and Corollary 9.3 we have the following:

Corollary 9.27 Let (Y;):>0 be defined by (9.31) and let (4;)i>0 be defined as in
Theorem 9.26. Suppose that {(X¢, %) : t > 0} is an MB-process independent of
{N(ds,dw)} with transition semigroup (Q¢)i>o. Let Z, = Xy + Y, and 7] =
o(F U4,). Then {(Zy,74) = t > 0} is an immigration process with transition
semigroup (QN )1>0 defined by (9.28) and (9.29).

Letn € M(FE) and let (Q})¢>0 denote the transition semigroup defined by (9.18)
with I(f) = n(f) for f € B(E)™. Recall that for each x € E° there is an excursion
law Q. on VVOJr , which is the Kuznetsov measure corresponding to the entrance law
{L(z,-) : t > 0} defined by (2.9). Suppose that N"(ds, dw) is a Poisson random
measure on (0,00) x W, with intensity

ds/on(dx)Qac(dw).

We define the process

Y: = / / wi—sN"(ds,dw), t>0. (9.36)
(0,t) JWg

Theorem 9.28 Suppose that n(dz) is carried by E°. For t > 0 let %, be the o-
algebra generated by the collection of random variables {N"((0,u] x A) : A €
AL .0 < u < t}. Then {(Yy,%,) : t > 0} is an immigration superprocess with
transition semigroup (Q})i>o.

Proof. This follows essentially from the calculations in the proof of Theorem 9.26;
see also the proof of Theorem 8.24. a

We next assume (Q);>o is the transition semigroup of a (, ¢)-superprocess,
where £ is a Borel right process in E and ¢ is given by (2.26) or (2.27). Suppose
that X = (W, Z, %, X, Q,,) is a right realization of the (£, ¢)-superprocess. Let
v(1)H(dv) be a finite measure on M (E) and let (QF);>o denote the transition
semigroup defined by (9.18) with

I(f) :/ (1—eU)H(dv), feB(E)" . (9.37)
M(E)°

Clearly, we can define a o-finite measure Qg on W by
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Qudu) = [ Qudw)H(dp)
M(E)°

Suppose that N (ds, dw) is a Poisson random measure on (0, oc) x W with inten-
sity dsQp (dw) and define

Yt:/ / X s(w)NH(ds,dw),  t>0. (9.38)
0,t]

Theorem 9.29 Fort > 0 let 9, be the o-algebra generated by the family of random
variables {NH ((0,u] x A) : A € #;_,,,0 < u <t} and let (%) be the augmenta-
tion of (%;). Then {(Y3,%;+) : t > 0} is an a.s. right continuous realization of the
immigration superprocess in M (E) with transition semigroup (Qf);>o.

Proof. Step 1. By calculations similar to those in (9.32) it is easy to show that
(Y;,%;) is an immigration superprocess with transition semigroup (Q{?);>¢. For
E>1let W, ={w € W : (Xo(w),1) > 1/k} and define {Y(¢t) : t > 0}
by the right-hand side of (9.38) with W replaced by W} Let €/ be the c-algebra
generated by

(NH((0,u] x A): AC Wi, A€ Frou,0<u <t}

Then {(Y%(t), €,

group (Qx(t)
M(E)® : p(1

,6F) 1t > 0} is an immigration superprocess with transition semi-
)t>0 given by (9.18) and (9.37) with M (E)° replaced by My, := {p €
) > 1/k}. Let ZF be the o-algebra generated by

(NH((0,u] x A): ACWE A€ Fry,0<u<t)

By the property of the Poisson random measure, the o-algebras € and 2} are
independent and %, = o (6} U 2F). Thus {(Yi(t), %) : t > 0} is also an im-
migration superprocess with transition semigroup (Qx(%)):>o. It is easy to see that
Qr(Wy) = H(My) < oo. Then N7 ((0,t] x W) < oo a.s. for every t > 0,
and hence {Y(¢) : t > 0} is a.s. right continuous in M (E). Since Yj(t) — Y}
increasingly, we conclude that ¢ — Y;(f) is a.s. right lower semi-continuous for
every f € C(E)T.

Step 2. For any constants ¢ > 0 and 3 > ¢y we define the positive a.s. right
continuous process

M(t) = e 25 (Vi (1), q) + (26) e 2" /M o)

By Corollary 9.12 one sees that { M (t) : ¢ > 0} is a (4})-supermartingale. It
follows that { M}, (t) : ¢ > 0} is also a (%, )-supermartingale. Then { M} (t) : ¢ > 0}
is a (4 )-supermartingale by Dellacherie and Meyer (1982, p.69). Note that M (t)
increases as kK — 0o to
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M) = 0+ 08)e [ g

Thus {M(t) : t > 0} is an a.s. right continuous (%;, )-supermartingale; see Del-
lacherie and Meyer (1982, p.79). In particular, we conclude that ¢t — (Y;,q) is
a.s. right continuous for every ¢ > 0. For any f € C(E)™, choose a constant
q > ||f|l- The arguments above imply that ¢ — (Y}, ¢) is a.s. right continuous and
both t — (Y;, f) and t — (Y}, q — f) are a.s. right lower semi-continuous. Those
clearly yield the a.s. right continuity of ¢ — (Y%, f). Then ¢t — Y; is a.s. right
continuous in M (E).

Step 3. Lett > 0 and f € B(E)*'. By Theorem A.16 and the strong Markov
property of X one sees that s — exp{—(Xs(w), V;—sf)} is right continuous on
[0,t] for Qg-a.e. w € W. Then

s»—»l—exp{ —<Yk(s),\/t_sf>—/0t_sdr . (l—e_<”’VTf>)H(d1/)}

is an a.s. right continuous (¥ )-martingale on [0, t]. As in the second step it is easy
to show

s,
s 1— exp{ —(Ys,Vi_of) — / dr/ (1— e’<”’vrf>)H(du)} (9.39)
0 M(E)°

is an a.s. right continuous (%, )-supermartingale on [0, ¢]. By the Markov prop-
erty of {(Y;,%) : t > 0} the right-hand side of (9.39) has expectation P[1 —
exp{— (Y%, f)}], which is independent of s € [0, t]. Then the process is actually a
(4,1 )-martingale on [0, t]. That gives the desired Markov property of {(Y;, %) :
t > 0}. O

Example 9.1 Let us consider the case where £ is the absorbing-barrier Brownian
motion in Fy := (0, c0) with transition semigroup defined by (A.27) and (A.28).
Letn € M(Ep) and let &« > 0 be a constant. We can use the notation of Section 8.5
to define the transition semigroup (Q;"”);>o of an immigration superprocess in
M(Eo) by

/ e QP (p, dv)
M(Eo) .
_ exp{ — (i) [ v + aaov;f]ds}.

Example 9.2 In the situation of the above example, let w.F'(du) be a non-trivial finite
measure on (0, 00). We define another transition semigroup (QF);>0 on M (Ep) by

t
/ e_”(f)Qf(Ma dv) = exp{ — (Vi f) _/ Is(f)ds}’
M (Eo) 0

where
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L(f) = / (1= VT P(du).

The corresponding immigration superprocess can be constructed in the following
way. From (8.69) one can see there is an entrance law H € ¢ (Q°) so that

/ (1— e ") H(dv) = I(f), s> 0, € B(Eo)".
M(Ey)°

Let Qr(dw) be the corresponding Kuznetsov measure on W, the space of right
continuous paths from (0, 0o0) to M (FEy) with zero as a trap. Suppose Ng(ds, dw)
is a Poisson random measure on (0, 00) x W, with intensity dsQ(dw). By The-
orem 9.26,

Y, = / / Wi Np(ds,dw),  £>0 (9.40)
(0,t) JWef

is an immigration superprocess in M (E) with transition semigroup (QF);>0. Let
{(ss,w;) : ¢ =1,2,...} be an enumeration of the atoms of N (ds,dw). It is easy
to see that

Qr(dw) = /O - Q“(dw)F(du), w e Wy,

where Q¥(dw) is as in Example 8.4. Let h be defined by (8.60) and assume (8.70)
holds. Then by (8.71) and (9.40), for every € > 0 we have a.s.

tlim_ Y:((0,¢]) > tlim_ Wi t—s; ((0,€]) = oo. (9.41)
If F(du) is an infinite measure on (0,00), then {s; : i = 1,2,...} N (r,t) is as.
infinite for every t > r > 0.

Example 9.3 Let h be defined by (8.60) and assume (8.70) holds. The immigra-
tion superprocess constructed in the last example is certainly not right continu-
ous. Indeed, the transition semigroup (Qf);>o has no right continuous realization.
Otherwise, suppose that {Z; : ¢ > 0} is such a realization with Z; = 0. Given
p € M(Eg) we define u" € M(Ey) by p"(dz) = h(x)u(dx) for z € Ey. In an
obvious way, we also regard y”* as a measure in M (R ). Then {Z}! : t > 0} is an
a.s. right continuous immigration superprocess in M (R ) with semigroup (QF);>o
given by

/ ef”(f)Qf(u,du) = exp{ - M(Utf) _/ Is(f)ds}’
M(Ry) 0

where (Uy);>0 is defined by (8.72) and
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L(f) = / (e IO F(du), f e BR,)*
It is easily seen that

P{Z!({0}) =0forallt >0} = 1. (9.42)
For any w € W, define

wh — lim; ow}  if the limit exists in M (R,),
0710 if the limit above does not exist.

By the discussions in Example 8.4 one can seei{wf : ¢t > 0} under Qp is a super-
process in M (R..) with cumulant semigroup (U;);>0 and wf ({0}) > 0 for Q-a.e.
w E WOJr . Then by Theorem 9.29,

Y, = / / wl  Np(ds, dw), t>0, (9.43)
(0,¢] JWF

defines another a.s. right continuous realization of (Qf)¢>o with ¥y = 0. Let Sy =
inf{t > 0:Y;({0}) > 0}. In view of (9.43) we have
P{Sy <a}=1—e aF (o) uw > 0. (9.44)

However, an application of Theorem 9.15 shows that (Q{");>¢ is a Borel right semi-
group on M (RR,), so (9.42) and (9.44) are in contradiction.

9.5 One-Dimensional Stochastic Equations

Suppose that (¢, 1)) are given respectively by (3.1) and (3.26) with un(du) being
a finite measure on (0, 00). Let (@} ):>0 be the transition semigroup defined by
(3.3) and (3.29). By Theorem 9.18 we have the following characterization of the
CBI-process with transition semigroup (Q; )¢>o.

Theorem 9.30 Suppose that {y(t) : t > 0} is a positive cadlag process such that
Ply(0)] < oo. Then {y(t) : t > 0} is a CBI-process with transition semigroup
(Q))i>0 if and only if for every f € C*(R,.) we have

F() = F(0) + / Lf(y(s))ds + local mart.

where

Lita) = cof (@) + o | T f@t 2) = f() — 2f (@) m(d2)
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(8- ba) () + / Tlfat ) - f@n(ds). 949

From the above theorem we can derive some stochastic equations for the CBI-
processes. Let { B(t)} be a standard Brownian motion and let { Ny (ds, dz,du)} and
{N1(ds,dz)} be Poisson random measures on (0, o0)? and (0, c0)? with intensities
dsm(dz)du and dsn(dz), respectively. Suppose that { B(t) }, { No(ds, dz, du)} and
{N1(ds,dz)} are defined on a complete probability space and are independent of
each other. Let us consider the stochastic integral equation

)=o)+ [ ' 2AB(s) + / t / N / " (s, dz, )
+/0t(ﬁ —by(s))ds + /Ot /000 zN1(ds,dz), (9.46)

where No(ds, dz,du) = Ny(ds,dz,du) — dsm(dz)du. We understand the third
term on the right-hand side as an integral over the set {(s,z,u) : 0 < s < ¢,0 <
z < 00,0 < u < y(s—)} and give similar interpretations for other integrals with
respect to Poisson random measures in this section.

Theorem 9.31 There is a unique positive weak solution to (9.46) and the solution
is a CBI-process with transition semigroup (Q7 )¢>o.

Proof. Suppose that {y(t)} is a cadlag realization of the CBI-process with transition
semigroup given by (3.3) and (3.29). By Theorem 9.18 the process has no negative
jumps and the random measure

N(ds,dz) = Y Ly(e)(s-)) Os.ue)-y(s-)) (s, d2)
s>0

has predictable compensator

N(ds,dz) = y(s—)dsm(dz) + dsn(dz)

and

y(t) = () +t[5 + /0 h un(du)] - /O Cby(s)ds
+ Me(t) + /0 t /0 h 2N (ds, dz), (9.47)

where N(ds,dz) = N(ds,dz) — N(ds,dz) and t — M¢(t) is a continuous local
martingale with quadratic variation 2c¢y(t)d¢. By representation theorems for semi-
martingales, we have equation (9.46) on an extension of the original probability
space; see, e.g., Ikeda and Watanabe (1989, p.90 and p.93). That proves the exis-
tence of a weak solution to (9.46). Conversely, if {y(¢)} is a positive solution to
(9.46), one can use Itd’s formula to see the process is a solution of the martingale
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problem associated with the generator L defined by (9.45). By Theorem 9.30 we see
{y(t)} is a CBI-process with transition semigroup (Q; )¢>o0. That implies the weak
uniqueness of the solution to (9.46). ad

Theorem 9.32 Suppose that m(dz) = oz~1=%dz for constants ¢ > 0 and 1 <
« < 2. Then the CBl-process with transition semigroup (Q])¢>o is the unique
positive weak solution of

=/ 2cy(t)dB(t) + /oy(t—)dzo(t) — by(t)dt + dz1(t), (9.48)

where {B(t)} is a standard Brownian motion, {zy(t)} is a one-sided «-stable pro-
cess with Lévy measure z~1=%dz, {z1(t)} is an increasing Lévy process determined
by (8,n), and {B(t)}, {z0(t)} and {z1(t)} are independent of each other.

Proof. We assume o > 0, for otherwise the proof is easier. Let us consider the
CBI-process {y(t)} given by (9.46) with { Ny(ds, dz, du)} being a Poisson random
measure on (0, 00)? with intensity oz~ 1~ *dsdzdu. We define the random measure
{N(ds,dz)} on (0,00)? by

t poo py(s—) P
N((0,t] x B) = / / / Lys)>01lB <7>No(ds,dz,du)
oJo Jo Voy(s—)
t poo pl/o
—|—/ / / Liy(s—)=011B(2)No(ds, dz, du).
o Jo Jo
It is easy to compute that { N(ds, dz)} has predictable compensator
bopee z oy(s—)dsdz
N((0,4] x B) = / / Lryeyoml ( )
(( ] ) o Jo {y(s—)>0}'B o O'y(S—) Zl-i—a
boree dsdz
leys—y=o1 1 —_
+t/0 /O fys—=0118(2) g
° dsdz
= 1p(z)—=——.
/0 /(; ZlJra

Thus {N(ds,dz)} is a Poisson random measure with intensity z~1~“dsdz; see,
e.g., Ikeda and Watanabe (1989, p.93). Now define the Lévy processes

N(ds,dz) and z(t) = (5t + t OO?;Nl(ds,dz),
0 Jo

where N(ds, dz) = N(ds,dz) — N(ds,dz). It is easy to see that
t t 00 5
/ Yoy(s—)dz(s) = / Y oy(s—) zN(ds,dz)
0 o Jo

t poo py(s—)
= / / / zNo(ds,dz, du).
0 JO 0
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Then we get (9.48) from (9.46). Conversely, if {y(¢)} is a solution of (9.48), one
can use Itd’s formula to see that {y(t)} solves the martingale problem associated
with the generator L defined by (9.45) with m(dz) = 027'7*dz. Then {y(t)} is a
CBI-process with transition semigroup (Qg)tzo and the solution of (9.48) is unique
in law. a

9.6 Notes and Comments

The concept of SC-semigroups was introduced in Li (1995/6), where Theorem 9.4
was proved. Most of the results in Section 9.2 can be found in Li (2002). Theo-
rem 9.26 was also taken from Li (2002). Theorem 9.29 was essentially proved in
Li (1996). Example 9.2 can also be found in Li (1996). Theorem 9.30 was given in
Kawazu and Watanabe (1971) under more general assumptions. By the results of
Dawson and Li (2006) and Fu and Li (2010), both (9.46) and (9.48) have unique
strong solutions; see also Bertoin and Le Gall (2006) for a result on weak solutions
of a special case of (9.46). We refer to Bertoin (1996) and Sato (1999) for the gen-
eral theory of Lévy processes. By a modification of the arguments in Section 6.3,
one can obtain a special immigration superprocess from a two-type superprocess
without immigration.

The structure of immigration was studied in Li and Shiga (1995) in the setting of
measure-valued diffusions. In particular, the transition semigroup (Q;"®);>0 given
in Example 9.1 was considered in Li and Shiga (1995) for binary local branching
with constant branching rate. There it was proved the corresponding immigration
superprocess {Y; : t > 0} has a continuous density field {Y (¢,z) : ¢t > 0,2 > 0}
satisfying the following stochastic partial differential equation:

%Y(t,x) =Y (t,2)W(t,z)+ %AY(t,TL’) +n(z) — ado,

where {W (¢, z) : t > 0,z > 0} is a time—space white noise based on the Lebesgue
measure and the dot denotes derivative in the distribution sense. The random mea-
sures {Y; : t > 0} have bounded supports if and only if both supp(Yy) and supp(n)
are bounded. In this case, let R, = Up<s<¢supp(Y;) and R, = sup{z > 0:x €
R;}. It was proved in Li and Shiga (1995) that the distribution of =1/ 3Rt converges
as t — oo to the Fréchet distribution F(z) = e~7* ~ with

7:1_18(%)3@4-/0 mn(dm)).

A central limit theorem for the super-Brownian motion with immigration was also
given in Li and Shiga (1995). The corresponding large and moderate deviations
were studied in Zhang (2004a, 2004b). A number of functional central limit the-
orems for related processes were proved in Zhang (2005a, 2008), which gave rise
to distribution-valued Gaussian processes. Li (1998a) studied immigration struc-
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tures associated with branching particle systems. A large-deviation principle for a
Brownian branching immigration particle system was established in Zhang (2005b).
The spectral properties for immigration superprocesses were investigated in Stannat
(2003). The equilibrium behavior of a population with immigration on a hierarchical
group was studied in Dawson et al. (2004a).



Chapter 10
State-Dependent Immigration Structures

In this chapter we investigate the structures of state-dependent immigration. We first
construct some immigration superprocesses by summing up excursions according
to Poisson random measures. Based on those constructions, we prove the existence
and uniqueness of solutions to some stochastic integral equations, which define the
interactive immigration structures. We shall deal with processes with cadlag paths.
Throughout this chapter, we assume F is a locally compact separable metric space
and ¢ is a Hunt process in E with Feller transition semigroup (P;);>o. Let A denote
the strong generator of (P;)¢>o with domain Do(A) C Co(E). Let D(A) be the
linear span of Dy(A) U {1} and extend A to D(A) such that A1 = 0. Let ¢ be a
branching mechanism given by (2.26) or (2.27). Suppose that v(1)?H (z,dv) is a
bounded kernel from E to M (FE)° and that Conditions 7.1, 7.2 and 8.5 are satisfied.
We use || - || to denote both the supremum norm of functions and the total variation
norm of signed measures.

10.1 Deterministic Immigration Rates

By Theorem 8.6 the cumulant semigroup of the (£, ¢)-superprocess admits the rep-
resentation (2.9) for all z € E. Then Corollary 8.4 implies that for any € E the
family of measures {L;(z,-) : ¢ > 0} on M (E)° constitute an entrance law for the
restricted semigroup (Qf):>o. Let Dy be the set of paths w € D([0,00), M(E))
that have zero as a trap. We equip this space with the natural o-algebras («7°, .7,°)
generated by the coordinate process {w; : t > 0}. By Theorem 8.22 the excursion
law Qp,(,) determined by {L;(x,-) : ¢ > 0} is actually carried by the excursions
w € Dy satisfying wo = 0 and lim, ¢ w; (1) 1w, = J, by weak convergence.

Suppose that F is a Lusin topological space. Let A(dy) be a o-finite Borel mea-
sure on F' and let x(y, dz) be a bounded kernel from F' to E. In view of (9.17) and
(9.18), given any M-integrable function p € %(F)*, we can define the transition
semigroup (Q4)¢>o of an immigration superprocess by
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t
/ =N Qf (, dv) = exp{ — (L Vif) ~ / <A,pw;f>ds}- (10.1)
M(E) 0

Let {(X;, %) : t > 0} be a cadlag realization of the (£, ¢)-superprocess with de-
terministic initial value Xy = p € M (FE) and let { N (ds, dy, du, dw)} be a Poisson
random measure on (0, 00) x F'x (0, 00) x Dy with intensity dsA(dy)duQ, (y, dw),
where

Q. (y,dw) = /Efi(y,dx)QL(z)(dw), y e F,we Dy.

We assume {(X¢,.%;) : t > 0} and {N(ds, dy, du, dw)} are defined on a complete
probability space ({2,%,P) and are independent of each other. For ¢t > 0 let &; be
the o-algebra generated by .%; and the family of random variables

{N((0,8] xU x A): U € B(F x (0,00)),A € & ,,0<s5<t}.

Let (%;):>0 be the augmentation of the filtration (%;);>¢. Given A-integrable func-
tions p < q € B(F)T, we define

¢ a(y)
Y, =X, —|—/ / / / wi—sN(ds, dy, du, dw), ¢ > 0. (10.2)
0 JF Jp(y) /Do

We understand the second term on the right-hand side as an integral over the set
{(s,y,u,w) : 0 < s <ty € Fp(y) < u < q(y),w € Dy} and give similar
interpretations for all Poisson integrals in the sequel.

Theorem 10.1 The process {Y; : t > 0} defined by (10.2) has a cadlag modi-
Sication and {(Yy,%,+) : t > 0} is an immigration superprocess with transition
semigroup (QY)¢>o defined by (10.1) with p = q — p.

Proof. We first note that the construction (10.2) can be simplified. In fact, we have

t
Y, =X, —|—/ / wy—sN,(ds, dw), t>0,
0 JDg

where {N,(ds, dw)} is the random measure on (0, 00) x Dy defined by

t q(y)
N,((0,t] x A) :/ / / / N(ds, dy, du, dw).
0 JFJply) JA

It is easy to see that {\N,(ds,dw)} is a Poisson random measure with intensity
dsQ”(dw), where

@ o) = [

F

p(y)A(dy) /E (4, d2) Qu oy ().
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By Theorem 9.26 one sees that {(Y;,%;) : t > 0} is an immigration superpro-
cess with transition semigroup (Q?);>0. By Theorem 9.15 this process has a cadlag
realization. Since F is locally compact and separable, it can be metrized as a com-
plete metric space. Following Parthasarathy (1967, pp.46—47) one can show that
M (E) can also be metrized as a complete metric space, so Proposition A.7 implies
{Y; : t > 0} has a cadlag modification. By the strong continuity of (V;)¢>o on
Co(E)* one can see that {(Y;, %) : t > 0} is an immigration superprocess with
transition semigroup (Q})¢>o. O

The process constructed in (10.2) deals with the case where immigration occurs
continuously at rate p(y) with respect to the measure A(dy). The kernel x(y, dx)
transfers the immigration affect from F' to the underlying space E. We can also
consider the case where immigration only occurs in a fixed interval. Fix » > 0 and
fort > rlet

r a(y)
Zy =X, —l—/ / / / wi—sN(ds, dy, du, dw). (10.3)
0 JF Jp(y) JDo

By a reorganization of the arguments in the proofs of Theorems 9.26 and 10.1 it is
easy to show the following:

Theorem 10.2 The process {Z; : t > r} defined by (10.3) has a cadlag modifica-
tionand {(Z;,%,y) : t > r}is a (&, ¢)-superprocess.

10.2 Stochastic Immigration Rates

Let {X; : t > 0} and {N(ds, dy, du,dw)} be given as in the first section. Let
ZLL(F) denote the set of two-parameter processes h = {hi(y) : t > 0,y € F}
defined on (£2,%, P) that are predictable relative to the augmented filtration (% )
and satisfy

1hllan = / P[(\, |hs])]ds < oo, n>1. (10.4)
0

We identify hy and hy € L) (F) if ||h1 — h2||x,n = 0 for every n > 1 and define
the metric d; on £} (F) by

o0

1

dy(hy, hg) = Z o (LA 1h1 = ha | n)- (10.5)

We say h = {hs(y) : s > 0,y € F} is left continuous if for every (w,y) € 2 x F
the mapping s — hs(w, y) is left continuous on (0, co). Recall that a two-parameter
process {¢s(y) : s > 0,y € F'} is called a step process if it is of the form
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QS(y) = gO 1{70} + Zgz 1(71,7”1] ) (10.6)

where {0 = 79 < r; < ry < ---} is a sequence increasing to infinity and each
(w,y) — gi(w,y) is a ¥, + x PB(F)-measurable function. Let £ (F) denote the
set of step processes g € £y (F).

Proposition 10.3 The metric space (£ (F), d1) is complete and £\ (F) is a dense
subset of £} (F).

We shall not give the proof of the above proposition since it is a simple modifi-
cation of that of Proposition 7.22. In the sequel, we only deal with left continuous
processes in %} (F'). Given left continuous processes p < g € £} (F)™ define

qs(y)
Y, = Xt+/ // / wi—sN(ds,dy, du,dw), t>0. (10.7)
Do

Setting p;(y) = qs(y) — ps(y) we have:

Theorem 10.4 The process {Y; : t > 0} defined by (10.7) has a cadlag modifica-
tion in M (E) with the following property: For every G € C*(R) and f € D(A) we
have

G 1) = Gl 1) + [ {6/ mvas+a - o)
/Y @) [ 605+ ) =G 1)
M(E)°
(v, £)G (Yo IO H,dv) + G (Vo (Yo ef%)

+G ((Ys, ), pslif>}d8 + (%, 1 )-local mart. (10.8)

Corollary 10.5 Let {Y; : t > 0} be defined by (10.7). Then t — P[(Y:, 1)] is
locally bounded and

P((Y;, f)] = (. mef) + / P\, purme_o s, ¢ > 0,f € B(E),

where t — 7, f(x) is defined by (2.35).
Corollary 10.6 Let {Y; : t > 0} be defined by (10.7). Then for every f € D(A),

t

MU(f) = (Vi f) — (Yo, f) — /0 (Yo, Af 4] — bf)ds - /0 O\ porf)ds

is a square-integrable (9, , )-martingale with increasing process

My = [ ds [ ate.pvi(ao),
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where q(x, [) is defined by (2.59).

Corollary 10.7 There is a unique worthy (4, )-martingale measure { M(B) : t >
0; B € B(E)} satisfying

//f M(ds,dz), t>0,f€ D(A) (10.9)

and having covariance measure defined by

(s, dy) = ds [ 26(2)5.(do)3. ()X, (42)

—l—ds/EXs(dz) /M(E)o v(dz)v(dy)H (z, dv).

Corollary 10.8 Let {M,(B) : t > 0; B € B(E)} be the worthy (9, )-martingale
measure defined by (10.9). Then for anyt > 0 and f € B(E) we have a.s.

t t
(Yoo f) = (Yo, mef) + /0 (A parre_s f)ds + /0 /E roof (2)M(ds, dz),

where t — 7 f () is defined by (2.35).

In view of (10.8), we can interpret {Y; : ¢ > 0} as an immigration superpro-
cess with stochastic immigration rate given by {p,(y) : s > 0,y € F}. To prove
Theorem 10.4 and its corollaries we need some preparations.

Lemma 10.9 The results of Theorem 10.4 and its corollaries hold for p < q €
LR(F)T.

Proof. Clearly, we can represent ps(y) and ¢s(y) in the form of (10.6) using the
same sequence {0 = 79 < 71 < 73 < ---}. Then under P{:|%,.,} we can think
of y — pp,,(y) and y — ¢, (y) as deterministic functions. Moreover, under
the same conditional law the restriction of N(ds,dy, du,dw) to {s > r;} is still
a Poisson random measure with intensity dsA(dy)duQ, (y, dw). By Theorem 10.1
we conclude that {Y; : 0 < ¢t < r;} has a cadlag modification and {(Y;, %) :
0 <t < 1} is an immigration superprocess under P{-|%, } with deterministic
immigration rate y — p,, (y). Next we define

T qr (y)
t):Xt—i—/ // / wi—s N (ds,dy, du,dw), t>ry.
0 F prl(y) Do

By Theorem 10.2 one sees that {Yo(t) : ¢ > 71} has a cadlag modification and
{(Yo(t),%+) : t > ri1} under P{:|¥4,. 1} is a (&, ¢)-superprocess. By Theo-

rem 10.1,
t Qry (y)
—|—/ // / wi—sN(ds,dy,du,dw), 1 <t <ry
r1 JF Jpr,(y) J Do
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has a cadlag modification and under P{:|%, , } it is an immigration superprocess
relative to {&;, : 71 < t < ro} with deterministic immigration rate y — p,, (y).
Using the above arguments successively one can see that {(Y;, %) : r; < t <
7i+1} under P{-|%,, .} is an immigration superprocess with deterministic immi-
gration rate y — pr,,, (y). Consequently, Theorem 10.4 and its corollaries follow
from the results in Section 9.3. a

Lemma 10.10 Suppose that {p.} C £V (F)" andlimy_. pr = p in L3\ (F). For
k > 1 we define the cadlag process {Z(t) : t > 0} in M (E) by

t Pk‘(s)y)
Zy(t) :XtJr/O /F/O /D wi—sN(ds,dy, du,dw).  (10.10)
0

Then there is a subsequence {k,} C {k} and a cadlag process {Z(t) : t > 0} in
M (E) so that

lim sup || Zk,(s) —Z(s)]| =0 (10.11)

n—00 <5<t

holds a.s. for every t > 0. Moreover, the characterizations given in Theorem 10.4
and its corollaries hold for the process {Z(t) : t > 0}.

Proof. Forfixed k,j > 1setp(s,y) = p;(s,y) A pr(s,y) and q(s,y) = p;(s,y) V
pk(s,y). Then we have

¢ ratea)
Zi(t) — Z;(t) :/ // / Wi o1 (p, (5.9 <pr (e} N(ds, dy, du, dw)
o JF Do

p(s,y)

t q(s,y)
0 JF Jp(s,y) /Do

It follows that

12k(t) = Zi (Ol < (Zjx(t), 1), =0, (10.12)

t a(s,y)
Zj k(1) :/ // / wi—s N (ds, dy, du, dw).
0 JF Jp(s,y) Do

By applying Corollary 10.6 to the above process and using Doob’s martingale in-
equality we get

where

P sup (Z;4(s), )] < (ol + b]) / P((Z;(s), 1))ds

0<s<t
+2¢||q<-,1>( / P[<Zj,k<s>,1>1ds)
+ sl / PN, [pk(5,) — pi(5, )]s,

2
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where ||| = ||k(+,1)||. By Corollary 10.5 there are locally bounded functions ¢
C4(t) and t — Ca(t) so that

P[ s (Z,4(9).1)] < Co0) [ PLAIouls.) = py (o s

0<s<t
1
2

+C2(t)( [ Pl orts) = s ->>1ds)
It follows that

lim P[ sup <Zj7k(s),1>} —0, (10.13)

Jrk—00 0<s<t

and hence there is a subsequence {k,} C {k} so that

P[ SUP (Zkyy knss (5)s >} <1/2", n > 1.

0<s<n

Consequently, for every ¢ > 0,

o0

P|: sup an kn } P[ sup Zk" kn 1 :| < Q.
nz::logs<t< = Z 0<s<t Han (9, 1)
Thus we have a.s.
Z sup Han(S) - an+1 (S)H < Z sup <kakn+1( ) 1> < 0.
S 0<s<t ST 0<s<t

That yields the existence of a cadlag process {Z(t) : ¢ > 0} in M(FE) so that
(10.11) holds a.s. for every ¢t > 0. By Lemma 10.9 the results of Theorem 10.4 and
its corollaries hold for each {Z(t) : ¢ > 0}. Then (10.11) implies they also hold
for {Z(t) : t > 0}. See also Jacod and Shiryaev (2003, p.385) to get the result of
Corollary 10.6. a

Lemma 10.11 Letr {Z(t) : t > 0} and {Z(t) : t > 0} be given as Lemma 10.10.
Then for every t > 0 and f € B(E) we have

hm P| sup [(Zk(s), f) — <Z(s),f>|} =0. (10.14)

k—oo  Lo<s<t
Proof. Let {Z; ;(t) : t > 0} be defined as in the proof of Lemma 10.10. From
(10.12) it follows that

P[ s (Z,(s). 1) = (Zus). NI < I71IP| sup I(Zi(s): 1]

0<s<t

By (10.13) the right-hand side tend to zero as j, k — oo. Then (10.14) follows from
(10.11) by an elementary argument. a



240 10 State-Dependent Immigration Structures

Lemma 10.12 Let p € L} (F)" be left continuous and assume there is a sequence
{pr} C LY(F)* so that limy_o0 d1(pk, p) = 0 and

ps(w,y) = klingopk(w,s,y), weR,s>0,yeckF.

Let {Zy(t) : t > 0} be the cadlag process in M (E) defined by (10.10). Then the
process

t PS(y)
Z(t) =X, —|—/ / / / wi—sN(ds, dy, du, dw) (10.15)
o JFJo Do

has a cadlag version and there is a subsequence {ky} C {k} so that (10.11) holds
a.s. for every t > 0.

Proof. Fix a strictly positive deterministic function h € B(F)™ so that (\, h) < oo.
For o > 0 and k > 1let pg(s,y) = pr(s,y) + ch(y) and let {Z7(t) : ¢t > 0} be
defined by (10.10) with py (s, y) replaced by p(s,y). By Lemma 10.10 there is a
subsequence {k, } C {k} and a cadlag process {Z“(t) : t > 0} in M (E) so that

lim sup [|Z; (s) — Z%(s)]| =0 (10.16)

n—00 )<<t
holds a.s. for every ¢t > 0. For any a > 0 it is easy to see that
Z0(t) < Z(t) < X*(t) < Z(¢),

where

t
Xo‘(t):Xt—i—/// /wt_sN(ds,dy,du,dw)
0 JF J(0,0%(y)) Y Do

with p%(y) = ps(y) + ah(y). Forany ¢t > 0 and f € B(E) we clearly have

P(Z%(1), )] = (7o) + / P\, 2 ko f)]ds.

It follows that P[(Z%(t),1)] — P[(Z°(t),1)] as &« — 0. Then we have a.s. Z%(t) =
Z(t) for every t > 0. In other words, the cadlag process {Z%(t) : t > 0} is a
modification of {Z(t) : ¢t > 0}. O

Proof (of Theorem 10.4 and its corollaries). By the left continuity of s — g5 (y) it
is easy to define {qx} C ZLX(F)7 so that limy_, d1(g, gx) = 0 and

g(w,s,y) = lim gr(w,s,y),  wels=>20yeck

Similarly, there is a sequence {py} C .ZY(F)" so that lim_, d1(p, py) = 0 and
p(w, 8,y) = limg— o0 pi(w, s,y) for all (w,s,y) € 2 x [0,00) x F. Let {Yx(t) :
t > 0} be defined by (10.7) with p,(y) = pr(s,y) and ¢s(y) = qx(s,y). Clearly,
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we can write {Yj(¢) : ¢ > 0} as the difference of two processes in the form of
(10.10). A similar decomposition can be given for {Y; : ¢ > 0}. By Lemma 10.12
one sees {Y; : t > 0} has a cadlag version and there is a subsequence {k, } C {k}
so that (10.11) holds a.s. for every ¢ > 0. Then the results of Theorem 10.4 and its
corollaries follow immediately. a

10.3 Interactive Immigration Rates

Let {X; : ¢ > 0} and {N(ds, dy, du, dw)} be given as in the first section. For any
R>0let Mp(F) ={v € M(E) : v(1) < R}. Suppose that (v,y) — q(v,y) is a
positive Borel function on M (E) x F such that v — ¢(v, y) is continuous for every
y € F. In addition, we assume there is a constant ' > 0 so that

<)\,(](V, )> < K(]- + <Va 1>)v ve M(E)a (10.17)
and for each R > 0 there is a constant Kz > 0 so that
(A lg(ve, ) = q(v1,)]) < Kgllve — v (10.18)

for 11,9 € MR(E). Let us consider the stochastic integral equation

t a(Ys—.y)
Y, =X, +/ / / / wy—sN(ds, dy, du, dw), ¢t >0. (10.19)
o JrJo Do

By a solution of (10.19) we mean a cadlag process {Y; : ¢t > 0} in M (E) that is
adapted to the filtration (¥;, ) and satisfies the equation with probability one.

Theorem 10.13 There is a unique solution {Y; : t > 0} of (10.19). Moreover,
{(Y;,%+) : t > 0} is a strong Markov process and for G € C?*(R) and f € D(A)
we have

G 1) = Gl 1) + [ {6/ . af 45 =)
/Y (@) [ O+ 1) = G 1)
M(E)°
(v, )G (Yer )| H,dv) + G (Ve (Yo ef)
+G'((Ys, /)N (Y, ~)nf>}ds + (%4 )-local mart. (10.20)

In view of (10.19) and (10.20), we may interpret {Y; : t > 0} as an immigration
superprocess with interactive immigration rate given by the two-parameter process
(s,y) — q(Ys—,y). The uniqueness of solution of the martingale problem (10.20)
still remains open. Then the theorem above shows the advantage of the stochas-
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tic equation (10.19) in constructing the interactive immigration superprocess as a
Markov process. Recall that ||, f|| < e||f|| forall ¢ > 0 and f € B(E).

Lemma 10.14 Let R > 0 be a constant and let ¢1 and q- be positive Borel functions
on M (E) x F satisfying (10.17) and (10.18) and assume

a(vy) =@y =q(v,y), yeF,veMg(E).

Suppose that {Y1(t) : t > 0} and {Y2(t) : t > 0} are solutions of (10.19) with q
replaced by q1 and qo, respectively. Let

T=1inf{t > 0: (Y1(¢),1) > Ror (Ya(t),1) > R}.
Then {Y1(t A7) :t > 0} and {Ya(t A7) : t > 0} are indistinguishable.
Proof. Fors > 0andy € F let

4(5,9) = 1 (Y1(5),y) A q2(Ya(s),y)

and

q"(5,9) = q1(Y1(s),9) V @2(Ya(s), y)-

Then ||[Y1(t AT) = Ya(t AT)|| < (Z(t),1), where

tAT q"(s—y)
:/ // /wt,sN(ds,dy,du,dw)
*(S—JJ) Do
lrs<r1q™(s—y)
/// /wt,sN(ds,dy,du,dw).
ls<+3q+(s—y) J Do

We next use Corollary 10.5 to obtain

P((2(1).1)] = P[ [0 teenfa (5= - anls- ->1mtsl>ds}
< ||necotP[ | tenavicon —q<xf2<s>,->|>ds}
< Kp]e'P [ [ teenivico) - Y2<s>||ds}
< Kl / P((Z(s), 1)]ds,
0

where ||k]| = ||&(,1)||. By Gronwall’s inequality one sees P[(Z(¢),1)] = 0 for all
t > 0.Then {Y1(t A7) :t >0} and {Ya(t A 7) : t > 0} are indistinguishable. O
Lemma 10.15 There is at most one solution of (10.19).

Proof. Suppose {Y1(t) : t > 0} and {Y>(¢) : ¢ > 0} are two solutions of (10.19).
Let 7, = inf{¢t > 0 : (Y1(¢),1) > nor (Ya(t),1) > n}. By Lemma 10.14, the
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processes {Y1(t A 7,) : t > 0} and {Y5(t A 7,) : £ > 0} are indistinguishable for
every n > 1. Then {Y;(¢) : t > 0} and {Ya(¢) : ¢ > 0} are indistinguishable. O

Lemma 10.16 The results of Theorem 10.13 hold if there is a universal constant
K > 0 so that

Ng(ve, ) — g, )|) < K|lve —all, vi,v0 € M(E).  (10.21)

Proof. By Lemma 10.15 the uniqueness of solution holds for (10.19). We shall
prove the existence of the solution using an approximating argument. Let Y (¢) =
X and define inductively

t q(Yi—1(s—),y)
Yk(t)th—i—/O /F/O /D wi—sN(ds, dy, du, dw). (10.22)
0

In the remainder of this proof we write g (s,y) = ¢(Yr—1(s—), y) for simplicity.
Let Yo 1(t) = Y1(t) — Yo(t) and for k > j > 1 let

95 (5,y)Var(s,y)
/// /wt,sN(ds,dy,dmdw). (10.23)
4 (5,9)Naq(s,y) 7 Do

Then ||Y5(t) — Y;(t)|| < (Y k(t),1). By Corollary 10.5 it is easy to see that

t
P[(Yirsr(1).1)] = P [ [l = asts, ->|mt_sl>ds}
0
t
< ||»:||ecotP[ / Al (s, ) —qk<s7~>|>ds]
Then we use (10.21) to see

(A lars1(s, ) = a(s,)]) < K[[Yi(s—) = Yi—1(s—)]|
< K(Yi—1,k(s—),1). (10.24)

It follows that
P{(Vhkra ). )] < Kl B | [ (i also), 1]
< K||klle®? /:P[(Ykl’k(s), 1)]ds.
Using Corollary 10.5 and (10.17) we get
P[(Yo.(t),1)] = P|:/Ot<)‘7Q(Xs—»')H7Tt—sl>d5:|

t
§K||f<:||e‘:°t/ Pl + (X,,1)]ds.
0
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By a standard argument, one shows

o0

Z sup P[(Yi_1x(s),1)] < 0.
1 0<s<t
In view of (10.24) we have
> sup P [grra(s,+) — g(s, )])] < oo.
oy 0<s<t

It follows that

t

lim [ P\ k(s ) — ;5. )])]ds = 0,

J,k—o0 Jo
Then there exists p € £ (F)T so that d; (gx, p) — 0 as k — oo. By the arguments

in the proof of Lemma 10.10 there is a subsequence {k,} C {k} and a cadlag
process {Y'(t) : t > 0} so that

lim sup |Yi,(s) =Y (s)|=0

n—00 0<s<t

holds a.s. for every ¢ > 0. Now the continuity of v — ¢(v, y) implies
Jimgg, 11(s,9) = lim g(Ys, (s—),y) = (Y (s—),v)

forall s > 0 and y € F on an event with full probability. Then we may identify
(s,y) — p(s,y) and (s,y) — q(Y(s—),y) as elements of .2} (F'). The arguments
in the proof of Lemma 10.11 yield

lim P| sup |(¥(s), f) = (Va(s). /)] =0

k—o0 0<s<t

forevery t > 0 and f € B(FE). By letting k — oo along {k,, + 1} in (10.22) and
arguing as in the proof of Lemma 10.12 we see {Y(¢) : ¢ > 0} is a solution of
(10.19). The martingale problem characterization (10.20) follows by Theorem 10.4.

O

We now use a localization method to establish Theorem 10.13 under the gen-
eral conditions (10.17) and (10.18). For any integer n > 1 it is easy to define a
continuously differentiable function z — a,(z) on [0, c0) such that

()_{1 for0<z<n-1,
Un\2) = n/z forz>n+1.

In addition, we can also assume 0 < a,(z) < 1A (n/z)and —1/z < a}(2) <0
for all z > 0.
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Lemma 10.17 Suppose that (v,y) — q(v,y) is a positive Borel function on
M(E) x F satisfying (10.18). Then g, (v,y) = q(an,({v,1))v,y) defines a posi-
tive Borel function on M (E) x F satisfying

M gn(ve, ) — gn(v1,9)]) < 2K, ||ve —v1|l, vi,v0 € M(E). (10.25)

Proof. Forvy,vs € M(E) satisfying (v1,1) < (9, 1) we can find a constant s > 0
between (v1, 1) and (19, 1) so that

(v1, Dlan((v2, 1)) = an((v1, 1) < (v, Dlay, ()l {v2, 1) = (v1,1)]

<
< lve — v

Lety = v1 + 11 and let g,, and g,,, denote respectively the densities of v, and v
with respect to . It follows that

Lh.s. of (10.25) < K, ||an({v2, 1))va — an({v1, 1)1 ]|
= Kn(7;lan((v2,1))gv, — an((v1,1))90, )
< Kpan((v2, 1))V, 19, — Gunl)
+ Knlan((v2,1)) = an ({1, 1)) (7, 90,)
< Kpllvy — | 4+ Knlan((v2, 1)) — an((v1,1))[(v1,1)
< 2K, ||lva — v

That proves the desired inequality. O

Proof (of Theorem 10.13). By Lemma 10.15 the uniqueness of solution holds
for (10.19). For each integer n > 1 let g, be defined as in Lemma 10.17. By
Lemma 10.16 there is an unique solution {Y,,(¢) : ¢ > 0} to (10.19) if ¢ is re-
placed by g,. For each n > 1 define the stopping time o,, = inf{t > 0 :
(Yn(t),1) > n — 1}. Then Lemma 10.14 implies that {Y,,,(t A 0,,) : t > 0}
and {Y,,(t A 0,,,) : t > 0} are indistinguishable for any n > m > 1. It is easy
to show {0, } is an increasing sequence. Since (P;);>¢ is a Feller semigroup, the
result of Corollary 7.14 is also true for f = 1. Consequently,

t— C(t) := P[(Xinq,, 1)]
is a locally bounded function on [0, 00). From (10.17) it follows that
P14+ (Y, (t Aoy), 1)] "
= P+ K 114 P| [ Oat¥i(so). et

t
< 1+C(t)+K||/<;||ec°t/ PlL+ (Yo (s A o), 1)]ds.
0

By Gronwall’s inequality, there is a locally bounded function ¢ — B(t) on [0, 00)
independent of n > 1 such that
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Pl + (Y, (t Aoy),1)] < B(t), t>0. (10.26)

The right continuity of ¢ — Y, (¢) implies (Y,,(0,,), 1) > n— 1. By (10.26) we have
nP{o, <t} < B(t) and so P{o,, <t} — 0asn — oo. That implies o,, — o0
increasingly. Thus there is a cadlag process {Y; : ¢ > 0} such that a.s. Y,,(t) = Y;
forevery 0 < ¢t < o,. By (10.26) and Fatou’s lemma we get P[1 + (Y3, 1)] < B(t)
for every ¢t > 0. It is then easy to show (s,y) — ¢(Ys—,y) belongs to £} (F).
Clearly the equation (10.19) holds. The martingale problem characterization (10.20)
follows from Theorem 10.4. The uniqueness of the solution of (10.19) implies the
strong Markov property of {(Y;,%;,) : t > 0}. O

Example 10.1 Suppose that p(z,dy) is a bounded kernel from E to F' absolutely
continuous with respect to A(dy) with density p(z, y) so that sup,¢ 5 p(z,y) < oo
and x — p(x,y) is continuous for every y € F. Suppose thatr € C(M(E) x F)*
is a function satisfying

|7‘(V2,y) - T(Vlay)| < K”V? - VlHa v,V € M(E)7y er

for a constant ' > 0. Forv € M(FE) and z € F let

q@w)=T@yMwaw>=r@wXLp@wﬁ%M)

Then v — ¢(v, y) is continuous on M (F) and

<A,q(v,~)>=/FT(V»y)A(dy)/Ep(x,y)V(dx) < Irllllpll{v, 1),

where ||p|| = sup,cp p(z,1). For vi, v, € M(E) we have

A la(va, ) — a(n, ) /| va,y)va — (1, ), o)) A(dy)
< /F (v, ) — (1,9 {2, p(, ) A(dy)
+/Fr<u1,y>|<u2—m, () A(dy)
< Kllvs — 14| /F (w2, P> ¥)) A(dy)
il /F (v — 1, b)) A (dy)
< Klva — mallpll{vas 1) + irlllpllls — v

Then (v,y) — q(v,y) satisfies conditions (10.17) and (10.18). Let {Y; : t > 0} be
the unique cadlag solution of (10.19). By Theorem 10.13 it is easy to see

G(Yi. 1) = G(Yo ) + [ {G’<<n,f>><m,Af+vf—bf>
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w v [ (6w +w. -6
— 1, NG (Ve )| H @, dv) + G (Ve 1)) (Vsy ef?)
+ G ((Ys, )Y, 50 (s, s f)>}ds + (%, )-local mart.

for G € C*(R) and f € D(A), where

volv.z, f) = /F (v, y)p(, 9)nf W)A(dy). (10.27)

We can interpret {Y; : ¢ > 0} as a superprocess with an extra interactive non-local
branching mechanism given by (10.27).

10.4 General Interactive Immigration

In this section, we give some generalizations of the immigration models consid-
ered in the previous sections. Suppose that F{, and F} are Lusin topological spaces.
Let Ao(dy) and A (dy) be o-finite Borel measures on Fy and F}, respectively. Let
k(y, dz) be a bounded kernel from Fj to F and let K (y, dv) be a kernel from F to
M(E)° satisfying

sup / (v, DK (y,dv) < 0. (10.28)
M(E)°

yEF
Suppose that (Dg, &%, <7, Q,) is the canonical cadlag realization of the (&, ¢)-
superprocess. Let {(X;, . %) : t > 0} be a cadlag (&, ¢)-superprocess with de-
terministic initial state Xo = p € M(E). For i = 0,1 let {N;(ds,dy, du,dw)}
be a Poisson random measure on (0,00) x F; x (0,00) x Dy with intensity
dsA; (dy)duQ;(y, dw), where

Qoly, dw) = / Ky, d2)Qu oy (dw), € Fo,w € Dy,
E
and

Q1 (y, duw) =/ K(y,dv)Qu(dw), ye Fi,we Dy,
M(E)°

We assume that the process {(X,.%#;) : t > 0} and the Poisson random measures
{No(ds, dy, du,dw)} and {N;(ds, dy, du, dw)} are defined on a complete proba-
bility space (£2,%,P) and are independent of each other. For ¢ > 0 let ¢, be the
o-algebra generated by .%; and the collection of random variables
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{Ni((0,8] x U x A): U € B(F; x (0,00)),A€ > ,,0<s<t;i=0,1}.

Let (%,) denote the augmentation of (%;). Let 2\ (Fy) be the set of processes
{he(y) : t > 0,y € Fy} that are predictable relative to the filtration (¢, ) and
satisfy (10.4) with A = )Ay. Let Z)}l (F1) be defined similarly. Given left continuous
processes pg € 2y (Fo)* and p; € £ (F1)*, fort > 0 we define

t 90(577!)
Yi = Xi + / / / / wt—SNO(dS7dy7du7 dw)
0 JFyJO Do

t p1(s,y)
—|—/ / / / wi—s N1 (ds, dy, du, dw). (10.29)
0 F1 0 DO

Theorem 10.18 The process {Y; : t > 0} defined by (10.29) has a cadlag modifi-
cation in M (E) with the following property: For every G € C*(R) and f € D(A)
we have

G 1)) = G0 ) + [ { G v af +5 =)
+f e [ et e
—G(Ya ) = . NG (e, )] H ,dv)

FG (Y INYsref%) + G (Yar 1)) D0, o5, I )
o [ 6+ w)

— o, f))] K(y, du)}ds + (%2 )-local mart.  (10.30)

Proof. By making an extension of ({2,%, P) we can assume N (ds, dy, du, dw) is
the projection of a Poisson random measure N(ds,dy,du, dv,dw) on (0,00) x
F1 x (0,00) X M(E)° x Dg with intensity dsA; (dy)duK (y, dr)Q, (dw). We can
also assume {Ni(ds,dy, du,dv,dw)} is independent of {(X;, %#;) : t > 0} and
{No(ds,dy, du,dw)}. For every k > 1 define

t po(s,y)
Yi(t) = X —|—/ / / / wi—sNo(ds, dy, du, dw)
0o Jr Jo Do

t p1(s,y) _
+/ / / / / wt_le(dS,dy,dU,dl/, dw)7
0 JF JO My J Do

where My = {v € M(E)° : (v,1) < k}. Following the arguments in Section 10.2,
one can show that the results of the theorem hold for {Y(t) : ¢ > 0} with M (E)°
replaced by M. (This cutoff is necessary in defining the covariance measure of the
induced martingale measure.) In particular, we have

GYL(0.1) = GO ) + | t {G'(<Yk<s>,f>><yk<s>,Af+wf —bf)
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[ e [ (G0 5+ 1)

— GUY(), 1)) = (1 )G (Yi(s), )], v)

G (Vi) DIY(5)sef?) + G (Y (5), 1)) Mo o, )
+ [ oswmta) [ GO0+ @)

— G({Yk(s), f>)] K(y, dy)}ds + (%:+)-local mart. (10.31)

For any k > 11let T}, = inf{t > 0 : Ny(Ax(t)) > 1}, where
Ar(t) = {(s,y,u,v,w) : 0 < s < t,{r,1) > k,0 <u<pi(s,y),w € Do}

It is easily seen that Y; = Y} (¢) for 0 < ¢ < Tj. Observe also that

P a0 =P [ as [ s |
<i [ [ Pt [ g,

K(y,duﬂ
(v,1)>k}

The right-hand side tends to zero as & — oo. Then Ny (Ax(t)) — 0 decreasingly
and hence T}, — oo increasingly as k — oco. From (10.31) we get (10.30). a

Corollary 10.19 Let {Y; : t > 0} be defined by (10.29). Then t — P[(Y, 1)] is
locally bounded and

P((Y;, )] = (e f) + / s /F P{po (s, ) W £(5)Moldy)
—I—/O ds/FlP[pl(s,y)])\l(dy) /M(E)O<1/,7rt_sf)K(y,dy)

foranyt > 0and f € B(E).
Corollary 10.20 Ler {Y; : t > 0} be defined by (10.29). If, in addition to (10.28),

we assume

sup / (v, 1)2 K (y,dv) < oo, (10.32)
M(E)°

yeF

then for every f € D(A),

M(f) = (Y, f) — (Yo, f) —/0 (Yo, A +~f — bf)ds
- / (Mo pols, )i f)ds

/otds/m pl(s,y),\l(dy)/A (E)O<v,f>K(y7dV)
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is a square-integrable (9, )-martingale with increasing process
t
e = [ [awnviao+ [ meonan [ wnra),
0 E Fy M(E)°

where q(x, f) is defined by (2.59).

Let (v,y) — qo(v,y) be a positive Borel function on M (E) x Fy satisfying
(10.17) and (10.18) with A = Aq. Let (v, y) — ¢1(v, y) be a positive Borel function
on M (FE) x F satisfying conditions (10.17) and (10.18) with A = A;. In addition,
assume that v +— ¢o(v,y) is continuous for every y € Fy and v — ¢1(v,y) is
continuous for every y € F;. We consider the equation

t q0(Ys—y)
Y; :Xt—i—/ / / / wi—sNo(ds, dy, du, dw)
0o Jr, Jo Do
t a1 (Ys—y)
+/ / / / wi— s N1 (ds, dy, du, dw). (10.33)
o Jr Jo Do

Theorem 10.21 There is a unique cadlag solution {Y; : t > 0} of (10.33). More-
over, {(Y;,%+) : t > 0} is a strong Markov process and for G € C?*(R) and
f € D(A) we have

G 1) = G, 1) + | {G’(<Ye,f>)<Ys,Af+vfbf>
v [ e+ e

= G(Ye, 1)) = 0, )G (Y, 1) H (@, av)
+ G (Yo D Yoref?) + G (Ve £)) D0, q0(Ya, 1 f)
w [ e [ 6 ns e )

- G((Ys, f})} Ky, dy)}ds + (%4 )-local mart. (10.34)

Proof. Let {N;(ds,dy, du, dv, dw)} be as in the proof of Theorem 10.18. For every
k > 1 one can use the arguments in Section 10.3 to show there is a unique solution
{Yk(t) it > O} of

t QO(YS—’Z/)
Y; = X, +/ / / / wi— s No(ds, dy, du, dw)
0 F() 0 DO

t q1(Ys—,y) _
+/ / / / / wi—s N1 (ds, dy, du, dv, dw),
0o Jr Jo Mg J Do

where Mp = {v € M(E)°: (v,1) < k}. Let 7, = inf{t > 0 : (Y% (¢),1) > k}.
By Gronwall’s inequality one shows
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P(Yi(t A1), 1)] < B(t), t>0, (10.35)

where ¢ — B(t) is a locally bounded function independent of k£ > 1. By a standard
argument one shows 7, — oo increasingly as k — oo. Clearly, forany n > k > 1
the two processes {Yj(t) : t > 0} and {Y,(¢f) : ¢ > 0} coincide in the time
interval [0, 7). Then we can define a process {Y; : ¢ > 0} which agrees with
{Y%(t) : t > 0} on [0, 7). By (10.35) and Fatou’s lemma we have

P[(Y;, )] < B(t), t=0.

It follows that (s,y) — qo(Ys—,y) belongs to £} (Fy)™ and (s,y) — q1(Ys—,y)
belongs to £} (F1)*. Then one can see {Y; : ¢ > 0} solves (10.33). The unique-

ness of the solution follows as that for (10.19). Then {(Y;,%,) : t > 0} is a
strong Markov process. The characterization (10.34) follows from Theorem 10.18.
We omit the details. O

Example 10.2 Let p;(x,dy) = pi(z,y) :(dy) be a bounded kernel from E to F;
for i = 0 and 1. We assume sup,c; pi(¢,y) < oo and x — p;(x,y) is continuous
for every y € F;. Let

(v, y) = (i y)) = /Epi(x,y)V(dxh veM(E),y e F.

By the calculations in Example 10.1 one sees that v — ¢;(v, y) satisfies conditions
(10.17) and (10.18) with A = ;. Let {Y; : ¢ > 0} be the unique cadlag solution of
(10.33). Then for G € C?(R) and f € D(A) we have

C((Yi ) = C(Yo ) + /{Gw;mwaw+ﬁ—w>

EACCEY SR R OY))
=~ G((Ye, 1) = (v, )G (Ve ) H (2, 0)
+ G (Yer ) (Yoref?) + G/ (Y, 1)) (Yos o)

+/EYs(dx) /M(E)O |GV ) + (. f)

- G({Ys, f})} K (z, dz/)}ds + (%4, )-local mart.,
where
ko(z,dz) :/ po(z,dy)k(y,dz), =,z € E,
Fy

and
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Kale,d) = [ piledpK(pd), e B e M(EY,
Fy

By Theorem 7.13 it is easy to see that {(Y;,%;,) : t > 0} is a superprocess with
branching mechanism

(@, ) = 6(@, ) — oz, ) — / (1— e D)K, (z, dv).

M(E)°

This provides a method of changing the branching mechanism of the superprocess
using immigration. One can also introduce an interactive structure as in (10.27).

Example 10.3 Let (v,y) — q;(v,y) be defined as in the last example and let z +—
gi(z) be a Lipschitz function on [0, co0) satisfying g;(z) < const - z. Then (v, y) —
9i(qi(v,y)) satisfies conditions (10.17) and (10.18) with A = \,.

10.5 Notes and Comments

The approach of stochastic integral equations in constructing interactive immigra-
tion superprocess was suggested by Shiga (1990), who studied a stochastic equation
involving Poisson processes on the space of one-dimensional excursions. However,
Shiga (1990) only considered the trivial spatial motion. A generalization of his re-
sult to non-trivial spatial motions was given in Fu and Li (2004) for binary local
branching. The results in this chapter generalize those in Fu and Li (2004) and
Shiga (1990). Abraham and Delmas (2009) gave a method of changing the branch-
ing mechanism of a CB-process using immigration, which is different from that in
Example 10.2.

A class of immigration superprocess with dependent spatial motion were con-
structed in Li et al. (2005). Using the techniques developed in Kurtz and Xiong
(1999), they gave a characterization of the conditional cumulant semigroup of the
superprocess in terms of a stochastic partial differential equation driven by a time—
space white noise. The approach was stimulated by Xiong (2004), who established
a similar characterization for the model of Skoulakis and Adler (2001).

Leto € C?(R)* and h € C*(R) and assume both  and 1/ are square-integrable.
Let A € M(R) and let p be defined by (7.58). Suppose that (v, z) — g(v,x) is a
positive Borel function on M (R) x R such that there is a constant K > 0 such that

<)"Q(V7 )> < K(l + <V’ 1>)7 Ve M(R),
and for each R > 0 there is a constant Kz > 0 such that
(A lg(ve, ) = q(v1,9)]) < Kgllve — v

for 11,15 € M(R) satisfying (v1,1) < R and (1,1) < R. By considering a
stochastic equation similar to (10.19) involving one-dimensional excursions carried
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by a stochastic flow, Dawson and Li (2003) constructed an inferactive immigration
superprocess with dependent spatial motion, which is a diffusion process { Xy : ¢ >
0} in M (R) satisfying the martingale problem: For each f € C%(R),

M) = (X0 ) = (Xo. ) = 5000) [ X470

_ / s / oY, 2) f(2)A(d2)

is a continuous martingale with quadratic variation process

t t
(M(f))e = / (Xs,0f*)ds + / ds/(XS7 h(z—-)f")?dz.
0 0 R

Rescaling limits of the superprocess with dependent spatial motion were investi-
gated in Dawson et al. (2004c) and Li et al. (2004), which led to a superprocess
with coalescing spatial motion. Zhou (2007) gave a characterization of the condi-
tional Laplace functional of the latter. A lattice branching-coalescing particle system
was studied in Athreya and Swart (2005, 2009).






Chapter 11
Generalized Ornstein—-Uhlenbeck Processes

Generalized Ornstein—Uhlenbeck processes constitute a large class of explicit ex-
amples of Markov processes in infinite-dimensional spaces with rich mathematical
structures. Those processes may have non-trivial invariant measures, which make
them become better candidates for infinite-dimensional reference processes than
Lévy processes. In this chapter, we first give a formulation of generalized Ornstein—
Uhlenbeck processes in Hilbert spaces using the generalized Mehler semigroups
introduced by Bogachev and Rockner (1995) and Bogachev et al. (1996). Then
we give a systematic exploration of the structures of the generalized Mehler semi-
groups. Since such a semigroup can be defined by a linear semigroup and a skew
convolution semigroup, we mainly discuss the latter. We shall see that a skew con-
volution semigroup is always formed with infinitely divisible probability measures.
The key result is a characterization for the skew convolution semigroups in terms of
infinitely divisible probability entrance laws. For centered skew convolution semi-
groups with finite second-moments, those entrance laws can be closed by probabil-
ity measures on an enlarged Hilbert space. We also give some constructions for the
generalized Ornstein—Uhlenbeck processes determined by closed entrance laws and
study the corresponding Langevin type equations.

11.1 Generalized Mehler Semigroups

Suppose that H is a real separable Hilbert space with inner product (-, -). We say
a bounded linear operator S on this space is symmetric if (Sa,b) = (a, Sb) for all
a,b € H, and say it is positive definite if (Sa,a) > 0 for all a € H. A bounded
linear operator S on H is called a trace class operator if there is an orthonormal
basis {e1, ea, ...} of H such that

Tr(S) := Z(Sei,eﬁ < 0.

K2

Z. Li, Measure-Valued Branching Markov Processes, 255
Probability and Its Applications, DOI 10.1007/978-3-642-15004-3_11,
© Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg 2011


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-15004-3_11

256 11 Generalized Ornstein—Uhlenbeck Processes

The sum Tr(S) is called the frace of S, which is independent of the choice of the
orthonormal basis {ey, e, . ..}. In most cases, we consider an infinite-dimensional
space H. Given a probability measure v on H, let ¥ denote its characteristic func-
tional defined by

ﬁ(a):/ @y(dx), aeH. (11.1)
H

It is well-known that © determines v uniquely. The infinite divisibility of the proba-
bility measure can be defined as in Section 1.4. If v is an infinitely divisible proba-
bility measure on H, then ©(a) # O for all @ € H and there is a unique continuous
function log © on H such that log #(0) = 0 and ¥(a) = exp{log¥(a)} for a € H;
see, e.g., Linde (1986, p.20) and Parthasarathy (1967, p.171). Let

K(z,a) =" —1—i(z,a)l{s|<1y,  ¥,a€ H.
Proposition 11.1 A probability measure v on H is infinitely divisible if and only if

v := —log U is uniquely represented by

w(a) = —ilb,a) + %(Ra,a) [ K@ a)Ma), (11.2)
e

where b € H, R is a symmetric positive definite trace class operator on H, and M
is a o-finite (Lévy) measure on H° := H \ {0} satisfying

/ (1A ||z]|*)M(dz) < occ. (11.3)
HO
Proof. See, e.g., Linde (1986, p.84) and Parthasarathy (1967, p.181). O
We write v = I(b, R, M) if v is an infinitely divisible probability measure with
1 = — log U given by (11.2). Under the stronger moment condition
[ el Al ) < o, (11.4)
HO

we can define
8= / xu(dx) =0 —‘r/ ml{\|x|\>1}M(d$)
H He
and rewrite (11.2) into

Y(a) = —i(B,a) + %<Ra,a> — | Ki(x,a)M(dz), (11.5)
o

where

Ki(z,a) =™ — 1 —i(zx,a), z,a € H.
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In this case, we write v = I; (8, R, M).

Let (T3)¢>0 be a strongly continuous semigroup of bounded linear operators on
H. Then the semigroup (7}*);>¢ of dual operators of (T}),> is also strongly contin-
uous on H; see, e.g., Pazy (1983, p.41). A family of probability measures (7;);>o on
H is called a skew convolution semigroup (SC-semigroup) associated with (T})¢>0
if the following equation is satisfied:

Yrat = (90 Tt_l) * Yy, r,t > 0. (11.6)
In this case, we can define a transition semigroup (Q; ):>0 on H by

Qz(% ) = 6Tt96(') * '725(')3 (11.7)

which is called a generalized Mehler semigroup associated with (T} );>0. A Markov
process in H is called a generalized Ornstein—-Uhlenbeck process (generalized OU-
process) if it has transition semigroup (Q;):>o. Observe that (11.6) is equivalent
to

Arit(a) = 4 (T3 a) e (a), r,t >0,a € H. (11.8)

Proposition 11.2 If (y;)i>0 is an SC-semigroup associated with (T}),>0, then each
probability measure vy, is infinitely divisible.

Proof. This proof is a simplification of that of Schmuland and Sun (2001). By (11.6)
we have g = o * o and so g = dg, wWhich is certainly infinitely divisible. From
(11.8) it follows that

Frte(a)l = Fr(TYa)[|Ae(a)l, 7t 20,a € H. (11.9)

Then ¢t +— |4:(a)| is decreasing and hence the limit |Yo4(a)| = lim;—¢ |9 (a)|
exists. Observe also that lim;_o4,(T;'a) = 4,(a). Then we may let ¢ — 0 and
r — 0in (11.9) to see that |4 (a)| = |04 (a)|?. It thus follows that |Yp, (a)| = 1
or 0. For any ¢ > 0 and any integer k¥ > 1 we have

(Ye—t/k © Ttﬁ) * Yok = Vt-

By Parthasarathy (1967, p.72), there is a sequence {x}} C H so that v,/ 0., — v
weakly as k — oo, where v is a probability measure on H. Consequently,

7(a)| = lim 1t/ (a)] = [Fo+(a)| = 1 or 0, a€H.

Since o — |(wa)] is continuous and |2(0)| = 1, we must have |#(a)| = 1. Then
the symmetrization of v is the unit mass concentrated at zero. It follows that v = d,
for some r € H; see, e.g., Linde (1986, p.23). Setting yr = xx — = we have
Ve * Oy, — 0o as k — oo. Since t — |T;|| is a locally bounded function, the
probability measures
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Vi = (i *0y) o Ty 5y ey 1< < kb > 1,

form a uniform infinitesimal triangular array. By applying (11.6) inductively we see
that

k k
Tt = H*(ryt/koTt__b‘t/k) = (H*Vk,j> *5Zk7
j=1 j=1
where 2, = — Zle T jt/kYk- It then follows that each ; is infinitely divisible;
see de Acosta et al. (1978) and Parthasarathy (1967, p.199). a

By Propositions 11.1 and 11.2, we may write v = I(b;, Ry, My) for t > 0. It is
not hard to show that (11.8) is satisfied if and only if we have

Ry =TyR, T + Ry, M,y = (M, o0 Tfl)|H° + M;, (11.10)

and
mﬂ=m+ﬂh+/)anmgy—MMgﬂﬂML@@ (11.11)
HO

for all r,¢ > 0. If the stronger moment condition (11.4) is satisfied for each M, we
write y; = I (B¢, R, My), where

By = / xut(dx) = b +/ xl{”L”M}Mt(dx)
H He
In this case, the property (11.8) holds if and only if we have (11.10) and

Brt = B +115r, r,t > 0. (11.12)

Suppose that vy is a probability measure on H and let 1)y := — log 1. Since the
dual semigroup (7}):>0 is also strongly continuous, for each ¢ > 0 we can define
an infinitely divisible probability measure ; on H by

¢
A (a) = exp{ —/ 1/)0(T;a)ds}, a€H. (11.13)
0

It is easy to show that (y;)¢>0 is an SC-semigroup associated with (1} )¢>0, which is
called a regular SC-semigroup. The corresponding generalized Mehler semigroup
is given by

t
[ e aQuedn e {ita 170 - [worzaasy.  ar
H 0

Example 11.1 Let b > 0 and ¢ > 0 be constants and let {B(t) : ¢ > 0} be a
standard Brownian motion. A classical OU-process is the solution of the Langevin
equation
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AX(t) = cdB(t) — bX(t)dt, > 0.

Given the initial value X (0) = x, we have
t
X(t) =er+ c/ e’ =9)dB(s), t>0.
0

The second term on the right-hand side has Gaussian distribution v; := N (0, 0?)
with

t 2
o? = 02/ e 2(t=s) s = %(1 —e 2,
0

Then {X (¢) : t > 0} has transition semigroup (Q7 ):>0 given by

/f Mot yu(dy), 20,0 R

Setting ;2 = N (0, ¢?/2b) we obtain the classical Mehler formula

Q11 / Fe™ + /1= o 2y) u(dy).

11.2 Gaussian Type Semigroups

We say an SC-semigroup (7y;);>o is of the Gaussian type if each +y, is a centered
Gaussian probability measure. By the discussions of the first section, a Gaussian
type SC-semigroup (7y;):>0 associated with (7});> is given by

1
1ogf%(a):—§<Rta,a>, t>0,a€H, (11.15)

where R, is a symmetric positive definite trace class operator on H satisfying the
first equation in (11.10).

Theorem 11.3 A family of centered Gaussian probability measures (v;)y>0 on H
given by (11.15) form an SC-semigroup associated with (T});>o if and only if
(R¢)t>0 is given by

t
<Rta,a>:/ (Usa, a)ds, t>0,a€ H, (11.16)
0

where (Us) s~0 is a family of symmetric positive definite trace class operators on H
satisfying Ugsy = TYUSTY forall s,t > 0 and
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t
/ TrUsds < oo, t>0.
0

Lemma 11.4 If the family (7y,);>¢ given by (11.15) is an SC-semigroup associated
with (T})>0, then the function t — (Rya, by is absolutely continuous in 't > 0 for
all a,b e H.

Proof. Since (Ti):>0 is strongly continuous, there are constants B > 1 and ¢ > 0
such that ||T}|| < Bet. From (11.6) we have

[ alPsstan) = [ [TialPrntan) + [ alPuda). aram
H H H
It follows that
olt) = / lel?y(dz), >0 (1L18)
H

is an increasing function. We claim

n

> lo(t;) — g(ry)] < B*e*g(ay) (11.19)
j=1

n

forO0<ri <t; <---<ry, <t, <I, where o,, = Zj:l(tj —rj). Whenn =1,
this follows from (11.17). Now let us assume (11.19) holds for n — 1. By applying
(11.17) twice we have

n

> lolty) — g(ry)] < B> /H 11*7e,, -, (d2) + [g(tn) = g(rn)]

j=1
:BQQM/ 12270, (d) + / T 2], ., (d2)
H H
< e / 1276, (d2)
H
4+ BPel / 1T, o]y, -, (d2)
H

= 5% [ ol (da),
H

which gives (11.19). Letting » — 0 and ¢ — 0 in (11.17) and using the fact that
g is an increasing function one sees that g(t) — 0 as ¢ — 0. Then (11.19) implies
that g is absolutely continuous in ¢ > 0. By the first equality in (11.10) we see
t — (R:a,a) is increasing for any a € H. Fort > r > 0 we use (11.10) again to
see

(Ria,a) — (Rra,a) = (Ri—,Tra,Tra) = / (z, Tra)*y;_,(dz)
H
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< IIGHQ/H T *ye—r(d) = [la]?[g(t) — g(r)]-
Then (R:a,a) is absolutely continuous in ¢ > 0. A polarization argument shows
(R:a, b) is absolutely continuous in ¢t > 0 for all a,b € H. O

Lemma 11.5 If the family (y;);>¢ given by (11.15) is an SC-semigroup associated
with (T})i>0, then there is a family of symmetric positive definite trace class opera-
tors (Us)s>0 on H such that (11.16) holds.

Proof. Let {e,, : n = 1,2,...} be an orthonormal basis of the space H. By
Lemma 11.4, there are locally integrable Borel functions A,, ,, on [0, co) such that

t
(Riem, en) = / Ap.n(s)ds, t>0, mn>1. (11.20)
0

The symmetry of R; implies

t t
/ Apn(s)ds = / Apm(s)ds. (11.21)
0 0
Since R; is positive definite, for any a € span{e;,ea, ... } we have
(Ria,a) / Z Amon(8){a, em){a,e,)ds > 0. (11.22)
m,n=1

(The sum only contains finitely many nontrivial terms!) In addition, since R, is a
trace class operator, we get

/ (Z Ann )ds = i<Rtenven> = Tr(R;) < o0. (11.23)

n=1 n=1

Let F be the subset of [0, co) consisting of all s > 0 such that A,,, ,,(s) = Ay, (s)
for m,n > 1 and

ZA”" < oo and Z Apon(8){a, em)a,en) >0 (11.24)

m,n=1

for a € span{ey,es, ...} with rational coefficients. As observed in the proof of
Lemma 11.4, the function ¢t — (R:a,a) is increasing. From (11.21), (11.22) and
(11.23) we conclude that F" has full Lebesgue measure. For any s € F',

Z Apmon(s)(a,em)en (11.25)
m,n=1

defines a symmetric positive definite linear operator on span{ey, e, ... }. Taking
b = ze,, + ye, with rational x and y, we get



262 11 Generalized Ornstein—Uhlenbeck Processes

Ugb,b) = (x, mm o >0,

< > ( y) (An,m,(s) An,n(S) Yy

so that the 2 x 2 matrix above is positive definite. Therefore, its determinant is
positive, that is,

Am,n(5)2 < Am,m(S)An,n(s)- (1126)

This combined with Schwarz’s inequality gives

for a € span{ej,ea,...}. Then U is a bounded operator and can be extended to
the entire space H. In fact, Us is a trace class operator since

oo

Tr(Us) = Z (Usen, en) Z

n=1 n=1

For s ¢ F we let Us = 0. By (11.22) and (11.25), for a € span{ey,ez,...} we
have

t
(Ria,a) = / (Usa, a)ds. (11.27)

0
Since s — Tr(Us) is locally integrable, by dominated convergence we see that

(11.27) holds for all a € H. a

Proof (of Theorem 11.3). If ()¢>0 is a family of probability measures given by
(11.15) and (11.16), it is clearly an SC-semigroup associated with (7});>¢. For the
converse, suppose the family (y;):>o given by (11.15) form an SC-semigroup as-
sociated with (7});>0. Let (Us)s>0 be provided by Lemma 11.5. Note that (11.16)
and the first equation of (11.10) imply

/ (Usyta,a)ds = / (UsT; a, T a)ds, r,t >0,a € H.
0 0

Since H is separable, by Fubini’s theorem, there are subsets B and B; of [0, o0)
with full Lebesgue measure such that

Usys = TUTY, s € B,t € B,.
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As in the proof of Theorem 8.11, we can choose a decreasing sequence s,, € B with
$pn, — 0 and redefine (Uy)s~0 by

Up =T, Us, Ti t> s,.

With this modification, the family of operators (U;):s¢ satisfy U, 4. = TU, ;" for
all ;¢ > 0 while (11.16) remains unchanged. O

11.3 Non-Gaussian Type Semigroups

Suppose that (;)¢>0 a family of infinitely divisible probability measures on H such
that v, = I(by, Ry, M;). We say the linear part (b;):>0 is absolutely continuous if
there exists an H-valued path (c;)s>¢ such that

t
<bt7a>:/ (cs, a)ds, t>0,a € H. (11.28)
0

Proposition 11.6 If (v;)i>o is an SC-semigroup given by v, = I(b;, R;, M), we
can write

¢
K(z,a)M;(dx) :/ ds K(z,a)Ls(dz), t>0,a € H, (11.29)
0 He

Ho

where Lg(dx) is a o-finite kernel from (0,00) to H® satisfying L..; = (L, o
T, Y| go forr,t > 0 and

t
/ ds/ (LA [2]2)Ls(dz) < 00, &> 0. (11.30)
0 H

Proof. Let ¢ > 1 and b > 0 be as in the proof of Lemma 11.4. From the second
equation in (11.10) we see that ¢ — M, is increasing. Let

h(t) ::/ (LA [2[2)Mi(dz), ¢ > 0.
HO
By (11.10) for r,t > 0 we have
h(r—i—t)—h(r):/ (1A [ Toz|[2)M(da),
HO

which is bounded above by c2e?*"h(t). As in the proof of Lemma 11.4, one sees
that h(t) is absolutely continuous in ¢ > 0. Observe that ¢ — vy(dz) = (1 A
|lz||?)M;(dx) defines an increasing family of finite measures, so ¢ — v;(B) deter-
mines a locally bounded Borel measure v(ds, B) on [0, 00) for each B € B(H°).
A monotone class argument shows that (A, -) is a Borel measure on H° for each



264 11 Generalized Ornstein—Uhlenbeck Processes

A € %(]0,00)), so that v(-,-) is a bimeasure. By Ethier and Kurtz (1986, p.502),
there is a probability kernel J;(dz) from [0, co0) to H® such that

V(A B) = / J.(B)v(ds, H°) = / J.(B)dh(s) = / J.(B)N (s)ds,
A A A
where h/(s) is a Radon—-Nikodym derivative of dh(s) relative to the Lebesgue mea-
sure. Defining the o-finite kernel Ls(dz) := (1 A ||z|*)1h/(s)Js(dz) we obtain
(11.29). By the second equation of (11.10) one can modify the definition of (L)¢>0
sothat L, = (L, o T ')| s is satisfied for all 7, ¢ > 0. 0

We say a family of o-finite measures (vs)s>o on H is an entrance law for the
semigroup (T} );>o if it satisfies v, 44 = ;. 0 Tt_1 for all r,¢ > 0. In fact, that means
(vs)s>0 is an entrance law for the deterministic Markov process {Tix : t > 0}
according to the standard definition.

Theorem 11.7 Let (y;)¢>0 be a family of infinitely divisible probability measures
on H with absolutely continuous linear part. Then (¢)¢>0 is an SC-semigroup asso-
ciated with (T} )>o if and only if there is an infinitely divisible probability entrance
law (vs)s>0 for (T)i>o such that

¢
%(a):exp{/ logﬁs(a)ds}, t>0,a€ H. (11.31)
0

Proof. If (7:)i>0 is given by (11.31), it is clearly an SC-semigroup associated
with (T}):>0. Conversely, suppose that (7;);>0 is an SC-semigroup associated with
(T})i>0 and write v, = I(by, Ry, My) for t > 0. It is easy to see that

1
logﬁf(a):—iu%ta,a), t>0,a€H, (11.32)

defines a Gaussian type SC-semigroup (7§ )>0. Let (Us)s>o and (L)s>0 be pro-
vided by Theorem 11.3 and Proposition 11.6, respectively. Suppose that (b;, a) =
f(f(cs, a)ds. By (11.11), we can modify the definition of (cs)ss so that

Crpt = Tycr +/ (1{HTMIIS1} — 1{||z\|§1})Tt1'Lr(d$), r,t > 0.
HO

Then we have (11.31) with v, = I(cs, Us, L) for s > 0. |

Example 11.2 Lett — b, be a real-valued discontinuous function satisfying b, =
b, + by for all r;t > 0; see, e.g., Sato (1999, p.37). It is simple to check that
(0p, )1>0 is a classical convolution semigroup, which cannot be represented in the
form (11.31). This example shows that some condition on the linear part ¢ — b; has
to be imposed to get the representation (11.31) of the SC-semigroup.

Example 11.3 Let u be the uniform distribution on [0, 27) and consider the Hilbert
space L?([0,27), i) equipped with the inner product (-, -} defined by
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1 2m

(fih) = /. f(z)h(z)dz
T
Fort > 0 and f € L%([0,27), 1) let Ty f(x) = f(x + t) (mod 27). By using
approximation by continuous functions it is not hard to show that

2

lim |f(z+1t) — f(z)?dz = 0.
t—0 Jo

Then (T}):>0 is a strongly continuous semigroup on L2([0, 27), u). Set by = f —
T, f. It is easy to show that (Jp, )¢>0 is an SC-semigroup associated with (T});>o.
For any f € L?([0,27), 1) we have the Fourier expansion

Z f(n)es,  xzel0,27), (11.33)
where
R 1 —inT
fln) = o f(x)e de, n=0,£1,4+2,...; (11.34)

see, e.g., Conway (1990, p.21). Clearly, the n-th Fourier coefficient of T3 f is
f(n)e™, Since both f and T} f are real functions, from (11.33) and (11.34) we
obtain

2m
() = 1P =52 [ F@)Tip(e)da

=IF12= > ) f(=n)e

n=-—oo

= |IfII> - - 22 |f(n)[? cos(nt).

Now let us take the particular function f € L?([0,27), u) given by (11.33) with

fin) = {2—’€/2 if [n| = 2% and k > 1,
10 otherwise.

Then we have
f(fC):?ZWcos@ x), x € [0,2m).
k=1

It follows that

2 o0 1 27
17112 = = —/ cos?(2Fz)dz = 2
0 ; 2k J,
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and

(fyby) =2— Qi 2% cos(2"t),

k=1

which is Weierstrass’s nowhere differentiable continuous function; see, e.g., Hewitt
and Stromberg (1965, p.258). Therefore (dp, ):>0 cannot be represented in the form
(11.31).

11.4 Extensions of Centered Semigroups

In this section, we give some characterizations for centered SC-semigroups with
finite second-moments. In particular, we shall see any SC-semigroup of this type
can be extended to a regular SC-semigroup on an enlarged Hilbert space. Since
(T})i>0 is strongly continuous, there are constants B > 0 and ¢y > 0 such that
| T;|] < Be“! for every t > 0. Let (Uy)a>c, denote the resolvent of (7});>0 and
let A denote its generator with domain 2(A) = U, H C H.

A path Z = {Z(s) : s > 0} taking values in H is called an entrance path for the
semigroup (7 )¢>o if it satisfies Z(r + t) = T;Z(r) for all r,¢ > 0. Let E denote
the set of all entrance paths for (7});>0. We say & € E is closable if there is an
element Z(0) € H such that Z(s) = Tsz(0) for all s > 0, and say it is locally
square integrable if

¢
/ |Z(s)||?ds < 00,  t>0. (11.35)
0
Lemma 11.8 Let & € E. Then (11.35) holds if and only if
e}
/ e 25| % (s)]|2ds < oo, b > co. (11.36)
0

Proof. Ttis easy to see that (11.36) implies (11.35). For the converse, assume (11.35)
holds. Then we have

oo oo 1
[ e as = Yo [ ) as
0 k=0 0
o 1
<Y pre e [Lo i),
k=0 0

The right-hand side is finite for every b > co. a

Let H denote the set of all locally square integrable entrance paths for (1});>0.
We call H the entrance space for (T});>o. For any fixed b > ¢o we can define an
inner product on H by
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o ~
(&, 7~ ::/ e 2% (i(s),(s))ds, Z,9 € H. (11.37)
0

Let || - ||~ be the norm induced by this inner product.

Lemma 11.9 For every t > 0 the projection my : & — Z(t) from Hto H is a
bounded linear operator.

Proof. The linearity of 7, is obvious. For any = € H we have

t t
I = ! / () [2ds = ¢! / | T ()]s
t

S BQt—le2bt/ e_2bs||§?(8)||2d8 S B2t_le2bt||.’1~7||,2v.
0

Then 7, is a bounded operator. a
Lemma 11.10 The norm || - ||~ is complete and (H, (-,-).) is a Hilbert space.

Proof. Suppose {#,} C H is a Cauchy sequence under the norm || - ||.-, that is,
[0 =l = [ e )an(s) ~ @n(s) Pds — 0
0

as m,n — oo. By Lemma 11.9, for each ¢ > 0 the limit Z(¢) = lim,,— o T (t)
exists in H. Since T is a bounded linear operator on H, for s > 0 we have

Tsz(t) = lm TsZn(t) = lUm &,(t +s) = Z(t + s).

n—oo n—oo

Then & = {&(t) : t > 0} is an entrance path for (T});>¢. For € > 0 choose N > 1
such that

/OO e 25| 2, (5) — Em(s)?ds < &, m,n > N.
0
By Fatou’s lemma we get
/00 e 2|2, (5) — 2(s)||?ds < €, n> N.
0
It follows that

/ e—2bs||‘%(s)||2ds§/ e 29| 2(s) — n(s)]|*ds
o 0

+/ e 2% || %, (s)]|2ds < oo.
0

Then # € H and lim,, o ||z, — 2|2, = 0. O
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Lemma 11.11 The linear operator J : x +— {Tsx : s > 0} from H to Hisa
continuous dense embedding and (H , || - ||~.) is separable.

Proof. Since x = limy_,g T3z, the map J is injective. For any x € H,
oo o0
x| = / e Tox|?ds < Bz||x\|2/ e 2(bme0)sqs,
0 0
Thus J is a continuous embedding. For an arbitrary = € H we have

730 = 312 = [ eI mate) - (o)Pas
= /OT e 2| Ty3(s) — &(s)||%ds
s [T e In mat) - )]s
< 9(B2e2eot 4+ 1) /0 =205 () |[2ds
+ B2 27| Tya(r) — &(r)||? / T e2esgs,

Observe that the first integral on the right-hand side goes to zero as » — 0 and for
fixed 7 > 0 the second term goes to zero as t — 0. Then we have || JZ(t) —Z|~ — 0
as t — 0, and hence JH is dense in H. Since H is separable, so is H. O

Lemma 11.12 The Borel o-algebra B(H) on (H,|| - ||~) is also generated by the
projections {m, : t > 0} from H to H.

Proof. By Lemma 11.9, each m, is continuous. Then o'({m; : t > 0}) C Z(H). On
the other hand, we have

2
1< . -
S~ 22 1 —2bi/n || 5/ s(s 2 ~ 5
- =1 —§ - , &,:eH.
1Z - Z||Z ngr;onme |Z(i/n) = 2(i/n)|%, %,%

Then for any fixed 2 € H, the function & — ||Z — Z||~ on H is measurable with
respect to o({m, : t > 0}). Consequently, every open ball B(%,¢) := {& € H :
|Z — 2|~ < €} belongs to o({m; : t > 0}). Since H is separable, all open sets in
H are contained in o ({7 : t > 0}) and hence Z(H) C o({m: : t > 0}). O

Theorem 11.13 A family (vy,)>0 of centered probability measures on H satisfying
the second-moment condition

/ z]*ve(dz) < 00, >0 (11.38)
HO

is an SC-semigroup associated with (T}),>¢ if and only if its characteristic function-
als are given by (11.31) with (vs)s>o being a centered infinitely divisible probability
entrance law for (T});>¢ satisfying
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t
/dS/ |z ||?vs(dz) < 00, t>0. (11.39)
0 o

Proof. Tt is well-known that the second-moment of a centered infinitely divisi-
ble probability measure only involves the Gaussian covariance operator and the
Lévy measure. If the centered infinitely divisible probability measures (y;)¢>o and
(vs)s>o are related by (11.31), the Gaussian covariance operators and Lévy mea-
sures of (+;)¢>0 can be represented as integrals of those of (v4)s>¢. This observation
yields

/HO (2, a)(de) = /Ot dS/ (z,0)’v(de), t>0,a€H.

Let{e, : n =1,2,...} be an orthonormal basis of H. Applying the above equation
to each e,, and taking the summation we see

t
/ Hx||2'yt(dw):/ds/ zl|2vs(dz), t> 0. (11.40)
He° 0 H°

In particular, conditions (11.38) and (11.39) are equivalent for the infinitely divisible
probability measures (7y;);>0 and () s> related by (11.31). Then the desired result
follows by Theorem 11.7. O

Theorem 11.14 A family (vy;)>0 of centered probability measures on H satisfying
(11.38) is an SC-semigroup associated with (T;)>¢ if and only if its characteristic
functionals are given by

¢
A(a) = exp {/ {log /~ ei@(s)m)\o(df)} ds}, a€ H, (1141)
0

H

where \g is a centered infinitely divisible probability measure on H satisfying
/~ 1E]2 Ao (d) < oo. (11.42)
b2,

Proof. Suppose that (7¢):>0 is a family of centered probability measures on H de-
fined by (11.41) and (11.42). Let v be the image of A induced by the projection
s from H to H. Then (vs) 4> is a centered infinitely divisible probability entrance
law for (T}):>0 satisfying (11.39) and the relation (11.31) holds. By Theorem 11.13,
(v¢)¢>0 is a centered SC-semigroup satisfying (11.38). Conversely, suppose that
(7¢)¢>0 is a centered SC-semigroup associated with (7} ):>0 satisfying (11.38). Let
(vs)s>0 be the entrance law given by Theorem 11.13. Then (v5)s> is a probability
entrance law for the continuous Markov process {T;z : ¢ > 0} with deterministic
motion. Let E be the set of continuous paths {w(t) : ¢ > 0} from (0, o) to H. We
endow Ej with the o-algebra & generated by the coordinate process. Then there
is a unique probability measure Ao on (Ey, &) under which {w(t) : ¢ > 0} is a
Markov process with the same transition semigroup as the process {7z : t > 0}
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and v, is the image of Ao under w — w(s). It follows that

t
’%(a)exp{ / {log / ei<w(5)’“>)\0(dw)}ds}, ac H. (11.43)
0 Eo

Because of the special deterministic motion mechanism of the process {7z : t > 0}
we may assume that A is supported by the space E of the entrance paths. Let &, (E)
and &, (H) denote respectively the traces of & on E and H. Since w — |lw(s)]||? is
clearly a non-negative &y (E)-measurable function on E,

o0
w i . = / &2 [w(s) [2ds

is an &y (F)-measurable function on F taking values in [0, oo]. Since (vs)ss0 satis-
fies (11.39), we have

[ wlEotu) = [ o) [ e ugs) s
E Eoo 0
:/ ds/ e 2%z ||v, (da)
o
=> / ds/ &2 Tz 2 (da)
n=0"0 H
oo 1
322672(17700)”/ ds/ e 2% |z]|2v, (dx) < oo
n=0 0 H

Then A is actually supported by H and (11.42) holds. By Lemma 11.12 we have
B(H) = &(H), so we can regard Ao as a probability measure on (H, Z(H)).
Now we get (11.41) from (11.43). Because each v is a centered infinitely divisible
probability measure, S0 is Ag. O

IN

Theorem 11.15 All centered SC-semigroups associated with (T;);>o satisfying
(11.38) are regular if and only if all of its locally square integrable entrance paths
are closable.

Proof. Suppose that all entrance paths & € H are closable and (7¢)e>0 is an SC-
semigroup given by (11.41). To each & € H there corresponds some z(0) € H
such that Z(s) = Tsz(0) for all s > 0. This element is apparently determined by &
uniquely. Letting vy be the image of A under the map & — z(0), we get (11.31).
Conversely, if Z = {#(s) : s > 0} € H is not closable, then

1 t
&t(a):exp{—i/@( ), >2ds} t>0,a€H,
0
defines an irregular SC-semigroup for (T});>o. O

We now discuss how to extend a centered SC-semigroup on H to a regular one
on the entrance space H. Given the semigroup (7} );>0, we can define a semigroup
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of linear operators (T});>0 on H by ToZ = # and T;& = J#(t) for t > 0 and
Z € H. It follows that

(T,%)(s) = &(t + s) = Ty(i(s)), s,t > 0. (11.44)

In view of (11.37) we have
|Ta|2 = / e E(t + )| 2ds < | T2 / o2 2(s)|ds.
0 0

Then || T} ||~ < ||T;| for every t > 0. Let (Uy) >, denote the resolvent of (7})¢>o
and let A denote its generator with domain Z(A) = U, H C H.

Lemma 11.16 Ler J be defined as in Lemma 11.11. Then JTix = T,Jx for all
t > 0andx € H and (T})>0 is a strongly continuous semigroup of linear operators
on H.

Proof. Fort > 0and x € H we have
JTix = {TsTyx : s > 0} = {TiTsx : s > 0} = T, Jz,
giving the first assertion. By the proof of Lemma 11.11 we have

lim |7 — 7| = lim [lJ(t) — & = 0.

Then (Tt)tZO is strongly continuous. O

Lemma 11.17 We have UnZ = {Us(s) : 5 > 0} and AULZ = {AULE(s) : s >
0} forall & € H.

Proof. The first assertion follows as we observe that, for o > ¢,
Uni(s) = / e~ Thi(s)dt = / e” YT (s)dt = UyZ(s).
0 0

The second follows from the equality AULE = aU,% — 7. O
Theorem 11.18 All entrance paths for (T;)y>q are closable.

Proof. Suppose that T = {Z,, : u > 0} is an entrance path for (Tt)tzo, where each
Zy, = {Zu(s) : s > 0} € H is an entrance path for (T});>0. In view of (11.44) we
have

{Z1u(8) 8 >0} = Fpp0 = TyFy = {Zu(t+5): 5 >0} (11.45)
Set &g = {Z,/2(s/2) : s > 0}. By (11.45) we have

Ti(%s/2(5/2)) = Toja(t + 5/2) = T(sy)2((s +1)/2).
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Then Z is an entrance path for (7} ):>0. Moreover,
(Tuo)(s) = Tu(@s2(5/2)) = Topa(u+5/2) = Tu(s),
and hence T),7 = &,,. Thus 7 = {Z, : u > 0} is closed by Zo. |

Theorem 11.19 Ler (v¢)i>0 be a centered SC-semigroup given by (11.41) and
(11.42). Let 4 = v o J~! for t > 0. Then ()10 is a regular centered SC-
semigroup associated with (T})>o and

¢ =k~
/ ei@»@wt(dgz):exp{ / [1og / ei<fvT?a>~A0(dgz)}ds} (11.46)
H 0 H

foreveryt > 0anda € H.

Proof. Tt is not hard to show (%;);> is an SC-semigroup associated with (7})>o.
Since (7}):>0 is a strongly continuous semigroup, for any @ = {a(s) : s > 0} € H
we can use dominated convergence and (11.41) to see

/H exp {z /O OOe_2bs<Tsx,d(s)>ds}%(dx)

= lim exp {iZn_le_Qbk/n<Tk/n$7d(k/”»}%(dx)
H

n—oo
k=1

= lim e!®andy, (dx)

n—oo H

t
= lim exp{/ {log/ ei@(s)’a”)\o(di)} ds}7
n—oo 0 [

T

where

an, = Z n_le_%k/"T,;‘/nd(k/n).
k=1

By the strong continuity of (7}");>o we have

K
—
3
N
~

*
Q
—~
3
-
=
(o9
=

i (a(s)a) = [ e
_ /O " B G (), T () dr-

Then another application of the dominated convergence gives

/Hexp {Z/ooj e2bS<Tsx,d(s)>di}fyt(dx)
- exp{/o [log e {z/o e_2b7"<:i(r),Ts*&(r)>dr})\0(d33)}ds}
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t ol ~
= exp{/ [log/~ (@7 ‘I)N)\o(di)}ds}.
0 i

That proves (11.46). a

Theorem 11.20 Let (Y;):>0 be a centered SC-semigroup associated with (T})¢>o
satisfying

/ 12]|24¢(d%) < 00, t>0. (11.47)
HO

Then there is a centered SC-semigroup (7y;)i>o associated with (T})¢>o satisfying
(11.38) and 7, = v; o J~ for each t > 0.

Proof. By Theorems 11.15 and 11.18, any centered SC-semigroup associated with
(T})¢0 is regular, so (3;)¢>0 has the expression (11.46) for an infinitely divisible
probability A\ on H. Then we get (7¢)¢>0 by Theorem 11.14, which clearly satisfies
the requirements. O

By Theorems 11.19 and 11.20, centered SC-semigroups associated with (T3)¢>0
are in one-to-one correspondence with centered regular SC-semigroups associated
with (Tt)tzo- Therefore we may reduce some analysis of irregular SC-semigroups
to those of regular ones. The consideration of centered SC-semigroups is not a seri-
ous restriction. In fact, if (y;);>¢ is an arbitrary SC-semigroup satisfying condition
(11.38), we can define

by = / ) xye(dx)

and y§ = d_p, * v, for t > 0. It is easy to check that both (05, ):>0 and (y5):>0 are
SC-semigroups associated with (7});>¢. Therefore (;);>0 can always be decom-
posed as the convolution of a degenerate SC-semigroup and a centered one.

11.5 Construction of the Processes

In this section, we prove that the generalized OU-processes corresponding to a reg-
ular SC-semigroup has a cadlag realization in a suitable extension of the space. Let
(T})i>0 be a strongly continuous semigroup on H with generator (A, Z(A)). Then
2(A) with the inner product norm || - || 4 defined by

1% = llzl” + | Az]®, @€ 2(4) (11.48)
is a Hilbert space and Z(A) C H is a continuous embedding.

Proposition 11.21 There is a Hilbert space (H, || - || -) and a strongly continuous
semigroup (T;)i>0 on (H, || - || =) with generator (A, D(A)) such that:
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(1) H C H with dense continuous embedding;
(2) each Tt is the restriction of T} to H;
(3) H C 2(A) with continuous embedding.

Proof. Recall that there are constants B > 0 and ¢ > 0 so that ||73| < Be®! for
every t > 0. Let (U%)q>¢, denote the resolvent of (T});>¢. Fix b > ¢¢ and define
an inner product on H by

(x,y)- = (U'x,U%), w,yeH. (11.49)

Let || - || be the corresponding norm and let H be the completion of H with respect
to this norm. From (11.49) we get

lzll- < 1U°lll, =€ H, (11.50)

so the identity mapping I from (H, | - ||) to (H,| - ||) is a continuous dense em-
bedding. Consequently, the linear semigroup (7}):>o can be uniquely extended to
a strongly continuous semigroup (7});>0 on H, which satisfies ||7;|] < Be®® for
every t > 0. In addition, we have Z(A) C H with continuous embedding. For any
x € 9(A) C 2(A) we have z = Uy for some y € H. By (11.49) we have

[Azl- = AU U Y|l = (bU° = HUy|| < GU°|| + 1)l|z]l.  (11.51)

Since Z(A) is a dense subset of (H, || - ||), for € H we can find {z,,} C Z(A) so
that lim,,_, oo ,, = « in H and hence in H. Then {x,} is a Cauchy sequence in both
H and H. From (11.48), (11.50) and (11.51) we see {z,} is also a Cauchy sequence
in 2(A). Since Z(A) is complete and Z(A) C H is a continuous embedding, we
also have lim,, o, #,, = = in Z(A). That proves H C Z(A). Since Z(A) is

dense in H, from (11.51) we have ||Az|_ < (b|U°| + 1)||z| for all z € H. Then

H C 2(A) is a continuous embedding. O

Now let vy be an infinitely divisible probability measure on H and let ¢g(a) =
—log y(a) for @ € H. A convolution semigroup (p;)¢>0 on H is given by

ft(a) = exp{—tipo(a)}, a€H. (11.52)

Let (P;):>0 be the transition semigroup on H defined by

Pf@) = [ ferumldn), ceHfeCt). a1y

A cadlag Markov process in H with transition semigroup (P;);>¢ is called a Lévy
process. In view of (11.53), a Lévy process is translation invariant and has indepen-
dent increments. The existence of such a process is given by the following:

Proposition 11.22 There is a Lévy process in H with transition semigroup (Py)>0
defined by (11.53).
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Proof. By (11.52) and Parthasarathy (1967, p.189) it is easy to see that lim;_,¢ p; =
do by the weak convergence. In particular, we have

lim sup P;(z, B(z,€)°) = lim pt(B(0,¢)¢) =0, (11.54)
t—0,cH t—0

where B(z, )¢ denotes the complement of the open ball centered at z € H with
radius € > 0. Then the result follows by the general theory of stochastic processes;
see, e.g., Wentzell (1981, p.170). O

Suppose that (H, || - ||_) is an extension of (H, || - ||) with the three properties in
Proposition 11.21. Let (y;)¢>0 be the regular SC-semigroup associated with (73):>0
defined by (11.13). We can certainly regard v and ~; as infinitely divisible prob-
ability measures on the enlarged space H. Then (7)1>0 is also an SC-semigroup
associated with (7});>0. Let

Yo(a) = —log-/ T -yo(dz), ae H* C H. (11.55)
H

From (11.13) it is not hard to show that

/ei<i’a>*yt(dx —exp{ /1/10 }, acH*, (11.56)
i

where (1})¢>0 denotes the dual semigroup of (7});>o. Let (Q; ):>0 be the general-
ized Mehler semigroup defined by (11.14) from (7});>0 and (;)¢>0-

By Proposition 11.22, the transition semigroup (P;);>o defined by (11.53) has a
cadlag realization {Y; : t > 0} in H C 9(A) with Yy = 0. Since s — AY is right
continuous, for any ¥ € H,

t
Zy =Tz +Y, + / T;_sAY,ds (11.57)
0

defines a cadlag process {Z; : t > 0} in H.

Lemma 11.23 For anyt > 0 the random variable Z, defined by (11.57) has distri-
bution Q] (z,-) on H.

Proof. By dominated convergence and the right continuity of s — AY, we get
B _ n kt/n _ B _
Zn(t) =T+ Y; + Z/ Ty s AV jnds — Z, (11.58)
i1 (k=1)t/n
in H as n — co. Observe that

n
Zn(t) = T,z 4+ Y, + Z(T(nflwkl)t/n — Tin—kyt/n)Yit/n
k=1
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n
T ZTn k+1)t/n th/n - Yr(k 1)t/n)
k=1

and hence
Eexp{i(Z,(t),a)_} = exp{ (z,T;a) — —21/10 (n—k+1)t/n0 )}

Since (T})s>0 is strongly continuous, so is (7});>0. Then s ~— 1o (Ta) is con-
tinuous on [0, 00) for each @ € H. By letting n — oo in the equality above we
obtain

Eexp{i(Zt,a>_}—eXp{ z,T;a) / Yo (T a }
That gives the desired result. ad

Theorem 11.24 The process {Zy :t >0} defined by (11.57) is a cadlag strong
Markov process in H with transition semigroup (Q7 )i>o.

Proof. In view of (11.57), the process {Zt : t > 0} is adapted to the filtration
(F)i>0 generated by {Y; : t > 0}. For ,t > 0 we have

r+t
Zyir — Ty Zyp = Yoy — T,Y, + / Ty it—sAYsds
T'r‘+t _ _
=Y, —Y) +/ Tyt s A(Ys — Y, )ds.

Since {Y,+; — Y, : t > 0} given %, is a process with independent increments and
has the same law as {Y; : ¢ > 0}, an application of Lemma 11.23 shows that

{exp{ Zpit,a }‘Jr] —exp{ (Z,,T;a) /1/10 }

Therefore {Z; : t > 0} is a Markov process with transition semigroup (Q7);>o.
Since (Q7 )¢>0 preserves C'(H), the strong Markov property follows by a standard
argument. O

From the theorem above we easily obtain a construction of the generalized OU-
process corresponding to the generalized Mehler semigroup (Q])t>0- Indeed, for
any x € H we have T,x = Tyx € H and hence Z; € H a.s. for every t > 0. Then
{Z, : t > 0} is also a Markov process with transition semigroup (Q7 ):>0. However,
this process usually does not have a cadlag version in H. In other words, to get the
sample path regularity, we need to observe the process in the enlarged state space H
with a weaker topology. A similar phenomenon has been observed in Example 9.2.

Suppose that E'is a real separable Hilbert space containing H as a subspace and
A is the generator of a semigroup of bounded linear operators (7});>¢ on E with
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domain Z(A) D H.Let {Y; : t > 0} be a Lévy process in H. We say a stochastic
process {X; : t > 0} in H solves a Langevin type equation provided

t
Xt:X0+/ AX ds+ Y, t>0. (11.59)
0

As usual, we may write the equation into the differential form
dX; = AXydt +dY;, t>0. (11.60)

Theorem 11.25 Let {Y; : t > 0} be a Lévy process in H with transition semigroup
(Py)¢>0 defined by (11.53). Then the generalized OU-process {Z; : t > 0} defined
by (11.57) satisfies the stochastic equation

t
Zt=f+Yt+A(/ sts), t>0. (11.61)
0

Proof. From (11.57) we have

¢
/st-/Txds+/Yds+/du/ T,_sAY.ds
0 0
t
/T /Yds—&-/(Tt sYs — Ys)ds
0, 0
:/ Tsxds—&—/ T,_Y.ds.
0 0

From (11.48) we see that A : 9(A) — H is a bounded operator, so the above
equation implies

kt/n

A(/Ot sts) = A(/ T:cds) +n1LH;oZA/ Ty—s Yyt /nds

—1)t/n

B n k:t/n L
=Tz — T+ lim / ATt—sth/ndS

That proves (11.61). a

One naturally wishes to exchange the order of the integral and the operation of
the generator in (11.61). To do so, we need a further extension of the domain of
the generator. Let (H, || - ||~) be an extension of (H, || - ||_) with the properties in
Proposition 11.21. Let (Tt)tzo and A be the corresponding extensions of (T})i>0
and A, respectively.
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Theorem 11.26 The generalized OU-process {Z; : t > 0} defined by (11.57) is
cadlag in P(A) and satisfies the Langevin type equation

t
Zt:f+Yt+/ AZds, t>0. (11.62)
0

Proof. By Proposition 11.21, we have H C %(A) with continuous embedding.
Since A is a bounded operator from 2(A) to H, the process s — AYj is cadlag
in H. Similarly we find s AAY, is cadlag in H. By Theorem 11.24 the process
t+— Zy is cadlag in H, so it is cadlag in Z(A) and
t
AZ, = ATz + AY, + / T, s AAY,ds.
0

Moreover, we have

t t t
A( / Z.ds) = A( / Z,ds) = / AZ,ds.
0 0 0
Then (11.62) follows from (11.61). O

Theorem 11.27 If {Z, : t > 0} is a cadlag process in Z(A) satisfying (11.62), then
it is given by (11.57). Consequently, the pathwise uniqueness holds for the equation
(11.62).

Proof. From (11.62) we have

t t t t u
/Tt,ssts:/ Tt,sszder/ Tt,SYSdH/ du/ T,y AZds
0 Ot Ot Ot 0

:/ Tt,sa’cds—i-/ Tt,SYSds+/ (Ty—sZs — Z)ds,
0 0 0

t t t
/ sts:/ Tt,sa’cds—i—/ T,_.Y.ds.
0 0 0
t o B t B t B B
/ AZ.ds = A(/ Tt,sfds) +/ T, AY.ds
0 0 0

t
— tz—j+/ Ti_sAY,ds.
0

and hence

It follows that

By using (11.62) again we obtain (11.57). O
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11.6 Notes and Comments

The concept of the generalized Mehler semigroup was introduced by Bogachev
and Rockner (1995) and Bogachev et al. (1996) as a generalization of the classi-
cal Mehler formula; see, e.g., Malliavin (1997, p.25). The subject has become a
very interesting field of research.

Proposition 11.2 was first proved by Schmuland and Sun (2001). The current
form of Theorem 11.3 is due to Dawson et al. (2004b), which extends an earlier
result of Bogachev et al. (1996) in the setting of cylindrical measures. By a theorem
of Keller-Ressel et al. (2010), every stochastically continuous Ornstein—Uhlenbeck
process in a finite-dimensional space is regular. Theorem 11.7 was first proved in
Dawson et al. (2004b). The main reference of Sections 11.4 and 11.5 is Dawson and
Li (2004). See also Fuhrman and Rockner (2000) for the construction of the process.

A set of generalized Ornstein—Uhlenbeck processes were defined using Langevin
type equations in Chojnowska-Michalik (1987), where the following mild form of
(11.59) was considered:

t
X, =T X, +/ T,_dYs, t>0. (11.63)
0

If the Lévy process {Y; : t > 0} has transition semigroup given by (11.52) and
(11.53), then { X : ¢ > 0} has transition semigroup (Q7 ):>o given by (11.14); see,
e.g., Applebaum (2007).

Let us consider the regular SC-semigroup defined by (11.13) with a — (a)
given by the right-hand side of (11.2). It was proved in Fuhrman and Rockner (2000)
that the corresponding generalized Mehler semigroup (Q] ):>o is weakly continuous
on the space of uniformly continuous bounded functions. The notion of weak conti-
nuity was introduced in Cerrai (1994), where it was shown that the strong continuity
fails even in the Gaussian case. The generator of (@] ):>o was defined in Fuhrman
and Rockner (2000) by the resolvent. Lescot and Rockner (2002) characterized the
generator as a pseudo-differential operator. The existence and uniqueness of invari-
ant measures for generalized OU-processes were studied in Chojnowska-Michalik
(1987) and Fuhrman and Rockner (2000).

The mixed topology on C'(H) is by definition the finest locally convex topology
that agrees on bounded sets with the uniform convergence on compact sets in H. The
semigroup (Q] )¢>o is strongly continuous on C'(H) with this topology. Applebaum
(2007) gave an explicit representation of the generator of (Q; )+>¢ as a semigroup on
C(H), which is closable and has a convenient invariant core of cylinder functions.
The mixed topology was already used to study Gaussian type Mehler semigroups in
Goldys and Kocan (2001) and Goldys and van Neerven (2003).

The mild form (11.63) of the Langevin type equation makes sense even when
{Y; : t > 0} is a Lévy process in some larger space E D H. Priola and Zabczyk
(2010) considered the case where {Y; : ¢ > 0} is a cylindrical stable process.
Suppose that A : Z(A) — H is a self-adjoint operator and {ej,es,...} is an
orthonormal basis of H such that Ae,, = y,e, for every n > 1 with v, > 0 and
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Yn — 00 as n — oo. Then each e, is an eigenvector of A. Let {Y; : ¢ > 0} be a
cylindrical stable process given by

Y;S = Z ﬂn?Jn(t)ena
n=1

where {y,(t) : t > 0}, n = 1,2,... are i.i.d. one-dimensional a-stable processes
with 0 < a < 2 and 4, (s, ... are strictly positive constants. It was proved in
Priola and Zabczyk (2010) that for any Xy = = € H the generalized OU-process
{X} : t > 0} defined by (11.63) takes values in H if and only if

x %
>,
1 In

and in this case { X, : ¢ > 0} is a stochastically continuous Markov process.
Suppose that {Y; : ¢t > 0} is a Lévy process in H and x — b(x) is an operator
on H. A generalization of the Langevin type equation (11.59) is the following:

dX, = AX,dt + b(X,)dt +dY,, ¢>0. (11.64)

This equation was studied in Lescot and Rockner (2004) under certain regularity
conditions. Their approach was to construct the transition semigroup of the solu-
tion by applying the perturbation theory to the generalized Mehler semigroup in the
space L?(H, 1), where p is the invariant measure for the solution of the equation
with b = 0. Priola and Zabczyk (2010) studied the Markov property, irreducibility
and strong Feller property of the solution to (11.64) for a cylindrical stable noise.
We refer the reader to Rockner and Wang (2003) and Wang (2005) for some
powerful Harnack and functional inequalities of generalized Mehler semigroups.



Chapter 12
Small-Branching Fluctuation Limits

A typical class of generalized OU-processes arise as small-branching fluctuation
limits of subcritical immigration superprocesses around their equilibrium means.
In this chapter, we first establish such a fluctuation limit theorem in the space of
Schwartz distributions. A stronger result is then proved which shows that the con-
vergence actually holds in a suitable weighted Sobolev space. To avoid complicated
regularity assumptions, we only consider the case where the spatial motion is a
Brownian motion with killing.

12.1 The Brownian Immigration Superprocess

We first introduce the Brownian immigration superprocess to be considered. Let
b > 0 be a constant and let ¢ be a killed Brownian motion in R? with generator
A := A/2—band transition semigroup (P?);>¢. Then ¢ has finite potential operator
U given by

Uf(e) = / P f(a)dt = / T e MR ()t | e BRY),

where (P;)¢>0 is the transition semigroup of the standard Brownian motion in R4,
Let ¢ be a critical local branching mechanism on R¢ given by

bz, 2) = c(x)2 + /Oo(efzu — 14 zu)m(x,du), (12.1)
0

where ¢ € C(R?)* and u?m(z,du) is a bounded kernel from R? to (0, 00). Wi
assume = — u?m(z,du) is continuous by weak convergence on (0, 00). The cu-

mulant semigroup (V;);>0 of the (£, ¢)-superprocess is defined by

Vi f(x) /Ptbs (Vof)(z)ds, t>0,z€R% (12.2)
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Clearly, the actual branching mechanism of the (£, ¢)-superprocess is strictly sub-
critical because of the killing rate b > 0 in the underlying spatial motion.

We fix a constant p > d and let h,(z) = (1 + |2|?)7?/2 for z € R?, where
| - | denotes the Euclidean norm. It is easy to find a constant a > 0 so that h, is
a-excessive relative to (P?);>0. Let Cp(R?) denote the set of continuous functions
f € Co(RY) satisfying |f| < const - h,,. Let M,(R%) be the space of o-finite
measures 1 on R? satisfying (11, hy,) < oo. We endow M, (R?) with the topology
defined by the convention:

pn — pin My (R9) if and only if (un, f) — (i, f) for all f € C,(R?).

In this chapter, we denote the Lebesgue measure on R? by ), which clearly belongs
to M,(R?). Given € M,(R?) we define the transition semigroup (Q7);>0 on
M, (Rd) by

t
/ WD QY (n dv) = eXp{ — {1, Vif) —/ <77,st>d8}- (12.3)
M, (R4) 0

By Theorem 9.25 there is a cadlag realization Y = (W, ¥, %, Y, QZ) of the immi-
gration superprocess in M, (R?) with transition semigroup (Q});>o. The results of

Propositions 9.11 and 9.14 extend immediately to the present case. Then for t > 0
and f € C,(RY) we have

t
QII(Ye, /)] = (. PP f) + /0 (n, P2 f)ds, (12.4)

and

2

QY. 7] = (<u,Pff> +f <n,P:f>ds)
/ (1, P [ (- 0) (P2 ) ])ds
/du/ n, P (-,0)(P? £)?])ds, (12.5)

where ¢" (x,0) is defined by (2.64).

Proposition 12.1 Suppose that n(dx) is absolutely continuous with respect to the
Lebesgue measure \(dx) with bounded density x — n'(z). Then (Q})i>0 has a
stationary distribution F"" defined by

/ =) F(dy) = exp{ B /°°<777ng>d5}, (12.6)
My (R) 0

where f € C,(RY)T. Moreover, we have Q] (0,-) — F" by weak convergence as
t — oo.
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Proof. Clearly, the mapping v(dz) — h,(2)v(dz) induces a homeomorphism be-
tween M, (R%) and M (R%). Let G} (dv) denote the image of Q7 (0, dv) under the
above mapping. For any f € B(R?)* we have

Vilfhp) (@) < PE(fhp)(x) < ||fIPPhy(z), t> 0,2 € RY,

where || - || denotes the supremum norm. Since A(dx) is an invariant measure for the
Brownian motion, we have

/ (0 Va(fhy)ds < [If] / (n, P*hy)ds
0 0 oo

<[ e A by)ds < oc.
0
It follows that

lim e~ @Ndr) = lim eI QU(0, dv)
o S (r) 700 i, ()

—ew{ - [Twvmas), a2

and the right-hand side is continuous in f € B(R?)* with respect to bounded
pointwise convergence. By Theorem 1.20, it is the Laplace functional of a probabil-
ity measure G” on M (R?) and G} — G" weakly as t — oo. Then (12.6) defines
a probability measure £ on M, (R%) and Q}(0,-) — F" weakly as t — oo. It is
easily seen that F'" is a stationary distribution of (Q});>0. O

Under the condition of Proposition 12.1, the measure potential ¢ := nU is the
mean of F'". In fact, from (12.6) we have

[ wnra) = [ s = 6.
M, (R%) 0

Observe also that

(¢, [)=(¢Pfy+ /0 (n,Pf)ds,  t=>0. (12.8)

12.2 Stochastic Processes in Nuclear Spaces

Suppose that E is an infinite-dimensional real linear space and || - [lo < || - |1 <
Il - |l2 < --- is a sequence of Hilbertian norms on E. Let E,, be the completion
of E relative to || - ||,, and let (-, -),, denote the inner product in E,,. Then we have
Ey D E1 D Ey D ---. The sequence of norms || - [[o < ||-]|1 < ||-]|]2 < - - induces
a topology on the set Eo, := ()~ E,, which is compatible with the metric p

defined by
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o0

ly — |
_ Fa. 12.9
p(x,y) kzﬂ?k(H”y—x”kV Ty € (12.9)

Proposition 12.2 The metric space (E, p) is complete if and only if E = E.

Proof. Suppose that (E, p) is complete. If z € E,, for each n > 0 there is z,, € F
such that ||z, — z||,, < 1/2"" implying ||z, — z||x < 1/2"" for0 < k < n. It
follows that

"1 <1 2 1 1
p(xn,l‘)SZﬁHxn_-ﬁHk"" Z 2_k< on—+1 +2_n: on—1-
k=0 k=n+1

Then we have x € E, proving E = E,. For the converse, suppose that I/ = E.
If {x} is a Cauchy sequence in (E, p), it is a Cauchy sequence relative to each

norm || - ||,,. Then there is y,, € E, so that ||z — ynll, — 0as k — oco. By
relations || - o < || - |l1 < || - |l2 < -+, we must have y,, = yo for every n > 0.
Then ||z — yolln — 0 as k — oo for every n > 0. From (12.9) it follows that
p(xk,yo) — 0as k — oo. Thus (E, p) is complete. O
Proposition 12.3 Let f be a linear map of E into a normed linear space (F\, || - ||).
Then f is continuous relative to the metric defined by (12.9) if and only if it is
continuous relative to one of the norms || - ||,.

Proof. 1f f is continuous relative to one of the norms || - ||, it is clearly continuous
relative to the metric p defined by (12.9). Conversely, suppose that f is a continuous
linear map of (E, p) into (F, || - ||). Then there is a neighborhood G of zero such
that || f(y)|| < 1 for all y € G. Consequently, there exists n > 0 and 6 > 0 such
that {z € F : ||z||, < d} C G. Therefore |z||, < § implies ||f(z)] < 1, and
s0 ||z||, < de implies || f(z)|| < € for every € > 0. That gives the continuity of f
relative to || - || O

By Proposition 12.3 the space E has dual £’ := UZOZO E_,, where E_,, denotes
the dual space of F,,. Let (-, -) denote the duality between F and E’. A subset B of E
is said to be bounded if it is bounded in each norm || - ||,, that is, sup ¢ 5 |||/, < oo
for each n > 0. For any bounded set B C E define the semi-norm pg on E’ by

pa(f) = sup{[f(2)| : z € B}, fekr. (12.10)

We endow E’ with the topology generated by the collection of semi-norms {pg :
B C E is bounded}, which is called the strong topology.

For every n > 0 let {eT, e, ...} be an orthonormal basis of E,, and let || - ||,
be the norm of E_,, defined by

oo

12, =) (fep)®,  feE_,

k=1
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We identify E_q with Ey, but not E_,, with E,, forn > 1. We call E or (E, p) a
countably Hilbert nuclear space or simply a nuclear space if the following condi-
tions are satisfied:

(1) E is separable with respect to || - ||,, for every n > 0;
(2) for every m > 0 there exists n > m and an orthonormal basis {e}, e}, ...} of
F,, so that
oo
D llekll < oo (12.11)
k=1

(3) the metric space (F, p) is complete.

It is well-known that the above property (2) is equivalent to the embedding operator
Tn,m of I, into E,,, being Hilbert—-Schmidt; see, e.g., Kallianpur and Xiong (1995,
p.18). For any orthonormal basis { f{"*, f3", ...} of E,,, we have

&S]
> ekl
k=1

oo o0

Z Z<7Tn,m62’ f1m>3n

k=11=1

=YD (et om0

Then the value on the left-hand side of (12.11) does not depend on the choice of the
orthonormal basis {e}, e%,...}. If E is a nuclear space, we have

E=|JE.> - D>E,D>E 1DED>ED>E>-D>()|E,=E
n=0

n=0

The following two theorems were established in Mitoma (1983); see also Walsh
(1986, pp.361-365).

Theorem 12.4 Let E be a nuclear space with strong dual E'. Let {(Y}(t))i>0 :
k > 1} be a sequence of processes with sample paths in the space D(]0,00), E"). If
for each x € E the sequence of real processes {((Yi(t), x))i>0 : k > 1} is tight in
D([0,00),R), then {(Yi(t))i>o0 : k > 1} is tight in D([0, 00), E').

Theorem 12.5 Letr {(Yj(t))i>0 : k > 1} be a sequence of processes satisfying the
conditions of Theorem 12.4. Suppose that n > m > 0 and E,, C E,, is a Hilbert—
Schmidt embedding. If for everyt > 0, p > 0 and € > 0 there exists 6 > 0 such that
x € E and ||z, < 6 imply

supP{ sup [(Yi(s),x)| > p} <eg,
k>1 0<s<t
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then each process (Yi(t))i>o0 has sample paths a.s. in D([0,00), E_,,) and the se-
quence {(Yi(t))i>0 : k > 1} is tight in D([0,00), E_,,).

We next consider a typical example of the nuclear space. Let N = {0,1,2,...}.
Let C>°(R?) be the set of bounded infinitely differentiable functions on R with
bounded derivatives. Let .7 (R?) c C>°(R?) denote the Schwartz space of rapidly
decreasing functions. That is, a function f € . (R?) is infinitely differentiable and
for every k > 0 and every o = (avy,...,a4) € N9 we have

| llim |z|¥10% f(x)] = 0, (12.12)

where | - | denotes the Euclidean norm and

Hortta
aoéf(x) = Wf(xl, - ,xd).

We first define an increasing sequence of norms {po, pi, p2, - - .} on . (R%) by

pa(f)= > sup (1+[z*)"/?0°f(2)], (12.13)

0<a<n z€R?

where @ = a1 + -+ + a4. The norms {pg, p1, p2, ...} are not Hilbertian. We also
define the Hilbertian norms {qo, ¢1, g2, - - .} on . (R?) by

an(f)? = Z Ad(1+|x|2)”|8af(x)|2dx. (12.14)
0<a<n

Proposition 12.6 For every n > 0 there is a constant b(n) > 0 so that

n(f) < 0()pasalf) and pa(f) < b(n)gnra(f), f €S RY).

Proof. Forany n > 0 and o € N% satisfying 0 < @ < n we have

2\n | o 2 2yn+d| ga 2 ;
(14 [0 (@) < sup [+ W)™ 10 0] ey

1
< pn+d(f)2m~

It follows that g, (f)
ford=1and0< k

b1 (n)pr+a(f) for a constant by (n) > 0. On the other hand,
n we have

INIA

(4@ = | [ [0
< [l )y

5 L1072y
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([ ) [( oo

+ g ( /R(l - y2)”+1f(’“)(y)2dy> j
<VA(L+ 5 )ann(f).

Then there is a constant by(n) > 0 so that p,(f) < ba(n)gn+1(f). The inequality
for higher dimensions follows similarly. a

By Proposition 12.6 the sequences of norms {p,} and {g¢,} induce the same
topology on .#(R?). To show this is a nuclear space let us introduce another se-
quence of Hilbertian norms. The Hermite polynomials on R are given by

dk
gi(z) = (fl)kef@e*ﬁ, k=0,1,2,....

Based on those we define the Hermite functions

1 2
= 7 /2 —
hi(x) - Qkk!e ge(z), k=0,1,2,....

For v € R% and a € N? let ho(7) = hq, (21) -+ ha,(z4). Then h, € 7 (RY)
and {h, : @ € N9} is an orthonormal basis of L#(R%). Let (-, -) denote the inner
product of L%(R%). For f € .7 (R%) we write

f@)= > (f,ha)ha(z), =eR? (12.15)
a€eNd
and define
£ = (2a + d)*™ (£, ha)? (12.16)
a€eNd

forn =0,41,42,.... Forany g, f € .7(R?) we have

<gaf> = Z <gaha><f7 ha>7

aeN?

and (g, ) < |lgll—nllf||» by Schwarz’s inequality. Let H,,(R?) be the completion
of .7 (R?) with respect to || - ||, which we refer to as a weighted Sobolev space.
By approximation we can extend (-,-) to a bilinear form between H_,,(R?) and
H,(R%). Let (-,-),, denote the inner product of H,,(R?). For g, f € H,(R%) we
have

(g, F)n = Qa+d)*™(g,ha)(f, ha) = (Tng, ),

a€Nd
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where

Tng = Z (25‘ + d)2n<gvha>ho¢ € H—n(Rd)'

aeNd
Then H_,,(R?%) and H,,(R?) are dual spaces with the duality (-, ).
Proposition 12.7 For every n > 0 there is a constant c¢(n) > 0 so that
0 (f) < )| flln and || flln < c()g2n(f), [ €S (RY).

Proof. We only give the proof for the case d = 1. The proof in the general case is
based on similar ideas with more complicated calculations. It is easy to show that

k
k() = \/;hkl(w)
lk+1
xhk \/7hk 1 ; hk+1(x) (1218)

with h_1 (2) = 0 by convention. For f € .¥(R) we have

1
hig1(x) (12.17)

and

= (f. )hi(z), zER. (12.19)
k=0

For 0 < k,I < n one can use (12.17) and (12.18) to see

(e’ 1+2n

@) =" > an(i gk D)+ 20)"(f, hy)hi(x),

1=0 j=(i—2n)+

where (i —2n)* =0V (i —2n) and {a,, (i, 4, k, 1) : 4,7, k,1 > 0} is a countable set
bounded by some by(n) > 0. Then there are constants b;(n) > 0 so that

%) +2n

[a+r®ara s> > (+2n)?
R i=0 j=(i—2n)+
%) Jj+2n

(> D (20 (f )
J=04i=(j—2n)*
< ba(n) 3G + 4n)?" (£, hy)*
7j=0

< ba(n) Y25+ 12 (F. ).

j=0
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That gives the first inequality. Using (12.17) and (12.18) one can show
2?hy () — hil(z) = (2k + 1)hg(z). (12.20)

For f € .7(R) given by (12.19) we have

oo

22 f(x) 22k+1 (fs hig) g ().

k=0

Let us denote the above function by fi () and define f,, () = 22 f,,_1(2)— f/_; ()
for n > 2 inductively. It is simple to see that

oo

Ful@) = (2k + 1)"(f, hi) b ().

k=0

Then there is a constant ¢(n) > 0 so that

11l = ( / fn(I)de)% < c(n)gan(f).

That gives the second inequality. a

Proposition 12.8 Forn > m+d/2 the embedding H,,(R?) C H,,(R?) is Hilbert—
Schmidt.

Proof. Tt is easy to see that {(2& + d)""h, : a € N%} is an orthonormal basis of
(R?) with respect to the norm | - ||,, and

dol@atd) " hallz = D a+d)* " < oo
aeNd a€eNd

forany n > m + d/2. O

Let .7 (R%) be endowed with the metric p defined by (12.9) and let .7/(R%)
denote its dual endowed with the strong topology. The elements of ./ (R%) are
called Schwartz distributions.

Theorem 12.9 Both .7 (R%) and .7 (R?) are nuclear spaces.

Proof. By Propositions 12.6 and 12.7 the two families of norms {pg, p1, p2, ...}
and {|| - |lo, || - |1, ]| - [|2-- -} are equivalent. Then it is easily seen that .7 (R%) is
complete under the metric p defined by (12.9). Let ¢ be the collection of functions
f € .7 (R%) having the decomposition

x) = Z roha(z), = €RY

a<n
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for all possible finite sets of rational coefficients {r,, : @ < n}. Clearly, ¢ is dense
in H,, for every n > 0. In other words, each H,, is separable. By Proposition 12.8
the embedding H,,(R?) C H,,(R?) is Hilbert-Schmidt for n > m+d/2, so .7 (R%)
is a nuclear space. Since . (R?) is clearly a Fréchet space, its strong dual .#’(R%)
is also a nuclear space; see, e.g., Treves (1967, p.523). O

12.3 Fluctuation Limits in the Schwartz Space

Let (£, ¢,7n) be the parameters given as in the first section and assume 7(dz) is
absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure A(dx) with a bounded
density. For any integer k > 1 let ¢ (z, 2) = ¢(x, z/k) and suppose that {Y5(t) :
t > 0} is a cadlag immigration superprocess in M,,(R?) with parameters (&, ¢, 7).
Then each {Y}(t) : t > 0} has equilibrium mean ¢ := nU. We are interested in the
asymptotic fluctuating behavior of the immigration processes around this mean. For
simplicity, we assume Y} (0) = ¢, so (12.4) and (12.8) imply

E(Y(t). f) =(¢.f), t20,f€Cp(RY).
Then we define the centered .7’ (R?)-valued process {Z(t) : t > 0} by
Zi(t) = k[Ye(t) = ¢],  t>0. (12.21)
Since t +— (Zy(t), f) is cadlag for every f € .7 (R?), the process t +— Zj(t) is
cadlag in the strong topology of .’ (R%); see, e.g., Treves (1967, p.358). Recall that

C?(R) denotes the set of bounded continuous real functions on R with bounded
continuous derivatives up to the second order.

Lemma 12.10 Forany G € C?(R) and f € .7 (R%) we have

GUZu(1), f)) = / G'((Zk(5), ))(Za(s), Af)ds
+ / G"(Zu(s). F))(Ye(s), ef?)ds
+/0 ds /Rdl(x,Zk(s))Yk(s,dm)+mart.,
where

o) = [ [6(01) + ur(@) ~ 6l4u )
— G (. f)uf @) m(a, du).

Proof. Let Fi(v) = G({v, kf) — (¢, kf)) for v € M,(RY). Then G({Zx(t), f)) =
Fy (Y% (¢)). By Theorem 9.24,
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a((Zut) l/G’n)kﬁ (k) (YVils), kAf)ds
" / G (Ye(s),kf) = (¢ kS, kf)ds
/G%<<>w><awmn@wﬁMs
+/ ds/Rdl 2, Z1,(5))Yie(s, dz) + local mart.

Using (12.5) one can see the local martingale above is actually a square-integrable
martingale. Observe that

Then we obtain the desired equality. a

Lemma 12.11 Let ¢ (x,0) be given by (2.64). Then foranyt > 0 and f € C,(R?)
we have

E[(Z4(t). /)?] = / (€ 8"(- 0)(P? f)?)ds, (12.23)

Proof. In view of (12.4) and (12.5) we have

B[(Z:(t)./)2] = B [(<Y 059~ k700 = [ nkP2ryas)’]
/ (G BY [0 (. 0)(PLD)?)ds
/ s [t P 0P
/ (.6 (. 0)(PL 1)) ds,

where for the last equality we also used (12.8) to the function ¢”(-,0)(P°f)%. O

Lemma 12.12 Ler ¢’ be a bounded density of ((dx) with respect to the Lebesgue
measure. Then for any t > 0 and f € .7 (R%) we have

sup B[ sup (Ze(s), f)2] <10 " 0) [8(A %) + 20, (4]

k>1  Llo<s<t

Proof. By Theorem 9.24 we have

(Ye(t), [) = (¢, f) + My(t, f) + /0 [(Yi(s), Af) + (n, f)]ds, (12.24)

where { My (t, f) : t > 0} is a cadlag martingale with increasing process
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(My(f))e = %/0 (Yi(s), 9" (-,0) f)ds.

From (12.22) and (12.24) we get

t
(Zut), f) = kM (t, ) + / (Zi(s), Af)ds
0
Then by (12.5) and (12.23),

E|[ sup (Zi(s). /)?]

0<s<t

o e
8 [ B{Yi(). 07 (0 s + 2 / E[(Zu(s). Af)?]ds
< 816" (L O(C, £2) + 266" (- 0)] / ds / (PLAf)?)du
8E1C 6 (L 0)[(h £2) + 26116 " (- 0)] / ds / (PLAS)?)du

LS9 (O[S £2) + 207, (Af) >}.

IN

IN

A

IN

IN

That gives the desired estimate. a
Lemma 12.13 The sequence {(Zy(t))i>0 : k > 1} is tight in D([0, 00), " (R?)).
Proof. By Theorem 12.4 we only need to prove the sequence {(Zy(t), f) : t >

0;k > 1} is tight in D(]0, ), R) for every f € .#(R%). By Lemma 12.12 and
Chebyshev’s inequality we have

supP[ sup |(Zr(s), f)| > a| =0
E>1 0<s<t

as o — oo. Then {(Zy (), f) : t > 0} satisfies the compact containment condition

of Ethier and Kurtz (1986, p.142). Let G € C*°(R) and let [(x, ;1) be defined as in
Lemma 12.10. By Taylor’s expansion we have

x " Oouzmx W) f(x)]?.
)| 167 [ P, dl (@)
Then it is easy to show
SUPE[/ G'((Zi(s), /) Zk(s), Af) + G"((Z1(s), 1)) (Yi(s), cf?)
k>1 0
+/}Rdl(az, Zk(s))Yk(s,dx)‘ ds} < 00.
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By Lemma 12.10 and Ethier and Kurtz (1986, p.145) we infer that {G((Zx (%), f)) :
t > 0;k > 1} is tight. The tightness of {(Zx(t), f) : t > 0; k > 1} then follows by
Ethier and Kurtz (1986, p.142).

Lemma 12.14 Let {Zy(t) : t > 0} be any limit point of {Zy(t) : t > 0;k >
in the sense of distribution on D([0, 00),.7'(R®)). Then for G € C ( ) and f
Z(R%) we have

O
1}
fe

GUZ0. 1) = [ [ Zalo). 1DZa(o). AP+ G (Za(s). ) )

+/Rd Iz, Zy(s))¢(dx)|ds + mart.

Proof. By passing to a subsequence and using the Skorokhod representation, we
may assume {Zy(t) : t > 0} and {Zp(¢) : t > 0} are defined on the same
probability space and {Z(t) : ¢ > 0} converges a.s. to {Zy(t) : t > 0} in
the topology of D([0,00),.7’(R%)). Then {(Zy(t), f) : t > 0} converges a.s. to
{{Zo(t), f) : t > 0} in the topology of D([0, o), R). Consequently, we have a.s.
(Zx(t), f) — (Zo(t), f) for a.e. t > 0; see, e.g., Ethier and Kurtz (1986, p.118).
Note also that {Yj(¢) : ¢ > 0} converges a.s. to the deterministic constant process
{Yy(t) = ¢ : t > 0} in the topology of D([0,c),.#’(R%)). From Lemma 12.10
we have

G({ /G' (Zx(3), f)){Zk(s), Af)ds
/G” Zi(3), ) (Yi(s), cf?)ds

/0 (Yie(8),1(-, Zo(5)) + lg(s,-))ds + mart., (12.25)

where I (s, ) = I(z, Zk(s)) — l(z, Zy(s)). By applying the mean-value theorem
to the function

2 H(z,u,2) =Gz +uf(z)) — G(z) — G'(2)uf(x)
we get
(s, 2) = (Z(s) — Zo(s / H (2, u,0.)m(z, du),

where

<Zk(s>7 f> A <Z0(S)7 f> < (95 < <Zk(s)’ f> v <ZO(S)7 f>
By Taylor’s expansion,

|H (2, u,05)] = |G'(0s + uf(2)) — G'(6s) — G"(0s)uf(z)]
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< SIGP P f ().

DN | =

It follows that
(s.2)] < FIGD @ Zels) = Zo(s). P [ wPmi, )

Then we have

(i (s, ), Ya(s)) < CUZk(s) — Zo(s), )|(Ya(s), £2), (12.26)
where
C= 1||G(3)|| sup /00 w?m(z, du).
2 z€R JO
Forn > 1 let

T, = inf {t >0: igll)/o (Zk(s) — ZO(S),f>2d5 > n}

Then 7,, — 0o as n — oo. By (12.26) and Schwarz’s inequality,

(o [ s vitnas] )

< Ck(t)E[/OMTn<Zk(5) - ZO(S)’f>2dS]’ (12.27)

2

where

Ci(t) = C? / E[(Yi(s), /2)]ds.

By (12.5) it is easy to show sup;~; Ck(t) < oo. Now (12.27) implies

tATn
Jim EU (i (s, -),Yk(s)>ds} ~0.
k—oo 0
From (12.5) and (12.23) it is easy to show that the sequences

{{Zu(s), AN} {Y(s),ef*) s {¥i(s), 10, Zo(s)))}

are all uniformly integrable on {2 x [0, ¢] relative to the product measure P (dw)ds.
Then letting £ — oo in (12.25) we obtain

G0, 1) = [ [G((s) IZ(s). AN + G (Za(s). 1)) (Coer)
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+ / l(z, Zy(s))¢(dz)|ds + local mart.
R4

Here the local martingale is clearly a square-integrable martingale. O

Proposition 12.15 For every i € .7 (R?) there is a process {Z(t) : t > 0} with
sample paths in D([0,00),.%'(R%)) so that for G € C®(R) and f € ./ (R%) we
have

G({2(1), ) = G(<M7f>)+/o G'((Z(s), /){Z(s), Af)ds
+ [ G"((Z(s), /)¢, cf*)ds
+/0 ds/Rdl(x,Z(s))C(dm)—i—mart. (12.28)

Proof. Let {Zy(t) : t > 0} be as in Lemma 12.14 and let Z(t) = Plu + Zy(t).
Then (12.28) clearly holds. O

Proposition 12.16 Suppose that {Z(t) : t > 0} is a process that has sample paths
in D(]0,00),."(R9)) and solves the martingale problem given by (12.28). Then
{Z(t) : t > 0} is a Markov process with transition semigroup (Qf)tgo defined by

Y
S (R9) ,
= exp {z‘<u,P£’f> + / <<,¢>(—iP£f)>ds}, (12.29)
0
where f € 7 (R%).

Proof. Let (t,z) — G(t, z) be a function on [0, c0) x R such that z — G(t, z) be-
longs to C*°(R) for every ¢t > 0 and ¢t — G(t, z) is continuously differentiable for
every z € R. Let (t,z) — f;() be a function on [0, 00) x R? such that x — f;(x)
belongs to .7 (R%) for every t > 0 and t ~ f;(z) is continuously differentiable
for every x € RY. Using Proposition 12.15 one can show as in the proof of Theo-
rem 7.13 that

Gt (20).50) = GO0, fo) + [ G520, FN (60, AL}
* / Gl (5, (Z(5), £))(C ef2)ds
6t 2000 202000 £+ Gl 2050 1. s
* / ds /Els«a Z(s))¢(dz) + mart,

where fl(x) = (d/ds)fs(z) and l4(x, ) is defined as in Lemma 12.10 with f and
G replaced by f, and G(s, -), respectively. Clearly, the equality above remains valid
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when (¢, z) — G(t, 2) is a complex function. By applying this to f; = P%_, f and

G(t,z) = exp {zz + /OT_t<<, ¢(—¢P§f)>ds}

one sees that

£ exp {z‘<Z(t>, Ph_f)+ / e ¢(—iR§’f)>ds}

is a complex martingale on [0, T]. Then {Z(t) : ¢ > 0} is a Markov process with
transition semigroup (Qf)fzo defined by (12.29). O

By Propositions 12.15 and 12.16 there is a unique solution to the martingale prob-
lem given by (12.28) and the solution is a Markov process with transition semigroup
(Qf)tzo. This process gives a description of the asymptotic fluctuations of the im-
migration superprocesses as the branching mechanisms are small. More precisely,
we have the following:

Theorem 12.17 As k — oo, the process {Zy(t) : t > 0} converges weakly in
D([0,00), " (R%)) to the unique solution { Z(t) : t > 0} of the martingale problem
given by (12.28) with Z(0) = 0.

Proof. By Lemma 12.13 the sequence {Zy(t) : t > 0;k > 1} is tight in the space
D([0,0),.7"(R%)). Then we get the result by Lemma 12.14 and Proposition 12.16.
O

Example 12.1 Suppose that € M (R?) is a finite measure with n(R?) = b and
@(2) is a local branching mechanism given by (12.1) with (¢, m) independent of
x € RY Let 2, (t) = k[(Y(t), 1) — 1] for t > 0. A modification of the arguments in
this section shows {zx(t) : ¢ > 0} converges weakly in D(]0, 00),R) to a Markov
process {z(t) : t > 0} with transition semigroup (Q%);>¢ defined by

i
/ Qb (x,dy) = exp {e_btiux —|—/ ¢(—e_bti“)d5}v u€R.
R 0

This is a one-dimensional OU-type process; see, e.g., Sato (1999, pp.106-108).

12.4 Fluctuation Limits in Sobolev Spaces

In this section, we show the fluctuation limit theorem actually holds in a suitable
weighted Sobolev space. Recall that the weighted Sobolev space H,, (R?) with index
n > 0 is the completion of .%(R?) with respect to the norm | - ||, defined in
(12.16) and H_,,(R?) denotes the dual space of H,(R?) with duality (-,-). Let
{Zk(t): t > 0} and {Z(t) : t > 0} be defined as in Section 12.3.
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Theorem 12.18 For any integer n > 2 + d/2 the processes {Zy(t) : t > 0} and
{Z(t) : t > 0} live in the weighted Sobolev space H_,,(R?) and {Z(t) : t > 0}
converges as k — oo to {Z(t) : t > 0} weakly in D(]0, 00), H_,,(R%)).

Proof. Forany f € .(R?) we have (), f2) = ||f||2 < ||f||3. By Proposition 12.7
there is a constant C' > 0 such that

N (AF)?) < (A2 +20% (N, f2) < (1+26%)a2(f)? < O 13-

Then Lemma 12.12 implies

supB| sup (Zi(s), £)?] < C0)|1£13

k>1  Llo<s<t

for a locally bounded function ¢ +— C(t). Thus for ¢ > 0 and p > 0 we have

supP| sup |(Zu(s), )] = p| < COIFI3/ 0"
k>1 0<s<t

By Theorem 12.5 and Proposition 12.8 the sequence {Zj(t) : t > 0; k > 1} is tight
in D([0, 00), H_,,(R%)). Then the result follows by Theorem 12.17. O

Example 12.2 Let us consider the case d = 1. Suppose that {IWW(ds,dx)} is a
o-finite orthogonal martingale measure on [0,00) x R with covariance measure
2¢(x)ds¢(dz) and {N(ds,dz,du)} is a Poisson random measure on (0,00) X
R x (0,00) with intensity ds¢(dz)m(z,du). We assume {N(ds,dz,du)} and
{W(ds, dx)} are defined on some filtered probability space (£2,.%,.%;, P) and are
independent of each other. Let p;(x,y) denote the transition density of the killed
Brownian motion generated by A = A/2 —b. Given Xy € Hy(R) we can define an
Hy(R)-valued process {X; : t > 0} by

X (y) == P Xo(y) //pt‘,»xy (ds, dx)

—|—/// ups—s(x, y)N(ds, dz, du), (12.30)
0o JrJo

where N (ds, dz, du) = N(ds, dz, du) —ds¢(dz)m(z, du). In fact, it is easily seen
that

t
B[ X,|2] < 3| X0 + 3 / dy / ds / Pr—s(z, 9)26" (2, 0)C(dz) < oo
R 0 R
For f € Z(R) we have

E [expmxt, >}}

—E[exp{ (Xo, PP S) //thbS W (ds, dz)
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+/Ot/R/OOO iuPtbe(x)N(ds,dx,du)H

— exp {z'<xo, - ds [P ra@etacias)

+ /0 s /R ¢(dz) /0 b (ewpf—sf@) —1— P!, f(x))m(x,du)}
= e {it%0, 220 + [ (G.o(-ipY s .

A comparison of this equality with (12.29) shows that for any p € H(R) the
probability measure Qf(u, -) is actually supported by Hy(R) and

/ ei<”’f)Q§(,u,dl/) = exp {i<ﬂaptbf> + /t<<7¢(—iPSI’f)>ds}. (12.31)
Ho(R) 0

By considering an approximating sequence from .#(R) we see that the above
formula holds for every f € Hy(R). That gives a special case of the transition
semigroup defined by (11.7) and (11.31). A similar calculation based on the prop-
erty of independent increments of {WW(ds,dz)} and {N(ds,dxz,du)} shows that
{X; : t > 0} is a Markov process with transition semigroup (Q$);>o given by
(12.31). Therefore { X} : t > 0} have identical finite-dimensional distributions with
the limit process {Z(t) : ¢ > 0} in Theorems 12.17 and 12.18. In other words, the
limiting fluctuation process is a generalized OU-process with state space Hy(R) in
the terminology of the last chapter.

12.5 Notes and Comments

A general reference for nuclear spaces is Treves (1967). For the theory of classical
Sobolev spaces see Adams and Fournier (2003). There are several references for
stochastic processes in nuclear spaces; see, e.g., Kallianpur and Xiong (1995) and
Walsh (1986).

The equilibrium distributions of super-stable processes without immigration
were characterized in Dawson (1977). A simplified approach to the asymptotic be-
havior of superprocesses was given in Wang (1997b, 1998b). Fluctuation limits of
branching particle systems and superprocesses, which usually give rise to time-
inhomogeneous OU-processes, have been studied extensively; see, e.g., Bojdecki
and Gorostiza (1986, 1991, 2002), Dawson et al. (1989a) and the references therein.
Englidnder and Winter (2006) proved a law of large numbers for super-diffusions
which improves an earlier result of Englédnder and Turaev (2002). Chen et al. (2008)
proved an almost sure scaling limit theorem for Dawson—Watanabe superprocesses.
In Méléard (1996) fluctuation limits of McKean—Vlasov interacting particle sys-
tems were studied, where the limiting OU-process was characterized as the unique
solution of a Langevin type equation in a weighted Sobolev space.
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The fluctuation limit theorems given in this chapter are modifications of those in
Gorostiza and Li (1998) and Li and Zhang (2006); see also Dawson et al. (2004b).
Three different kinds of fluctuation limits (high-density fluctuation, small-branching
fluctuation and large-scale fluctuation) of immigration superprocess with binary
branching were studied in Li (1999), which led to generalized OU-diffusions. Some
Gaussian processes with long-range dependence arising from occupation time fluc-
tuations of immigration particle systems with or without branching were studied in
Gorostiza et al. (2005).

A construction of the two-dimensional regular affine process in D = Ry x R
was given in Dawson and Li (2003) as the strong solution of a system of stochastic
equations. Let {(x(t), 2(t)) : t > 0} be a realization of the affine process. Then the
first coordinator {z(t) : ¢ > 0} is a one-dimensional CBI-process. In fact, Dawson
and Li (2003) showed that the second coordinator {z(t) : ¢ > 0} may arise as
the fluctuation limit of a generalized CBI-process with branching rate depending
on the first one. A similar limit theorem for discrete-state branching processes with
immigration was proved in Li and Ma (2008).






Appendix A
Markov Processes

For the convenience of the reader, in this appendix we give a summary of some of
the concepts and results for general stochastic processes and Markov processes that
are used in the main text. Many of them can be found in Sharpe (1988); see also
Ethier and Kurtz (1986) and Getoor (1975).

A.1 Measurable Spaces

Given a class % of functions on a non-empty set F, we define b# = {f € & : f
is bounded} and p.# = {f € .F : f is positive}. We say .7 separates points if
for every @ # y € FE there exists f € .Z so that f(z) # f(y). For a class 4 of
functions on or subsets of E, we use o(¥) to denote the o-algebra on E generated
by ¥, that is, 0(¥) = N{.¥ : .Z is a o-algebra on E and all elements of ¢ are
F-measurable}. If (E, &) is a measurable space, we also use & to denote the class
of real &-measurable functions on E. We write u(f) for the integral of a function
f € & with respect to a measure i on (F, &) if the integral exists. Let R denote the
one-dimensional Euclidean space.

Let || - || denote the supremum/uniform norm of functions. We say a sequence
{fn} of functions on E converges uniformly to a function f on E'if || f,, — f|| — 0
as n — oo. We say {f,} converges boundedly and pointwise to f if there is a
constant C' > 0 such that || f,|| < C for all n > 1 and f,(x) — f(z) asn — oo
forallz € E.

A monotone vector space £ on the set E is defined to be a collection of bounded
real functions on E satisfying the conditions: (i) .Z is a vector space over R; (ii) .Z
contains the constant function 1g; (iii) if { f,} C p-£ and f,, — f increasingly for
a bounded function f, then f € .Z.

Proposition A.1 (Monotone Class Theorem; Sharpe, 1988, p.364) Let % be a col-
lection of bounded real functions on the set E which is closed under multiplication.
If £ is a monotone vector space containing ¥, then £ O bo (HX).
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Probability and Its Applications, DOI 10.1007/978-3-642-15004-3,
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Proposition A.2 (Modified Monotone Class Theorem) Let %~ be a vector space of
bounded real functions on the set E which contains 1 g and is closed under multipli-
cation. If another collection of bounded real functions ¢ contains & and is closed
under bounded pointwise convergence, then ¢ O bo ().

Proof. Let .Z be the intersection of all classes of bounded real functions that contain
2 and are closed under bounded pointwise convergence. Then .Z is closed under
bounded pointwise convergence and #° C . C . For f € £ let

Ly={g9e L af +bgec Lforalla,be R}

It is easy to see that % is closed under bounded pointwise convergence. For f € ¢
we have % C Zyandso &y = L. If f € £, forevery g € % wehave f € £,
and so g € Z. It follows that %~ C %, yielding £y = .Z. Therefore . is a
vector space. By the monotone class theorem we have % D bo(J¢), which implies
the desired result. O

Let us consider a measurable space (E, &). Suppose that p is a o-finite measure
on (E,&). Aset N C E is called a pu-null set if there is Ny € & so that N C Ny
and (Ng) = 0. For A, B C E we define the symmetric difference

AAB :=(A\ B)U(B\ A). (A.1)
It is easy to show that
&*:={A C E: AABisa p-null set for some B € &} (A2)

is a o-algebra, which is called the p-completion of &. We can let u(A) = p(B) for
B € & such that AAB is a p-null set to extend p uniquely to a o-finite measure
on (E,&*). The measure space (E, &, ) is said to be complete if & = &*. The
universal completion of & is the o-algebra &* defined to be the intersection of the
p-completions of & as p runs over all finite measures on (E, &).

Proposition A.3 If & and & are o-algebras on the set E such that & C & C &1,
then &' = &

Proof. Let A € &% and let y be a finite measure on &. Since A € &', it is easy
to find 41,42 € & C & sothat Ay C A C Ay and u(A;) = u(Az). Then
A € &Y, implying & C &4'. To show the reverse inclusion, let A € &* and let
w be a finite measure on &;. Then p extends uniquely to & C & and A € &)
Consequently, there are A1, Ay € & C & C &) such that A; € A C Ay and
(A1) = p(Asz). This yields the existence of By, Bo € & such that By C Ay,
Ay C By and pu(By) = u(Bsz). Then A € &', which implies &5 C & 0

Let (E,&) be a measurable space. The trace or restriction of & on a subset
A C E is defined to be the o-algebra &4 := {BN A : B € &}. For a measure x on
(E, &), the (outer) trace or restriction j14 of pon (A, &) is defined by p4(C) =
inf{u(B) : C = BN A, B € &}. The trace p4 can be realized as follows. Choose
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Ao € & with Ag D A having minimal py-measure. Then for C' € &4 of the form
C = BN Awith B € & wehave pu4(C) = (BN Ap); see Sharpe (1988, p.367).

Proposition A.4 (Sharpe, 1988, p.368) Let A C FE and let &4 be the trace of & on
A. Then we have:

(1) given a finite measure pon (A, &), the formula i(B) := un(BNA) for B &
defines a finite measure [i on (E, &) whose trace on A is p;

(2) (E™)a C (Ea)™ and these two coincide if A € &™.

Suppose that (E, &) and (F,.%) are measurable spaces. A o-finite kernel from
(E,&) to (F,.%)is afunction K = K(-,-) on E x % having values in [0, co] such
that:

(1) foreach A € % the mapping  — K (z, A) is &-measurable;
(2) for each x € E the mapping A — K (z, A) is a o-finite measure on (F,.%).

A kernel K is said to be finite or bounded if x — K (x, F) is a finite or bounded,
respectively, function on E. The kernel K is called Markov or sub-Markov if
K(x,F) =1or K(x, F) < 1, respectively, for each x € E. A kernel from (E, &)
to (E, &) is simply called a kernel on (E,&). Given a bounded kernel K from
(E,&) to (F, %), forany f € b.Z we can define K f € b& by

Kf(z) = K(z, f) = /F f)K (e, dy), =€ E,

and for any finite measure 1 on (E, &) we can define a finite measure K on (F, %)
by

LK (B) = /E K(z,B)u(dz), Be 7.

Proposition A.5 (Sharpe, 1988, p.376) A bounded kernel K from (E, &) to (F, %)
extends in a unique way to a bounded kernel K from (E,&") to (F, F").

For a metrizable topological space E with a metric d compatible with its topol-
ogy, let €(F) := € (F,d) denote the space of d-continuous real functions on
(E,d) and let 6,(FE) := %.(E,d) denote the space of d-uniformly continuous
real functions on E. The advantage of €, (F) is that if (E,d) is separable and to-
tally bounded, then b%,,(E) with the supremum norm is separable, whereas b%(E)
is not. The Borel o-algebra B(E) = Z(F,d) on E is defined to be the o-algebra
generated by b% (F) or, equivalently, by all open subsets of E. If E is locally com-
pact, we let Co(F) denote the space of continuous real functions on E vanishing
at infinity. A topological space is called a Radon topological space or Lusin topo-
logical space if it is homeomorphic to a universally measurable subset or a Borel
subset, respectively, of a compact metric space. A measurable space (F, %) is called
a Radon measurable space or Lusin measurable space if it is measurably isomorphic
to (E, #(E)) with E being a Radon or Lusin topological space, respectively.
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A.2 Stochastic Processes

Let (£2,%,P) be a probability space. We shall use either E(X) or P(X) to denote
the expectation of a random variable X defined on this space. A collection (¥;);cs
of sub-o-algebras of ¢ indexed by an interval I C R is called a filtration of (£2,%)
if 4. C ¢, for every r < t € I.If a filtration (%; )+ is defined on (2,%4,P), we
call (2,9,%,,P)cr afiltered probability space.

Suppose that (2,4 ,%,,P),c; is a filtered probability space. A random variable
T taking values in I U {oo} is called a stopping time or an optional time over the
filtration (¢, )sey in case {w € 2 : T'(w) < t} € ¢, forall t € I. Given a stopping
time 7" over (¥;):c1, we can define a o-algebra

Gp={AcG(I): An{T <t} c ¥ foreveryt € I}, (A.3)

where 9(I) = 0(Ute1%:). Let 7 = sup(I) and let %, = N{¥Y, : t < s € I} for
t € I\ {r}. Wesay (%,):cy is right continuous if 4,1 = 4, forevery t € I \ {7}.
Let ¥, =%, incase 7 € I.If T is a stopping time over (¢ )1c1, we define ¥
by (A.3) with ¢, replaced by ¥ .

The special case I = [0, c0) is often considered. Suppose that (£2,%4,%;,P);>0
is a filtered probability space. Let < be the P-completion of ¢ and let ./ = {A €
G :P(A) =0}.Let¥, = (% U.AN) fort > 0. We call (4,%,)¢>0 the augmenta-
tion of (4,%,).>o by the probability P. If 4 = & and 4, = ¥, for every t > 0, we
say (¥,%,)i>0 are augmented. We say a filtered probability space (£2,%,%;, P);>0
satisfies the usual hypotheses if (4,%,);>¢ are augmented and (¥;);>o is right con-
tinuous.

Proposition A.6 Suppose that (4,%,)>0 are augmented. If S and T are stopping
times over (4, )i>o such that P{S # T'} = 0, then 9s = 9r.

Proof. Forany A € 95 wehave A € 4, and AN{S <t} € ¥, fort > 0. Since
(9,9,)1>0 are augmented and P{S # T} = 0, we have AN {T < ¢} € ¥, for
t > 0. Then A € &r. That proves ¥s C %p. Similarly we have ¥ C ¥Ys. O

We say the filtration (¥;);>¢ is quasi-left continuous if for every increasing se-
quence of stopping times {7}, } with limit T" we have %1 = o(US21%r, ). A stop-
ping time 7' is called a predictable time if there is an announcing sequence of stop-
ping times {7},} such that lim,, .., T,, = T and T, < T on {T" < oo} for each
n > 1. A stopping time 7' is said to be totally inaccessible if for every predictable
time S we have S # T a.s. on {T < oo}.

Suppose that E' is a metrizable topological space. For clarity we sometimes write
2°(FE) for the Borel o-algebra (E). Let % (FE) denote the universal completion
of °(E). Let #°*(FE) be a o-algebra on E such that 8°(E) ¢ #°(E) C #“(E).
Then Proposition A.3 implies that #%(E) is also the universal completion of
#°*(E).Let I C Rbe aninterval and let (£2,%, P) be a probability space. A collec-
tion (X;)¢cr of measurable maps of (2,%) into (E, #*(F)) is called a stochastic
process. For fixed w € §2, the map t — X;(w) from I to E is called a sample path
of (X¢)ter. The natural o-algebras F* and (F)icr of (Xi)tcr are defined by
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F*=o({f(Xs):s€l,febB*(E)})

and
Tt =o({f(Xs):sely, f € bB*(E)}),

where I; = (—o0,t]NI. The process (X;)ier is #°(E)-adapted relative to a filtra-
tion (%;)¢er in case .7 C ¥, for every ¢t € I. It is °*(E)-progressive relative to
(4,)ter if the mapping (w,s) — X (w) restricted to §2 x I; is (% x B(1}))-
measurable for every ¢ € I. Clearly, a %°(F)-progressive process is Z°*(E)-
adapted. We simply say (X;):cs is adapted or progressive if it is %°(E)-adapted
or " (E)-progressive, respectively.

Let (X})tcr be a stochastic process taking values in (E, %°*(E)). For any ¢; <
-+ <ty €Illet P, ., bethe probability measure on (E™, #°(E)") induced by
the mapping w — (X, (w), ..., X, (w)). We call

{Py, .t 1< <theln=12..}

the family of finite-dimensional distributions of (X;)¢c;. If another process (Y;)ier
has identical finite-dimensional distributions as (X} ):cr, we say it is a realization of
(Xt)ter. If the processes (X¢):ier and (Yi)¢cr are defined on the same probability
space and if P{X; = Y;} = 1 forevery ¢t € I, we say (Y;)ies is a modification
of (X¢)ier- We say a process (X;)ier is continuous or right continuous if all its
sample paths ¢t — X;(w) are continuous or right continuous on I, respectively. A
path or process (X;);>o is said to be cadlag (continu a droite avec limites a gauche)
if it is right continuous at every ¢ > 0 and possesses left limit at every ¢ > 0.

Suppose that F' is a non-empty set and (¢,z) — f(¢,z) is a real or complex
function defined on the product space [0, 00) x F. We say (t, z) — f(t,x) is locally
bounded provided

sup sup |f(s,x)| < oo, t>0.
0<s<taxecF

A real or complex stochastic process (X;):>o is said to be locally bounded if
(t,w) — X;(w) is a locally bounded function on [0, 00) x (2.

Now let us consider a metric space (F, d). Suppose that T is a subset of [0, cc)
such that 0 € T and ¢t — x(t) is a path from T to E. For any ¢ > 0 the number of
e-oscillations of t — x(t) on T is defined as

m(e) :=sup{n >0: thereare 0 =ty <t;1 < - - <t, €T
so that d(z(t;—1),z(t;)) > eforall1 <i < n}.

An earlier version of the proof of the following proposition was suggested to the
author by Tom Kurtz.
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Proposition A.7 Let (E,d) be a complete separable metric space and let (X¢)>0
be a stochastic process in (E, %°(E)). If (X;)i>0 has a cadlag realization, then it
has a cadlag modification.

Proof. Suppose that (&;);>0 is a cadlag realization of (X;)¢>¢. Let (:#)¢>0 be the
natural filtration of (&;);>¢. Take a countable dense subset T' = {0,71,732,...} of
[0,00) and let T;, = {0,71,...,7,}. Fore > 0 and a > 0 let m®(e) and m&(e)
denote the numbers of e-oscillations of ¢ — X; on T'N [0,a] and T,, N [0, a], re-
spectively. Let u%(¢) and pf () denote respectively those numbers of ¢ — &;. Then
m&(e) — m?(e) and p?(e) — p®(e) increasingly as n — oo. Let 75(0) = 0 and

for k£ > 0 define
To(k+1) =min{t > 77(k) : t € Tpp, d(§r2 (1), &) > €}

if 75 (k) < coand 75 (k+1) = oo if 75 (k) = oc. Since T, is discrete, for any v > 0
we have

e+ <uy= | {mik) =sin{dE. &) =e)). (A4

s<t€TnN[0,u]

By the separability of (E,d) we have Z°(E x E) = #°(E) x %°(E). Then
{d(&s, &) > e} € F#, for s < t < u. Using (A.4) one can show inductively that
each 72 (k) is a stopping time over (.%;). Since {u%(c) > k} = {r5(k) < a},
each p (¢) is a random variable and hence so is u?(g) = limy, o p2 (€). Similarly,
m®(e) = lim,,—. m%(¢) is a random variable. Since (§;):>0 is a cadlag realization
of (X¢)i>0, we get

P{m(e) < oo} =P{u(e) < oo} = 1.

Let £, = N52,{m/(1/j) < oco}. Then P(£2;) = 1.1t is simple to show that
for w € 2; the limit Y;(w) := limpss—4 Xs(w) exists at ¢ > 0 and Z;(w) :=
limpss;— Xs(w) exists at t > 0. Fix ¢p € E and let Y;(w) = zg forall ¢t > 0
and w € 2\ £2;. Then (Y3):>0 is a cadlag process. Since (X;);>¢ is clearly right
continuous in probability, we have Y; = X, a.s. for every ¢ > 0. Therefore (Y%):>0
is a cadlag modification of (X;);>o. |

A.3 Right Markov Processes

Let E be a Radon topological space and let #°(FE) be a c-algebra such that
$B°(E) C B*(E) C #"(E). A family of Markov or sub-Markov kernels (P;)¢>0
on (E, #*(E)) is called a transition semigroup if it satisfies the following Chapman—
Kolmogorov equation:

Pryo(z, B) = /E P, (z,dy)P;(y, B) (AS)
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forall ,t > 0,z € E and B € %°(F). By Proposition A.5, we can always
regard (P;);>0 as kernels on (E, #"(E)). A Borel transition semigroup (Py);>o is
a transition semigroup on a Lusin topological space E such that P;f € b%°(E)
for each t > 0 and f € b#°(E). We say the transition semigroup (P;);>q is
Markov or conservative if each P, is a Markov kernel. We say (P;)¢>o is normal if
Py(x,-) =, forevery x € E.

Let us consider a transition semigroup (P;);>o on (E, #°*(E)). A family (¢ )ter
of o-finite measures on (E,Z*(E)) is called an entrance rule for (P;);>o if
psPi_s — g increasingly as s — ¢ € R. By an entrance law at a € [—00,00)
for (P;);>0 we mean a family of o-finite measures (j¢)¢>q such that ps P, = pu;
fort > s > a. We say (i4t)¢>q is bounded if t — py(E) is a bounded function on
(o, 00). A probability entrance law is an entrance law (p; )¢~ where each p; is a
probability measure. If there is a o-finite measure p,, such that u; = poP—, for
all t > «, we say the entrance law (f1;);>q is closable and call (p;)>q a closed en-
trance law. We say an entrance law (u )¢ o is minimal or extremal if every entrance
law dominated by (pi¢)¢>q is proportional to it. Note that an entrance law (p¢)>q
at o € [—00, 00) may be extended to an entrance rule (1, ):cr by setting p; = 0 for
t < «. In this sense, we can regard the entrance law as a special case of the entrance
rule. The concepts of entrance rules and entrance laws can obviously be extended to
semigroups of bounded kernels. We sometimes make use of those extensions.

Let J#1(P) denote the set of all probability entrance laws (u;);~0 at zero for
(Py)¢>0 endowed with the o-algebra generated by all mappings {p — . (f) : t >
0,f € b#*(E)}. Let #,}(P) be the set of minimal probability entrance laws in
2 1(P). From Dynkin (1978, Theorems 3.1 and 9.1) we know # 1 (P) is a simplex,
that is, %} (P) is a measurable subset of .# 1 (P) and for each p € #(P) there
is a unique probability measure @, on #,}(P) such that

= [ wOQu@, >0

A o-finite measure m on (E, #°(E)) is called an excessive measure for (P;);>0
if mP, < m for every t > 0. The measure m is called a purely excessive measure
if mP, < mforeveryt > 0and mP, — 0 ast — oo, and it is called an invariant
measure if mP; = m for every t > 0. For a > 0 we say a function f € p#A“(E)
is a-super-mean-valued for (P;)i> if e"*'P,f < f forall ¢ > 0, and it is called
an a-excessive function for (P;)y>q if e P;f — f increasingly as ¢ — 0. In
the special case with o = 0, we simply say f is super-mean-valued or excessive,
respectively. Let .7 denote the set of a-excessive functions for (P;)¢>¢.

A family of bounded kernels (U%),~0 on (E, 2*(E)) is called a resolvent in
case the resolvent equation

U f(z) - U f(z) = (B— a)UU” f(x) (A.6)

is satisfied for all a, 8 > 0, x € F and f € b#°*(E). A resolvent (U%),>0 is
called Markov or conservative if aU® is a Markov kernel for all o > 0. A function
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f € p#B*(E) is called a-supermedian for the resolvent (U%) g if BUTEf < f
forall 8 > 0. Let.”* denote the class of all a-supermedian functions for (U*)a>0-

If (P,)¢>o is a transition semigroup on (E, #°*(E)) such that (t,z) — P,f(x)
is measurable with respect to ([0, 00)) x B*(E) for every f € bB*(E), the
operators (U%) >0 defined by

Ut = [T R g e vat (o) (AT)

constitute a resolvent, which is called the resolvent of (P,);>0. We also call U the
a-potential operator of (P,);>o. The potential operator U of (Py);>¢ is defined by

Uf(z) = /0 T Pf@d  fep@t(E). (AS)

However, this kernel may not be o-finite. It is easy to show that if f is a-super-
mean-valued for (P;);>o, it is a-supermedian for (U%)q>0.

A particularly important special case is where E is a locally compact separable
metric space. In this case, its one-point compactification is metrizable. A normal and
conservative transition semigroup (P;):>o on a locally compact separable metric
space E is called a Feller semigroup provided:

(D) Pt(CO(E)) C Co(E) forallt > 0;
(2) P.f — f pointwise as t — 0 for all f € Cy(E).

If (P,)s>0 is a Feller semigroup, then P,f — f uniformly as ¢ — 0 for all f €
Co(E); see Sharpe (1988, p.50).

Suppose that (P;);>¢ is a Markov transition semigroup on (E,%*(FE)) and
(&)ter is a stochastic process in (E, %°(E)) indexed by an interval I C R. We
assume that (&;):c; is defined on (£2,%4 P) and is %°(F)-adapted to a filtration
(G)ter of (£2,9). We say {(&:,%:) : t € I} has the simple 2B°(E)-Markov prop-
erty with transition semigroup (P;);>¢ if

P[f(&)%,] = P—, (&), r<tel, febB(E). (A.9)

If {(&,%;) : t > 0} satisfies the simple #°(F)-Markov property with transition
semigroup (P;):>0, the distribution 1 of & is called the initial law of (& )¢>0. In
this case, we necessarily have

P[f1(&,) f2(6y) -+ fulér,)]
= Mo (Ptl (fl te Ptn,—l—tn—2<fn—1ptn—tn—1 fn))) (A.10)
for0 < t; <ty < -+ < ¢, and f1, fo,..., fn € bAB*(FE), which is a simple

consequence of (A.9) by an induction argument. Consequently, the restriction of P
on the natural o-algebra .#* is determined uniquely by (A.10).
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Proposition A.8 Suppose that {(&,%;) : t > 0} satisfies the simple $°*(E)-
Markov property (A.9). Let (9*,%,*) denote the augmentations of (¢ ,%,) with re-
spect to P. Then {(&,%,) : t > 0} satisfies the simple " (E)-Markov property.

Proof. Let y; denote the distribution of &, on (E, #°(E)). For f € b#“(E) we
can choose f1, fo € bB*(E) so that f1 < f < fyand p(fo — f1) = 0. Then
fi1(&), f2(&) € b%; and

P[f2(&) — f1(&)] = m(fa — f1) = 0. (A.11)

It follows that f(&;) € b¥;*, and so (& )¢>0 is B*(E)-adapted relative to (4, )>o.
Then to get the desired result it suffices to show

Pf(&)1a] = P[Py f(&)14] (A.12)

fort >r>0,A€9and f € bB“(E). Let & = {N € 4* : P(N) = 0}. Then
there is Ag € ¥, so that AAAy € 4. By (A.9) we have (A.12) for f € b#*(E).
For f € b#“(E) we can take f1, fo € b#*(FE) so that f; < f < fs and (A.11)
holds. Since (A.12) holds for both f; and f5, it also holds for f. O

Corollary A.9 (Sharpe, 1988, p.6) Suppose that (P,);>o preserves %°*(E) and
$°(E) with °(E) C #°(E) C #°(E) C $“(E). Let {(&,%) : t > 0}
satisfy the simple 2°(E)-Markov property (A.9). If (&)1>0 is B°(E)-adapted to
(9,) >0, then {(&,%,) : t > 0} satisfies the simple 98°(E)-Markov property.

Proof. By Proposition A.8 we infer {(&;,%/") : t > 0} satisfies the simple #“(E)-
Markov property. Then {(&,%;) : t > 0} satisfies the simple #°( E)-Markov prop-
erty. O

Definition A.10 (Sharpe, 1988, p.7) Suppose that (P;)>¢ is a normal Markov tran-
sition semigroup on (E,2°*(E)). The collection § = (2,9 ,%;,&:, 0+, P,) is called
a B°*(E)-Markov process with transition semigroup (Py):>0 in case  satisfies the
following conditions:

(D) (£2,9,9,)1>0 is a filtered measurable space, and (§,);>o is an E-valued pro-
cess B°(E)-adapted to (4)i>0.

(2) (84)¢>0 is a collection of shift operators for &, that is, maps of {2 into itself
satisfying 05 0 0y = 051y and & 0 0, = &5y identically fort, s > 0.

(3) For every x € E, Py is a probability measure on (£2,%) and x — P, (H) is
P*(E)-measurable for each H € b¥.

(4) For every x € E, we have P, {{, = x} = 1 and the process ({;)i>0 has the
simple Markov property (A.9) relative to (4,,P,) with transition semigroup
(Pt)t>0-

We say & is right continuous if t — & (w) is right continuous for every w € {2.
If the above conditions (1)—(4) are satisfied, we also say that ¢ is a realization

of the semigroup (P;);>o. In this case, for any finite measure p on (E, #°*(E)) we
may define the finite measure P, on (£2,%) by
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P, (H) :/ P, (H)u(dz), H €b¥. (A.13)
E

In the sequel, we always assume p is a probability measure unless stated otherwise.
It is easy to verify that (§;);>0 has the simple Z°(E)-Markov property relative to
(¢, P,,) with initial law x. We mention that the measurability of  — P,(H) is
used in the definition (A.13) of the measure P, on (£2,%). Of course, this measur-
ability follows automatically if (¢, %,) are the natural o-algebras of {{; : ¢ > 0}.

Consider a right continuous %°*(E)-Markov process £ = (2,9,%;,&.,60.,P.)
with transition semigroup (P;);>¢ and resolvent (U*)y>0 on (E, B°(E)). Let ¥*
denote the P ,-completion of & and let .4"#(%) denote the family of P ,-null sets
in ¢*. Then define:

¢ =N{%*" : puis an initial law on E};

N(G) = N{ANH(¥) : pis an initial law on E};

G = 0%, LN G));

4, = N{%/* : pis an initial law on E}.
Therefore (¢4+,%}") is the augmentation of (¢,%,) by the probability P,,. We call
(9,%,) the augmentation of (¢, %,) by the system of probabilities { P, : st is a prob-
ability on E'}. It is easy to see that (&;):> is 2" (E)-adapted relative to (4;)¢>0
and each P, extends uniquely to &. Moreover, for any H € b% the mapping
x — P,(H) is #"(F)-measurable and the equality in (A.13) remains true. Us-
ing Proposition A.8 and Corollary A.9 one can see (§;);>o has the simple Z"(E)-
Markov property relative to (¢4}, P,,) and (%, P,,).

We say (4,9,)>0 are augmented with respect to the system {P,, : u is a prob-
ability on E} provided 9 = & and %, = ¥, for all t > 0. As observed in Sharpe
(1988, p.25), further application of augmentation procedure to (%;)¢>0 is fruitless
in the sense that [4;]* = ¢/} and [4,]~ = %,. Similarly, letting %, = Ny>:Ys we
have [4}'], = [4,1]", which will be denoted simply by ¢/, . It is easy to see that
for any initial law  on F the filtered space ({2, 9+, %t‘j_, P,,) satisfies the usual hy-
potheses. Let .#* be the %" (E)-natural o-algebra of {{; : t > 0}. Let .## denote
the P ,-completion of .Z* and let .# = N{.%* : u is an initial law on E}. It was
proved in Sharpe (1988, p.25) that

P,[Fo0,9] =P,[Fo6,|9}'] =P (F) (A.14)

for every t > 0, F' € b.% and initial law p.

Proposition A.11 Suppose that T is a stopping time over (4, ). Then Gy, =
o(Gro U N (D).

Proof. Since 9y, D o(%ry U A (¥)) is obvious, we only need to verify the
inclusion 95, C o (% UA*(9)). It suffices to show for every A € ¥, there is
B € 9, suchthat AAB € A#(94), where “/AA” denotes the symmetric difference
defined by (A.1). For each n > 1 define the stopping time T, over (¢;) by

k/2n if (k—1)/2" < T(w) < k/2",

Talw) = {oo if T'(w) = oo. (A.15)
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Then T,, — T decreasingly as n — oco. In view of (A.15) we have A N {T,, =
k/2m} e %’f/% for1 <n < ooand 1 < k = oo. Then there exists A, € ¥ /2n
so that

(An{T, =k/2"})DNA, | € V(D).
Since {1}, = k/2"} € ¥, jon, we have
B = An g {1 = k/2"} € Gy jon.
Observe also that
(An{T, =k/2"})AB,, ; € /*(¥9).
Let B, = (U2 Byk) U By 0o. Then AAB,, € A#(%) and
B, N {T,, = k/2"} = Bn i € Gjyjn.

It follows that B,, € 91, C 9r, for n > k. By the right continuity of (%, ),

oo o0 oo

B:=()JBne )%+ =%y
k=1n=k k=1
Moreover, we have AAB € 4#(%). That gives the desired result. O

Corollary A.12 For any initial law p on E and any stopping time T for (4/})),
there is a stopping time S for (%) so that {T # S} € N (9). In this case, we
have

Gr, = GL = o(Gsy UNMG)). (A.16)

Proof. The first assertion was proved in Sharpe (1988, p.25). Then (A.16) follows
by Propositions A.6 and A.11. a

Proposition A.13 (Sharpe, 1988, p.26) Let f € %*(F) and let u be an initial law
on E. Then we have:

(1) If T is an stopping time over (4}, then f(ér)l{r<cc} € {%’f+

(2) If T is an stopping time over (%), then f({1)1ir<o0) € Y1y

Definition A.14 (Sharpe, 1988, p.26) Suppose that £ = (2,9,%:,&:,0+,Py) is
a right continuous 9°*(E)-Markov process with transition semigroup (P;);>0 and
(9,9,) have been augmented by {P,, : p is an initial law on E}. We say (&t)i>0
satisfies the strong Markov property relative to (¢,4.) provided

P [f(&) 0 00l irecy9ry] = Pof(61) 1 {1<o0) (A.17)

for everyt > 0, stopping time T over (9,,.), initial law p and f € bB"(E).
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Theorem A.15 Suppose that & = (2,9°,9°,&,0,,P.) is a right continuous
#* (E)-Markov process with transition semigroup (Py)¢>o. Let (4,%;) be the aug-
mentations of (9°,9°) by {P,, : p is an initial law on E}. Then (&)+>o has the
strong Markov property relative to (4, if and only if

P [f (&) 0 07 1{my <00} |90 1] = Pef (€1) 11y <o0) (A.18)
for every t > 0, stopping time Ty over (4, ), initial law v and f € b%*(E).

Proof. Suppose that (£;);>0 has the strong Markov property relative to (¢, ) and
Ty is a stopping time over (4%, ). Since ¢ — & is clearly Z*(E)-progressive over
(¢2,), forany f € b#*(E) the process t — f(&;) is progressive over (¢, ). Then
f(€1y)l{Ty<o0} € DYT, 15 see, e.g., Dellacherie and Meyer (1978, p.122) or Sharpe
(1988, p.22). Consequently, we have P, f(ér,)1{1,<00} € b9, for & > 0. By
letting 7' = T} in (A.17) and taking the conditional expectation relative to 54}0 L we
obtain (A.18). For the converse, suppose that (A.18) holds for every stopping time
To over (4,2 ) and every f € bZ*(E). Let T be a stopping time over (¥, ) and let
A € 9p. By Corollary A.12 there is a stopping time Tp over (%, ) and an event
Ao € 9y, sothat {T # To} € AH(9*) and ANAg € NH(9*). By (A.18) for
every f € b#*(E) we have

Pu1af(&) o071l {reocy] = Pu[laPif (r)l{r<o0}]- (A.19)

As in the proof of Proposition A.8 it is easy to see the above equality also holds for
f € b#%(E). That gives (A.17) for f € b#B*(E). O

If (A.18) is satisfied for every ¢ > 0, stopping time T} over (¢, ), initial law p
and f € b#*(E), we say the process (§;);>0 satisfies the strong Markov property
relative to (%%, ). Note that the condition that (P;);>o sends b%*(FE) into itself is
used to guarantee the measurability of the right-hand side relative to 47, ..

A real-valued process (Z;):>o is called P, (¥)-evanescent in case {w € (2 :
Zi(w) # 0 for some t > 0} € AH(¥). Let S#(¥) denote the class of P, (¥)-
evanescent processes and let .#(¢) = N{F*(¥) : u is an initial law on E}.
Let 2(%;) denote the class of bounded right continuous real processes adapted to
(9,)1>0. Let O0*(%,) be the o-algebra on {2 x [0, c0) generated by Z(4,) U £ (9Y)
and let 0(%,) = N{0"(%,) : p is an initial law on E}. We say an extended real
function f on E is nearly optional relative to & provided (w,t) — f(&§(w)) is
0 (%, )-measurable. Clearly, a continuous function on E is nearly optional. By the
monotone class theorem it is easy to see that a Borel function on E is also nearly
optional. The function f is said to be nearly Borel relative to £ if for every initial law
p there are Borel functions g and h on E so that g < f < hand P,{g(&) = h(&)
forall t > 0} = 1. Let d be a metric on E compatible with its topology. Recall
that €, (E) = €, (F, d) denotes the set of real d-uniformly continuous functions on
(E,d) and .“ is the class of all a-excessive functions for (P;)¢>o.

Theorem A.16 (Sharpe, 1988, p.31) Suppose that & = (2,9,%;:,&:,0:,Pz) is a
right continuous 9°(E)-Markov process with transition semigroup (P;);>o and
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(9,9,) have been augmented by {P, : pi is an initial law on E'}. Then the following
conditions are equivalent:

(1) {t — f(&) is not right continuous} € N (9) for every o > 0 and every
ez

(2) {t — U>f(&) is not right continuous} € N (9) for every o > 0 and every
f € bECL(E);

(3) (&)i>0 satisfies the strong Markov property relative to (4,4), and U f is
nearly optional relative to (§;, %) for every a > 0 and every f € b6, (E);

(4) (&)e>0 satisfies the strong Markov property relative to (4,+), and P; f is nearly
optional relative to (&;,%,.) for every s > 0 and every f € b€, (E);

(5) {t — Psf(&) is not right continuous} € N (9) for every s > 0 and every
f € bCL(E);

(6) Psf is nearly optional relative to (§,%,4) for every s > 0 and every f €
b¥%.(E), and

P {f(&)lirepy|9r ) = Pior f(ér) lircy, t >0, f € bE,(E),

Sor every optional time T over (4,+.) and every initial law 1, on E;

(D) {s = Pi_sf(&)1j0,4)(s) is not right continuous} € N (¥) for every t > 0
and every f € b%,(E);

(®) {s = Pi_sf(&s)lj0,4)(s) is not right continuous} € N (9) for every t > 0
and every f € bB"(E).

Corollary A.17 (Sharpe, 1988, p.36) Let (%°,.%) be the natural o-algebras of &
generated by {&, : t > 0} and let (F , F;) be their augmentations. If € satisfies one
of the conditions in Theorem A.16 relative to (F;), then (F}') and (%) are right
continuous.

The properties in Theorem A.16 depend not only on the transition semigroup
(Py)¢>0, but also on the particular realization £. In particular, when (P,);>o is a
Borel semigroup, for every o > 0 and every f € %, (E) the function U® f is nearly
optional relative to (&;, %+ ), so the properties hold if and only if (§;);>0 satisfies
the strong Markov property relative to (4,4 );>0.

Definition A.18 (Sharpe, 1988, p.38) The system & = (2,9,%;,&:,0:,P,) is
called a right Markov process or simply a right process with transition semigroup
(Py)¢>0 provided:

(1) & is a right continuous realization of (Py)>o;
(2) € satisfies the conditions in Theorem A.16;
(3) (9,9,)1>0 are augmented and (4,),> is right continuous.

We call & a Borel right process if it is a right process with Borel transition semi-
group. A Markov transition semigroup (P;)>o is called a right transition semigroup
if it is the transition semigroup of a right process.

Proposition A.19 (Sharpe, 1988, p.39) The minimum of two «-excessive functions
of a right semigroup is also a-excessive.
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The fine topology of a right process ¢ is the smallest topology on E rendering
continuous all functions in Us>0-’* as maps from E to [0, oc]; see Sharpe (1988,
p.53 and p.232). A function f € b%°(E) is finely continuous relative to ¢ if and
only if ¢ — f(&) is a.s. right continuous on [0, c0). More generally, we have:

Theorem A.20 (Sharpe, 1988, p.53 and p.55) Let f € " (E). Ift — f(&) is a.s.
right continuous at t = 0, then f is finely continuous relative to . Conversely, if f
is finely continuous and nearly optional relative to £, then t — [(&;) is a.s. right
continuous on [0, 00).

A right process ¢ is called a Hunt process if it is quasi-left continuous, that is, for
every increasing sequence of stopping times {7}, } with limit T’ we have {1, — &p
a.s.on {T < oo}. If £ is a Hunt process, then ¢ — & is a.s. cadlag on [0, c0); see
Sharpe (1988, p.221).

Let us consider two Radon topological spaces E and F'. Suppose that £ =
(2,9,%,,&,0,,P,) is aright process in E with transition semigroup (P;);>¢ and
1 is a map of F to F'. In addition, we assume:

(1) % is surjective and measurable relative to the o-algebras #%(FE) and Z“(F);
(2) forevery t > 0 and every f € Z“(F) there exists a function Q; f € Z*(F) so

that P,(f o)) = (Qif) o ¢;
(3) the path ¢ — X; := (&) is a.s. right continuous in F'.

Under the above conditions, the operator f — (), f determines a probability kernel
on (F, #"(F)) and (Q;)¢>0 form a Markov transition semigroup. Let 2 = {w €
2 1t — X;(w) is right continuous}. The above property (3) implies P,(£2;) = 1
forevery x € E, so we can replace {2 by (2 in the definition of £. Let (F", %) be
the 2" (F')-natural o-algebras of {X; : ¢ > 0} on §2;. A simple calculation shows
that P, and P, coincide on .#" if ¢)(z1) = ¢ (z2) = x. We denote their common
restriction on #* by Q... Let (%, %) be the augmentations of (%, % ") relative
to the family of probability measures {Q,, : « € F'}.

Theorem A.21 (Sharpe, 1988, p.75) The system X = (21,7, ¢, X4, 0¢, Qy) is
a right process in F with transition semigroup (Q¢)>o.

A general transition semigroup (P;)¢>0 on (E, #°*(E)) may be extended to a
conservative transition semigroup on a larger space. Simply take an abstract point
0 ¢ Eandlet E = E'U {0} be the Radon topological space obtained by adjoining
0 to E as an isolated point. Let °(E) = o(#*(E) U {0}) and define (P;);>( on
(B, #°(E)) by

) P(z,B) ifx € Fand B € #*(E),
Py(z,B)=( 1— P(z,F) ifzxe FandB = {0}, (A.20)

It is trivial to see that (P, );>( is a conservative transition semigroup on (E, °*(E)).
We call (P;)¢>0 a right transition semigroup if (P;);>¢ is a right semigroup in the
sense of Definition A.18. In this case, suppose that £ = (2,9,%;,&,0,,P,) is a
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right process on E realizing (pt)t20~ It is obvious from (A.20) that 0 is a trap for the
process. That is, Po{&; = O forall t > 0} = 1. Let ¢ = inf{t > 0: & = d}. By
the strong Markov property, we have P,{¢, = d forallt > ¢} = land all z € E.
In many respects, the process Eis interesting only when it is in E. Indeed, if (P;);>0
is the object of interest, the adjunction of 0 is quite artificial. In this situation, one
may simplify the notation by making the convention that every function f on E is
automatically extended to E by setting f(9) = 0. Then P; f means exactly the same
thing as P, f. Let P, = P, for ¢ € E. The system £ = (2,9,%,,£,0,P,) is
called a right process on E with lifetime ¢ and transition semigroup (F;):>¢. In the
special case P, {¢ = oo} = 1forallz € E, the process § is said to be conservative.
We call £ a Hunt process if £ is a Hunt process in E.

Theorem A.22 (Fitzsimmons, 1988, p.349 and p.350) Suppose that £ is a Borel
right process with bounded potential operator U. Let M (E) denote the space of

finite Borel measures on E endowed with the topology of weak convergence. Let
f € bB°(E). Then we have:

(1) f is finely continuous relative to & if and only if lim, o v, (f) = v(f) for all
Un,v € M(E) satisfying Tlim,, .. v,U = vU;

(2) t — f(&) has left limits on (0, 00) a.s. if and only if im,,_, o, v, (f) exists for
all v, € M(E) such that |lim,_,.o v, U exists in M (E);

) if t — f(&) is quasi-left continuous, then lim, . v, (f) = v(f) for all
Un,v € M(E) satisfying [lim,_, o, v,U = vU.

A.4 Ray-Knight Completion

We first assume that E is a compact metrizable space. A Ray resolvent (U%) >0
on (E,%(E)) is by definition a Markov resolvent such that U*%(E) C € (F) and
Ua>05; *N% (E) separates the points of F, where S is the class of a-supermedian
functions for (U?), 0. It was proved in Getoor (1975, p.9) that to every Ray resol-
vent (U%) >0 there corresponds a unique Markov transition semigroup (P;);>0 on
(E,#B(E)) such that t — P, f(z) is right continuous for x € E and f € € (F), and

U f(zx) = /Ooo e P f(x)dt, a>0,z€E,fc¥CE). (A21)

The Markov transition semigroup (P;);>o defined by (A.21) is called the Ray semi-
group associated with (U®),s0. A Ray semigroup is not necessarily normal. The
set of branch points for (P,);>0 is B := {z € E : Py(z,-) # §,(-)} and the set of
non-branch points for (P,);>o is D :== {x € E: Py(z,-) = 6,(-)} = E\ B.

Proposition A.23 (Sharpe, 1988, p.44) Let (P,);>0 be a Ray semigroup on E and
let B and D be defined as above. Then:

(1) for any { gy} uniformly dense in € (E) N S we have B = Un{Pogn < gn}s
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(2) Bisan F, setin E and hence B € #(E);
(3) foranyt > 0 and x € E the probability measure P,(x,-) is carried by D.

Theorem A.24 (Sharpe, 1988, p.46) The restriction of (Py;)1>o to D is a right semi-
group which may be realized on the space §2 of right continuous maps of [0, 00) into
D having left limits in E.

Theorem A.25 (Sharpe, 1988, p.49) Suppose that E is a locally compact, non-
compact separable metric space and (U%) o0 is a Markov resolvent on (E, (E))
such that U*(Cy(E)) C Co(E) for all o« > 0 and aU* f — f pointwise as o —
oo for all f € Co(E). Then there is a right process £ with state space E having
resolvent (U%) o~ such that:

(1) & is quasi-left continuous;
(2) forallt > 0 the set {&5(w) : 0 < s < t} a.s. has compact closure in E;
(3) a.s. the left limit & := limg_,;_ & exists in E forall t > 0.

The conditions in Theorem A.25 are satisfied if (U )40 is the resolvent gener-
ated by a Feller semigroup. Then a Feller semigroup has a Hunt realization.

Now suppose we are given a general Radon topological space F with a to-
tally bounded metric d for its topology. Let (U%),~0 be a Markov resolvent on
(E, #"“(E)) satisfying

BE)Co({Uf:a>0,fcC,(E d}). (A.22)

Aset % C pb#B"(FE) is called a rational cone if it is closed under positive rational
linear combinations. For 2 C pb#"(E), we denote by ¢(Z) the rational cone
generated by 2, that is, the smallest rational cone containing . For a rational cone
Y C pbBUE),set (¥ ) ={fin--ANfn:n>1f € ¥}andu(¥) =
{Ufi+--+Uf, :n>1,f; €% and strictly positive rationals «;}. It is
obvious that (%) is a rational cone contained in the cone U, b.%®. That A(%)
is also a rational cone comes from the trivial identities (A;a;) + b = A;(a; + b) and
(Niai) + (Ajbj) = Aij(ai +bj).

For a given function class 2 C pbB“(E), we set Zo = u(q(2)) and set %,, =
MPp—1 + uw(#,—_1)) for n > 1 inductively, where Z,,_1 + W(Pn-1) = {f +
g: f € A1 and g € u(Hn-1)}. The set Z(P) = Up>o%, is called the
rational Ray cone generated by (U?%),~¢ and Z; see Getoor (1975, p.58) and Sharpe
(1988, p.90). The rational Ray cone Z = % (%) generated by (U®)a>0 and Z C
pb#"(E) is the smallest rational cone contained in pb#*(E) such that:

(1) U(#) C % for all rationals a > 0;
(2) f,g € Zimplies f A g € %,
(3) Z contains u(q(2)).

Clearly, for each f € Z(2) there is a constant 3 = S(f) > 0 so that f is an
B-supermedian function for (U%),~. Furthermore, if (U®),~0 is the resolvent as-
sociated with a conservative right semigroup (P;):>o on (E, d), foreach f € Z(2)
there exists 5 = [G(f) > 0 so that f is -excessive for (P;)¢>o.
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Proposition A.26 (Sharpe, 1988, p.90) If Z is a countable uniformly dense subset
of p6.(E,d) and contains the constant function 1g, then the rational Ray cone
X = H(D) is countable, contains the positive rational constant functions, and
separates the points of E.

In the remainder of this section, we assume ¥ C p%,(F, d) satisfies the con-
ditions of Proposition A.26. Recall that || - || denotes the supremum norm. We give
the rational Ray cone # = #(2) an enumeration {go, g1, g2, - . .} with go = 0.
Clearly,

|9n 9n(y)|
plx,y) , x,y €k, (A.23)
Z 2"Ilg |

defines a metric p on E, and each g, is p-uniformly continuous. Let (£, p) denote
the completion of (E, p). Observe that the map z — (g, (x))p>1 of E into K :=
[152110, [lg» ] with the metric ¢ defined by

|an*bn|
q(a,b):zm a,be K,

is an isometry. It follows that the completion (£, p) is compact. The topology on E
induced by the metric p is called the Ray topology of (U%)a>0.

Proposition A.27 (Sharpe, 1988, p.91) Each function f € €,(E, p) extends to a
unique f € €,(E,p). For each o > 0, we have U%(€,,(E,p)) C 6u(E,p) and
U*(6.(E,d)) C €u.(E,p), and €,(E,p) is the uniform closure of # — % =
{f—9:f9e%}

Proposition A.28 (Sharpe, 1988, p.91) IfU*(%6,(E,d)) C ¢.(E,d) foralla > 0,
then the Ray topology is coarser than the original topology.

Proposition A.29 (Sharpe, 1988, p.92) Let 8" (E) denote the o-algebra on E gen-
erated by the Ray topology. Then #(E) C #"(E) C B"(F) and U*HA"(E) C
HB"(E) for every o > 0.

Proposition A.30 (Sharpe, 1988, pp.92-93) We have E ¢ %*“(E), so (E,p) is
a Radon space. If (E,d) is Lusin and if (U®)a>0 maps b%(E) into itself, then
B(E)=RA"(E)and E € B(E), so (E, p) is a Lusin space.

For every f € 4,(E, p) we clearly have f := f|g € %,(E,p). Then Uo‘f €
€. (FE, p) by Proposition A.27 and so U® f extends continuously to some (U% f)~
€. (E, p). Define the operators (U%),~0 on ¢, (E, p) by

Uf=U"f)", a>0,f€Cu(E,p)

Theorem A.31 (Sharpe, 1988, p.93) For o > 0 and x € E the measure U(z,-)
is carried by E € %"(E) and its restriction to E is U*(z, ). Moreover, the family
(UY)a>0 is a Ray resolvent on the space E.
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We call (U?),~o the Ray extension of (U®),~0. The space (E, p) constructed
above is called the Ray—Knight completion of (E,p) with respect to (U%)a>0-
It depends not only on E, d and (U®),s0 but also on the choice of the fam-
ily 2 C p%u(E,d). If (U%*)4>0 is the resolvent associated with a conservative
right semigroup (P;);>0, we also call (E, p) the Ray—Knight completion of (E, p)
with respect to (P;);>o. In this case, the Ray semigroup (P;);>0 associated with
(U%) o0 is called the Ray extension of (P;);>o.

Theorem A.32 (Sharpe, 1988, p.94) Let (P;):>0 be a conservative right semigroup
on E. Then there is a realization §& = (£2,9,%,,&.,0:, Py) of (Pi)i>0 which is a
right process in both (E,d) and (E, p) and the left limit &_ := limg_,;_ & taken
in the Ray topology exists in E for all t > 0.

Theorem A.33 Suppose that (P,)>¢ is a conservative Borel right semigroup on a
Lusin topological space E. Then every right continuous realization of (P;)¢>o with
the augmented natural o-algebras is a right process. In particular, the semigroup
can be realized canonically on the space of right continuous paths from [0, 00) to
E.

Proof. Let £ be a right process with semigroup (F;)¢>¢. Then each f € /% is a
nearly Borel function of ¢ relative to the Ray topology; see Sharpe (1988, p.95). By
Proposition A.30, we have Z(F) = #"(E), so each f € . is nearly Borel in the
original topology. Then the result follows by Sharpe (1988, p.98). a

If (P;);>0 is aright semigroup on (E, d) not necessarily conservative, the associ-
ated resolvent (U®) >0 is not necessarily Markov. In this case, we let E=FEU {9}
for an abstract point 0 ¢ E. Let (£, d) be a topological extension of (E, d) with
0 being an isolated point and let (P,);>o denote the conservative extension of
(Pt)t>0 on E with 8 being a cemetery. Let (U“)a>0 denote the resolvent associated
with (P;);>0. Let % be the countable Ray cone for (U *)axo constructed from 7
which is a countable uniformly dense subset of p%,, (E d) and contains the con-
stant function 1. Let (¥, p, U, P;) be the corresponding Ray—Knight completion
of (E,d, U, P,).

Proposition A.34 In the situation described above, if there are constants o > 0
and € > 0 such that U*1g(z) > ¢ for all x € E, then 0 is an isolated point of E.

Proof. Since 9 is uniformly dense in p%, (E, d), there is a function § € & such
that §(0) < ae/2 and g(z) > 1 for every x € E. Fix arational 8 € (a/2, ). Then
f := UP§ € % by the construction of Z. Since 9 is a cemetery for (Py)s>0, We
have f(0) = 371§(0) < . However, for every x € E we have f(z) = U%§(z) >

U“1g(x) > e. Let f be the unique continuous extension of f to E. It follows that
f(x) > e forevery x € E\ {0}. Then the point @ must be isolated in E. O

By Proposition A.34, if (P;);>0 is a conservative right semigroup, then 0 is an
isolated point of £. In that case, the topology of E inherited from E coincides with
its Ray topology defined directly by (P;);>0. In the general case, we also call the
inherited topology of E the Ray topology of (P;);>o.
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A.5 Entrance Space and Entrance Laws

Let{ = (2,9,%,&,0:,P,) be aright process on the Radon topological space F
with transition semigroup (P;)>o and resolvent (U%),>o. We first assume (P;)¢>0
is conservative. Let d be a metric for the topology of E such that the d-completion
of E is compact. Let (E, p, U“) be a Ray—Knight completion of (E, d, U%) and let
(P;)s>0 be the Ray extension of (P;);>0. Set Ep = {x € E : U(x,-) is carried by
E'}, which is called the Ray space for £ or (P;);>0. It was proved in Sharpe (1988,
p.191) that Er € %*(E) is a Radon topological space and E C Er. By the resol-
vent equation we have Er = {z € E : U%(x, ) is carried by E} for each o > 0.

Theorem A.35 (Sharpe, 1988, p.191) Let (Ey, p1, UY) and (Es, pa, US') be Ray—
Knight completions of (E,d1,U®) and (E,d2,U®) respectively, where dy and ds
are totally bounded metrics for the original topology of E. Then the correspond-
ing Ray spaces E} and E% are homeomorphic under a mapping ¢ : E5 — E%
satisfying US (x, B) = US(¢(z), B) forall a > 0 and B € B(E).

Therefore, the Ray space Er together with the resolvent (U%),~¢ restricted to
FEr is uniquely determined, up to homeomorphism, by the original topology on F
and (U%),~0. This makes the Ray space a natural object. Let D denote the set of
non-branch points of (7)o on £, andlet Ep = DNER = {x € Eg : Py(z,-) =
8.(+)} which is called the entrance space for (P;);>o. Since D € %(E), we have
Ep € %(E}:h p).

Proposition A.36 (Sharpe, 1988, pp.192-193) We have:

(1) Forz € Egandt > 0, Py(x,-) is carried by E.
(2) Forz € Eg, Po(z,") is carried by Ep. )
(3) Forz € B, Py(x,-) is not concentrated at any point of E.

The restriction (Q;)¢>0 of (P)i>0 to (Ep, p) is a right semigroup, and Ep \ E
is quasi-polar for any realization Y of (Q:):>0 as a right process, that is, for every
initial law p on (Ep, p) the Q,-outer measure of {w : Y;(w) € E forall t > 0}
is equal to one; see Sharpe (1988, p.193). The following theorem gives a complete
characterization of probability entrance laws for a conservative right semigroup.

Theorem A.37 (Sharpe, 1988, p.196) For every probability entrance law (n:)1>0
for (P;)i>0 on E, there is a unique probability measure 1y on B*(Ep, p) such that
1y = no P for every t > 0.

Corollary A.38 If E is a locally compact separable metric space and (Py)y>¢ is a
Feller semigroup on E, then all probability entrance laws for (P,);>¢ are closable.

Proof. We assume F is not compact, for otherwise the proof is easier. Let £ =
E U {0} be a one-point compactification of E. Then E is compact and separable,
s0 it is metrizable. Let d be a metric on E compatible with its topology and let d be
the restriction of d to E. It is easy to see that the Ray—Knight completion of E given
by d and (P,);>( coincides with E and the entrance space is just £. Then the result
follows from Theorem A.37. O
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In the remainder of this section, let E' be a Lusin topological space and consider
a Borel right semigroup (P;)¢>0 on E which is not necessarily conservative. Let
E9 = E U {0} be a topological extension of E with 0 being an isolated point. Let
12 denote the space of right continuous paths w from R to E? such that there are
constants a(w) < B(w) so that w; € E fort € (a(w),B(w)) and wy = O for t €
(a(w), B(w))e. Let (F9, . Z),cr be the natural o-algebras on (2 generated by the
coordinate process. For r € [—00,00) let {2, denote the space of right continuous
paths w € {2 satisfying o (w) = r.

Theorem A.39 (Getoor and Glover, 1987, pp.57-58) Let (n:)icr be an entrance
rule for (P;);>o. Then there exists a Radon measure p(ds) on R and an entrance
law (V] )¢y for every r € [—00, 00) so that

oo
ne=v; ° +/ vy p(ds), teR, (A24)
where v = 0 for t < s by convention.

Theorem A.40 (Getoor and Glover, 1987, p.63) To each entrance rule (n;)ier for

(P;)i>0 there corresponds a unique o-finite measure Q,, on (£2, F°) so that

Q. {wy, €dxy,we, €daa, ..., wy, €day}
=, (dx1)Pyy—y, (@1, dz2) - - Prpy s, (@p—1,dzyp) (A.25)

Jorall {t; < --- < tp} C Rand {x1,...,2,} C E. Moreover, if (n:)tcr is an
entrance law at v € R, then Q,, is carried by {2,.

The measure Q,, defined by (A.25) is called the Kuznetsov measure correspond-
ing to the entrance rule (7;):cr; see Getoor and Glover (1987). This property
roughly means that {w; : t € R} is a Markov process with transition semigroup
(P;)¢>0 and one-dimensional distributions (77;);cg. For the entrance rule (1;)icr
given by (A.24), the measure Q,, can be represented as

Q,(dw) = Q~*°(dw) + /_OO Q?®(dw)p(ds), (A.26)

where Q? is the Kuznetsov measure corresponding to the entrance law (v} )¢~ s; see
Getoor and Glover (1987, p.66). The theory of Kuznetsov measures was developed
systematically in Dellacherie et al. (1992) and Getoor (1990).

Example A.1 Let (P,);>o be the transition semigroup of the absorbing-barrier
Brownian motion in (0, co0). For any ¢ > 0 the kernel P;(z, dy) has density

pe(z,y) = ge(x —y) —gi(x +y), x,y>0, (A.27)

where

1
g:(z) = exp{—2?/2t}, t>0,z€R. (A.28)

V2rt
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We can define an entrance law (k)¢ for (P;)¢>0 by

2

i) =5 [ s = L PAO). FEbB0.00. (A29)

The corresponding Kuznetsov measure n(dw) is called I16’s excursion law, which is
carried by the set of positive continuous paths {w; : ¢ > 0} such that wg; = w; =0
for every t > 7o(w) := inf{s > 0 : ws = 0}; see, e.g., Ikeda and Watanabe (1989,
p.124).

A.6 Concatenations and Weak Generators

Suppose that E is a Lusin topological space and (P;);>¢ is a Borel right semigroup
on this space. We consider a right process { = (§2,9,%;,&,, 0., P,) with transi-
tion semigroup (P;);>o. Let (F,.%;) be the augmentations of the Z(FE)-natural
o-algebras (FY, F?) generated by {&; : t > 0}. A right continuous (.7, )-adapted
increasing process {K (t) : t > 0} is called an additive functional of £ if Ky = 0
and for every bounded stopping time 7" we have a.s.

Kry = Kr + K007, t>0. (A.30)

Clearly, an additive functional {K(¢) : ¢ > 0} defines a o-finite random measure
K(ds) on [0,00). For any 8 € b#A(E) write

Ki(B) = [ B(&)K(ds),  t=0.
[0,¢]
Let b&'(K) denote the set of functions 3 € bZ(E) so that t — e~ %) is a lo-
cally bounded stochastic process. Note that b&'(K) D pb#(E). We say an additive
functional {K(t) : ¢ > 0} is admissible if each w — K;(w) is measurable with
respect to the natural o-algebra .#° and

k(t) := sup P, [K(t)] — 0, t— 0. (A31)
rel

In the sequel, we assume {K(t) : ¢ > 0} is a continuous admissible additive
functional of . Let b € b&(K) and let y(z, dy) be a bounded Borel kernel on E.
For f € b%(FE) we consider the linear evolution equation

t
qi(x) =Py [e MO (&) +PI{/O e KOy (e, qios) K (ds) |, (A32)

where ¢ > 0 and « € E. Recall that || - || denotes the supremum norm.

Proposition A.41 For every [ € b9B(E) there is a unique locally bounded Borel
Sunction (t,x) — q(x) on [0, 00) X E solving (A.32), which is given by
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t

= P, e K@ fg,)] + {/ e*Kﬂ(”>K(d81)Puslf(§tfsl)}

el 0 t—o,
LYP {/ ~Ky () K (dsy)P,, {/0 oK) K (dsy) - - -

=2

t—o;_ 1
Py, , { / CI (b)K(dSi)Pmm [e_Kt_"l (b)f(ftfa,)} } X }},
Jo

where o; = 22:1 sj and ps = (&5, -). Moreover, the operators m : f — g, form
a locally bounded semigroup (T;)1>0.

Proof. For r > 0 it is not hard to see that (¢, z) — q;(x) satisfies (A.32) for t > 0
if and only if it satisfies the equation for 0 < ¢ < r and (¢, x) — ¢,1+(x) satisfies

t
grii(z) = Pale™ X Mg ()] + Py [/ e Key(€y, qrir—s)K(ds)|  (A33)
JO

fort > 0.Lett — [(t) be an increasing deterministic function so that e~ %+(*) < [(¢)
for all t > 0. Fix a constant § > 0 so that k(3)I1(5)||y(-,1)|| < 1. Observe that the i-
th term of the series in the definition of ¢;(z) is bounded by k(t)%1(t)||v(-, 1)||*]| f]|-
Then the series converges uniformly on [0, §] x E. Since each w — K;(w) is mea-
surable with respect to the natural o-algebra, it is easy to see that (¢, z) — q;(x) is
jointly measurable and satisfies (A.32) on [0, §] x E. By the relation of (A.32) and
(A.33) we can extend (¢, ) — ¢:(x) to a solution of (A.32) on [0, c0) x E. More-
over, the operator f — ¢; determines a bounded Borel kernel 7;(x, dy) on E and
(7 )¢>0 form a locally bounded semigroup. To show the uniqueness of the solution
of (A.32), suppose that (¢, ) — v:(x) is a locally bounded solution of (A.32) with
vo(x) = 0. It is easily seen that

t
[[ve]| < L)y (- 1)l sup Px|:/ vt—le(dS)],
zel 0
and hence

sup |[vs | < k@UB)[7( I sup [jos
0<s<t 0<s<t

for every t > 0. Then we must have ||v|| = 0 for 0 < ¢ < §. Using the above

procedure and the relation of (A.32) and (A.33) successively we get ||v.|| = 0 for

allt > 0. Since (A.32) is a linear equation, that gives the uniqueness of the solution.
O

Proposition A.42 Let f € b#(FE) and let (t,x) — m f(x) be defined by (A.32).
Thent — 7. f (x) is right continuous pointwise on E if and only if so is t — Py f(z).

Proof. Clearly, the second term on the right-hand side of (A.32) tends to zero as
t — 0. Moreover, by (A.31) we have

: _ oK) < 1 _ oK) =
lim [P (1 — =) (]| < lim | P [[1 — @[] =0



A.6 Concatenations and Weak Generators 323

It follows that
. . —K, (b 1
tlgr(l)ﬂ'tf(x):}g%Px[e ( )f(ft)] _%Lr)%Ptf(‘r)a

which means if one of the limits exists, so do the other two and the equalities hold.
Then we get the result by the semigroup properties of (P;);>0 and (7¢)¢>o0. a

Now suppose that b(x) > ~(z, 1) for every € E. Let (m):>0 be defined by
(A.32). Since (P;)¢>0 is not conservative in general, we can only understand £ =
(2,9,%9,,&,P,) as aright process in the extended state space FU{d} with O being
an isolated cemetery. Let £ be a Ray—Knight completion of E U {0} relative to €.
Then Proposition A.30 implies £ € %(E). By Theorem A.32 we have P, {the left
limit &_ := lim,_;_ &, taken in the Ray topology exists in E for all t > 0} = 1.
Let §(x, dy) be a sub-Markov kernel on E satisfying y(x, dy) = b(x)7(z, dy). W
extend 4(x, dy) to a Markov kernel from E to E by setting ¥(z, {9}) = 1—4(x, E)
Fix 1o € E and let b(x) = b(xg) and (z,-) = A(zo,-) for v € E \ E. Let
é = (£2, g , %;, ét, 151;) be the subprocess with lifetime ¢ constructed from £ and the
strictly positive multiplicative functional ¢ — exp{—K;(b)}. Then ¢ is also a right
process; see Sharpe (1988, p.287). Let 5 (Q 9 gt, &, P,) be the concatenation
defined from an infinite sequence of copies of f and the transfer kernel n(w, dy) :=
¥(&¢(w)— (W), dy) as in Sharpe (1988, p.82). The intuitive idea of this concatenation
is described as follows. The process 5 evolves as ¢ until time (, it is then revived by
means of the kernel 7, and evolves again as £ and so on. It is known that Eisalsoa
right process; see Sharpe (1988, p.79 and p.82). Suppose that every f € bA(FE) is
extended trivially to £\ E. Then we have the renewal equation

Pa:[f(gt)] = [1{t<< }f({:t( ))]+P [1{§(w)<t}P (w, )[f({:t C(w)( ))Ha

where the expectations of & or @ are taken with respect to P, or pn(w) and those
of w are taken with respect to P,. By Sharpe (1988, p.210), we have P {the path
t + & has at most countably many jumps} = 1. Let (P;);>( denote the transition
semigroup of €. The above equation can be rewritten as

Bif(x) = Py [f(&)e )] +Pz{ /O AP f(Es)e K- ®b(e,) K (ds) |

Then (¢, ) — P,f(x) is a solution of (A.32). Since the processes & and £ coincide
during the time interval [0, ¢), they induce identical fine topologies on F.

Theorem A.43 If b(z) > ~(z,1) for every x € E, then the semigroup (m;)i>0
defined by (A.32) is a right semigroup which induces the same fine topology on
E as (P;)i>0. Moreover, if (Py)¢>o has a Hunt realization, so does the semigroup

(Wt)tzo-

Proof. The first assertion follows from the arguments given above and the unique-
ness of the solution of (A.32). Since ¢ — exp{—K;(b)} is continuous and strictly
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positive, the lifetime ¢ of the subprocess é is totally inaccessible. Then € is a Hunt
process if so is &. That proves the second assertion. O

Let b%: (E) be the set of functions f € bZ(FE) that are finely continuous relative
to &. Theorem A.20 implies that ¢ — P; f(z) is right continuous pointwise for every
f € b%:(E). Let (U™)qa>0 denote the resolvent of €.

Lemma A.44 The set of functions UPb%;(E) is independent of 3 > 0. Moreover,
if 91,92 € b6 (E) and UP gy = UP g for some 3 > 0, then g1 = ga.

Proof. Let us consider two constants o, 3 > 0. If f € Uﬁb‘ﬁg(E), we have f =
UPg for some g € b%;(E). Then the resolvent equation implies that

f=U%—(B—a)U*UPg=U"h,

where h = g — (8 — @)UPg € b%;(E). It follows that UPb%;(E) C U“b%(E).
By symmetry we have U%b%;(E) C UPb%;(E). That proves the first assertion.
Suppose that g1, g2 € b%;(E) and UPg; = UPgy for some 3 > 0. By the resol-
vent equation we have U%g; = U®gs for every a > 0. Since ¢t — P;g1(z) and
t — P.go(x) are right continuous, we have g; = g2 by the uniqueness of Laplace
transforms. a

Fix 8 > 0 and let Z(A) = UPb%;(E). For f = U’g € 9(A) with g € b%;(E)
set Af = Bf — g, which is well-defined by Lemma A.44. We call (A, 2(A))
the weak generator of (P;);>¢. By the resolvent equation of (U%)q>q it is easy
to show that (A, Z(A)) is independent of the choice of 5 > 0. We can also define a
multi-valued version of the weak generator following Ethier and Kurtz (1986). Let
P(A) = UPbAB(E) and for any f € P(A) let Af = {3f — g : g € bB(F) and
UPg = f}. It is easy to show that (A, Z(A)) is also independent of the choice of
(> 0. In particular, for any f € Z(A) we have Af € Af.

Proposition A.45 Let o > 0. Then U*(a — A)f = f for every f € P(A) and
(o — A)U f = f for every f € b6:(E).

Proof. Forany f € 2(A)thereis g € b%;(FE) sothat f = UPg. Then the definition
of Af and the resolvent equation yields

U(a—A)f =U(af = Bf +9) = (a = HUV g+ U9 =U’g = f,

giving the first assertion. For any f € b%:(E) we first use the resolvent equation to
see

Uf=UPf+ (8- a)UUYf =UPh,
where h = f + (8 — a)U* f. Therefore
(0 — AUf = aU®f — AUPh = aUf — BUPh + h = f.

That gives the second assertion. a
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Theorem A.46 Let (A, Z(A)) be the weak generator of (Py)¢>o. Then for f €
P(A) we have

Pif(z) = f(x) + /Ot P;Af(x)ds, t>0,z€ L. (A34)

Proof. Suppose that f = UPg for g € b%(E). Then U*Af = aUf — f for
a > 0 by Proposition A.45. Using this relation it is easy to show

/Ooo ot dt /Ot PoAf(z)ds = /Oooeo‘t(ptf _ Pt

Since f is finely continuous relative to &, the function ¢ — P, f(x) is right continu-
ous for every x € E. Then (A.34) follows by the uniqueness of Laplace transforms.
O

Corollary A.47 Let (A, D(A)) be the weak generator of (Py)i>o. Then for f €
2(A) we have

Af(x) = lim % [Pfz)— f(z)], ek (A.35)

Proof. Since Af € b%:(F), we have (A.35) from (A.34). O

In the remainder of this section we consider the semigroup (7;);>o defined by
(A.32) in the special case with K (ds) = ds being the Lebesgue measure. Given
a function b € bA(E), we define a locally bounded semigroup of Borel kernels
(P})¢>0 on E by the following Feynman—Kac formula:

Pl f(z) =P, [e ¥ f(g)|, e B febB(E). (A3
Then we can rewrite (A.32) into
t
mf(x) = PP f(x) +/ P> ~mef(x)ds, t>0,x¢€E. (A.37)
0

Lemma A.48 (Gronwall’s inequality) Suppose that t — g(t) > 0 and t — h(t)
are integrable functions on the interval [0, T). If there is a constant C' > 0 such that

t
g(t) < h(t) + C/ g(s)ds, 0<t<T, (A.38)
0
then
t
g(t) < h(t) + C / CO=)p(s)ds, 0<t<T. (A39)
0

Proof. Let f(t) denote the right-hand side of (A.39). By integration by parts,
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/ /h ds+C/[ / _Csh(s)ds]du

h(s ds+e/0 e “*h(s )ds—/oth(s)ds

It follows that
F(t) = h(t) + C /0 Heds, 0<i<T. (A.40)
Let A(t) = f(¢) — g(t). From (A.38) and (A.40) we have
>c/ As S>C’2/ ds/ Alr dr_c2/(t—r)A( dr
203/(t—rdr/A (= 52 A(s)ds
> . 0 2 0

%/0 (t—s)" "L A(s)ds

The right-hand side goes to zero as n — oco. Then A(¢) > 0 and (A.39) follows. O

v

Proposition A.49 For any f € bAB(E) the solution to (A.37) is also the unique
locally bounded solution to

i f(x) /Pt s(y =b)msf(z)ds, t>0,x€E. (A4l

Moreover, we have || f|| < ||f]le* for all t > 0, where ¢y = [|b~|| + ||v(-,1)]]
and b= =0V (=b).

Proof. Let (t,x) — mf(z) be the unique locally bounded solution of (A.37). We
can use the Markov property of ¢ and Fubini’s theorem to write

/ ds / Y)Pr (2, dy)

/O { (€rs)Pe,. [e—.f;b(5u>de(§s)]}dS
:/t [(ft s) s bl duf(ﬁt)]ds

= {f b(&i—s)e fttsb(&“)d“ds}

— Px{[l e Jo (&u du]f(gt)}
= Pif(x) - P f(x).
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By similar calculations,
fas ], oo

ds

ds PI e it b(gu)du,}/ﬂ-rf(ft—r)}dT
[/0 7 f(Gr)dr / (6o I lean ds]
{/ A f (&) [ — e ho T VeI gy }

0

t
/ P_pym, f(z)dr — / Ptb_r'ywrf(x)dr
0 0

~

/ b e £y )dr} P, dy)

P, {b(&-s)Pe, , [e I ey pe, )] bar

Il
LS
o\

=)
“+o

|
"U

Then we can add up the two equations and use (A.37) to get (A.41). For any solution
(t,z) — o f () of (A.41) we have

t t
et < 150 +co [ memaflds =151+ o [ mfls
0 0

Then Gronwall’s inequality implies ||7r, f|| < || f||e“*. That gives the uniqueness of
the solution since (A.41) is a linear equation. a

Now we prove some analytic properties of the semigroup (m¢):>o defined by
(A.37) or (A.41). By Proposition A.49 we have |7, f|| < ||f|le®? for ¢ > 0 and
f € bA(E). Then we can define the operators (R%) >, on bAB(E) by

RYf(x) = / e “'mf(x)dt, x€E,fecbB(E). (A.42)
0
Proposition A.50 For every o > cg and | € b#B(E) we have
Ref(x) =Uf(x) + U*(y —b)R*f(z), =€ E.

Proof. By taking the Laplace transforms of both sides of (A.41) we have
e} t
RO fe) = U@+ [ et [ Py = bm (s

—U°f / ds/ TP (y = b)ms f(x)dt

— U () / Uy — by f(2)ds
= U f(z) + U™ (y — bR f(2).

That proves the desired equation. O
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Proposition A.51 Let f € bB(E). Then we have | € (o — A)Uaffor a > 0and

fela—A—~v+bRf fora> co.

Proof Leth = f + (3 — a)U®f. By the resolvent equation we have U® f = Uh.
Then the definition of A implies f = (a =B U*f+he{aU*f —pUf +g:
g €bB(E)and UPg = U*f} = (a — A)U® f, which gives the first assertion. For
a > co we get from Proposition A.50 that

(@—A—y+b)R*f = (a— AR f — (y —b)R*f
= (a =AU [f+ (v = b)R*f] = (y — )R f.

By the first assertion, the set represented by the first term on the right-hand side
includes f + (y—b)R*f. Then (¢ — A —~+b)R* f includes f, proving the second
assertion. O

Lemma A.52 Let oo > ¢o and [ € D(A). Then forany h € (a — A —~ +b)f we
have ||| = (a — co)[|f]

Proof. Forh € (a—fl—v—i—b)f we have af —yf+bf —h € Af. By the definition
of A, there exist g € bB(E) so that U%g = f and of —yf +bf —h = of — g.
Therefore || f|| < a™!|g|| and h = g —~vf +bf. It follows that ||h|| > ||g|| — || (v +
b7) Il = (e = co)[Ifl O

Lemma A.53 If f1 and f, are distinct functions from 9(A), then for any o > co
the intersection (a« — A — v+ b)f1 N (o — A — v+ b) f2 is empty.

Proof. Suppose that h € (o — A—~+4Db)fiN(a—A—~+Db)f. Then there exist
hi € Afyand hy € Afssothath = (a—~v+0b)f1 —h1 = (o« —y+b)fa— ha. By
the definition of A, there exist 91,92 € bB(E) sothat f; = UPg; and h; = Bf; —g;
for i = 1 and 2. It follows that (fo — f1) = U®(ga — g1) and hy — hy = B(fs —

f1) — (g2 — g1). Those imply hy — hy € A(f2 — f1), and so
0=(a—7+b)(f2—fi) = (ha—h1) € (a =y +b— A)(f2 — fr),
which is in contradiction to Lemma A.52. O

Lemma A.54 Forany a > coand f € D(A) we have f = R*(a— A—~v+D)f.

Proof. Clearly, for f € Z(A) the set (o — A — v + b) f contains the function
h:=(a —A—~+b)f. By Proposition A.51 we have h € (o — A — v+ b)R*h.

Then the sets (¢ — A — v + b)f and (&« — A — v + b)R*h have a non-empty
intersection. Thus Lemma A.53 implies that f = R%h. ad

Theorem A.55 Let f € P(A) and let (t,x) — mf(x) be defined by (A.37) or
(A.41). Then we have

t
mfe) = @)+ [ mAsa-nfaas  t>0aeP.
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Proof. By Theorems A.16 and A.20, any f € Z(A) is finely continuous relative
to &, sot — P,f(x) is right continuous pointwise. Then Proposition A.42 implies
t — ¢ f () is right continuous pointwise. By integration by parts it is easy to show

(o] t 1
/ e_“tdt/ ms(A+~y—0b)fds=—R*(A+~y-10)f.
0 0 @

Using Lemma A.54 one can see the above value is equal to
a 1 > —at
RYf——f= e (mf — fHdt.
@ 0

Then the desired equation follows by the uniqueness of the Laplace transform. O

A.7 Time-Space Processes

In this section we discuss briefly time—space processes associated with inhomo-
geneous Markov processes. For simplicity we only consider those processes with
Borel transition semigroups. Suppose that / C R is an interval and F' is a Lusin
topological space. Let F be a Borel subset of I x F. Fort € I let E; = {reF:
(t,z) € E }. Then each F; is a Lusin topological space. We fix an abstract point
d ¢ I x F and assume all functions on £/ C I x F have been extended trivially to
EcU{8}.

Suppose that for each pair 7 < ¢ € [ there is a Markov kernel P,.; from
(Er, B(E,)) to (Ey, (E:)). The family (P, : <t € I) is called an inhomoge-
neous transition semigroup with global state space E if it satisfies the Chapman—
Kolmogorov equation

Pr,t(xa B) = / Pr,s(mv dy)Ps,t(ya B) (A43)

for all r <s<te I,z € E, and B € %B(E;). In this work, we assume for every
f € bAB(F) the function

(7“, €, t) = 1{r§t} / f(ta y)Pr,t($v dy)
Ey

is measurable with respect to the -algebra Z(E x I).

Definition A.56 The collection { = (£2,9,%,+,&, Py ) is called an inhomoge-
neous Markov process with global state space E and transition semigroup (P, :
r <t € I) if the following conditions are satisfied:

(1) Foreveryr € I, (2,9,%,, :t € I N[r,00)) is a filtered measurable space so
that9s+ C Gy, forr <s<t<uel
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(2) Foreveryr <t € I, w — &(w) is a measurable mapping from (£2,%,+) to
(Er, B(Ey)). N

(3) For every (r,z) € E, P, is a probability measure on (2,%) such that for
every H € b the function (r,x) — P, ,(H) is B(E)-measurable.

(4) For every (r,z) € E we have P, .{& = x} = 1 and the following simple
Markov property holds:

Pr,x [f(ft)‘gr,s] = Ps,tf(gs)a r<s<tel, f € b%(Et)
We say & is right continuous if t — & (w) is right continuous for every w € {2.

Given an inhomogeneous transition semigroup (Pry = r <t € I) with global
state space E, we can define a homogeneous Borel transition semigroup (Pt)t>0 on
E by

Bif(ria) = 1i(r + 1) / F(r+t,9) Prysa (2, y), (Add)

Er+t

where t > 0, (r,x) € E and f € b#(E). We call (P,);>o the time-space semi-
group associated with (P, : 7 <t € I). Suppose that £ = (2,%9,%,+,&,Pry)
is a right continuous inhomogeneous Markov process with transition semigroup
(Pry:r<tel).Let=1Ix £ For (v,w) € 2 define

z {(v+t,§v+t(w)) ift>0andv+tel,

Gow) =1, ift>0andv+té¢l. (A45)

Let (.Z,.%;) be the Z(F)-natural o-algebras generated by {& : t > 0}. For
(r,z) € E let P, be the probability measure on (£2,.7) induced by P, via
the mapping w +— (r w).

Theorem A.57 The system & = (12, F, F, 6, P, ) is a right continuous Markov
process in E with transition semigroup (P;);>o.

Proof. Let (r,z) € E~and t>s>0.Let f = f,(x) = f(v,z) be a bounded Borel
function on E. Since P, ; is concentrated on {r} x (2, if r +¢ € I, we have

Pr,x [f(gt)‘js] = 157",1 [f(?" + 4,64 )lo({&rpu 1 0 <u < s})]
- Ijr,z [f(T +1, £T+t) |g7"{+5} :NPT+S’T+th+t (£T+S)
= Pt_sf(’r + s, fr.t,_s) = Pt—s.f(gs)-

If » + ¢ ¢ I, both sides of the above equality are equal to zero. Then 5 is a Markov
process with transition semigroup (P;)¢>o. O

Wecall§ = (2,7, %, &, P,..) the time—space process of €. By Theorem A.57,
the study of the inhomogeneous process § can be reduced to that of the homoge-
neous time—space process . If £ has a right realization, we call (P, : r <t € I)
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an inhomogeneous right transition semigroup. The following theorem shows that
the terminology is consistent with that in the homogeneous case.

Theorem A.58 Suppose that E= [0,00) x E for a Lusin topological space E and
there is a homogeneous Borel transition semigroup (P,);>o on E so that P, =
P,_, fort > r > 0. Then (Pt)tzo is a right semigroup if and only if (P;)¢>0 is a
right semigroup.

Proof. Suppose that (P;);>0 is a right semigroup. Leté = (2,9.9,, (ar, &), P,.)
be a right realization of (Pt)t20~ One can use Theorem A.16 to see that £ =
(Q,f{;,%;,&,lsoym) is a right process with transition semigroup (P;);>o. Then
(P)e>0 is a Borel right semigroup. The converse was obtained in Sharpe (1988,
p-86). O

Starting from a realization of the corresponding time—space process we can
also reconstruct the inhomogeneous process with transition semigroup (P, ¢
t > r € I). For this purpose, let us consider a right continuous realization

£E=(0,9,%,, (o, y1), Ppry) of (13,5)@0. In view of (A.44) we have oy = ag + ¢
for t > 0. For w € {2 define

[ Yt—agw)(w)  ift € IN[ag(w),o0),
Gl = {0 (—no. (). (A.46)

Let F =c({&{ :tel})andlet #,  =o({&:r <s<t})fort>rel

Theorem A.59 The system § = (£2,.F, % 4,6, Py y) is a right continuous inho-
mogeneous Markov process with transition semigroup (P, : t > 1 € I).

Proof. Let (r,z) € Eandr < s < t € I. Since P,,{ag = r} = 1, for any
f € b#(E;) we have

P, [f(ft”/r S] P, [f (Ee)lo({&u:r <u< 3})]
=Pro[fWe-r)lo({yu—r 1 7 <u < 5})]
]? [f Yt—r |gs r] Pt Sf(asfmysfr)
=Db- f(S ) = stf(58)
That gives the desired Markov property of £. O

Example A.2 Suppose that E' is a complete separable metric space. Let Dy :=
D(]0,00), E) be the space of cadlag paths from [0, co) to E equipped with the usual
Skorokhod metric. Then Dp is also a complete separable metric space. Suppose that
(Py)e>0 is a Borel right semigroup on E with a cadlag realization. For simplicity
we consider the canonical realization £ = (Dg, #°, .70 &, P,.), where (Z°, 7))
are the natural o-algebras of Dg and &;(w) = w(t) fort > 0 and w € Dg. Let
y(t) = y(tAs)fors,t > 0andy € Dg.LetS = {(t,y) € [0,00)xDg : y = y'}.
Fort > 0 let

Dy={yeDp:y=y'}={yeDg:(t,y) €S}
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Then we have D, C DE fort > s > 0. Givenr > 0 and y;,y> € Dg we define
y1/r/y2 € D by

ifo<t<r,

(y1/r/y2)(t) = {zég?_ r)ifr <t < oo.

The operators y — y° and (7, y1,y2) — y1/7/y2 are Borel measurable; see Del-
lacherie and Meyer (1978, p.146). We can define an inhomogeneous Borel transition

semigroup (P, ; : t > r > 0) with global state space S by

Prof(y) =Py [f(y/r/€77)], y € D, f € bB(DE). (A4T)

From Proposition 2.1.2 of Dawson and Perkins (1991, p.14) it follows that (P, ; :
t > r > 0) is a right transition semigroup. For w € Dg and t > 0 let & (w) = w' €
DY Itis easy to see Z,, == o({& 17 < s <t}) = F fort >r > 0.Forr >0
and y € D', define the probability measure P,.,, on (Dp, #°) by

P.,(A) =Py ({weDg:y/r/weA}), AecF° (A.48)
Then ¢ = (DE,yo,ﬁgt,gt,Pr’y) is a cadlag realization of (P,; : t > r > 0).

This process is called the path process of £; see Dawson and Perkins (1991). Clearly,
the path process records all the information of the history of the sample path of &.
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