arXiv:0708.0138v2 [math.PR] 24 Jan 2008

Self-similar branching Markov chains

Nathalie Krell
October 29, 2018

Laboratoire de Probabilités et Modeéles Aléatoires,
Unwversité Pierre et Marie Curie,
175 rue du Chevaleret, 75013 Paris, France.

Abstract

The main purpose of this work is to study self-similar branching Markov chains.
First we will construct such a process. Then we will establish certain Limit Theorems
using the theory of self-similar Markov processes.

Key Words. Branching process, Self-similar Markov process, Tree of generations, Limit
Theorems.

A.M.S. Classification. 60J80, 60G18, 60F25, 60J27.

e-mail. krell@ccr.jussieu.fr

1 Introduction.

This work is a contribution to the study of a special type of branching Markov chains. We
will construct a continuous time branching chain X which has a self-similar property and
which takes its values in the space of finite point measures of R*. This type of process is
a generalization of a self-similar fragmentation (see [4]), which may apply to cases where
the size models non additive quantities as e.g. surface energy in aerosols. We will focus on
the case where the index of self-similarity « is non-negative, which means that the bigger
individuals will reproduce faster than the smaller ones. There is no loss of generality by
considering this model, as the map z — 27! on atoms in R? transforms a self-similar
process with index « into another one with index —« (and preserves the Markov property).
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In this article we choose to construct the process by bare hand. We extend the method
used in [4] to deal with more general processes where we allow an individual to have a mass
bigger than that of its parent. We will explain in the sequel, which difficulties this new
set-up entails. There exists closely related articles about branching processes, like among
others [18], [19] from Kyprianou and [12], [13] from Chauvin. However notice that the time
of splitting of the process depends on the size of the atoms of the process.

More precisely we will first introduce a branching Markov chains as a marked tree and
we will obtain a process, indexed by generations (it is simply a random mark on the tree of
generation, see Section [2). Thanks to a martingale which is associated to the latter and the
theory of random stopping lines on a tree of generation, we will define the process indexed
by time. After having constructed the process, we will study the evolution of the randomly
chosen branch of the chain, from which we shall deduce some Limit Theorems, relying on
the theory of self-similar Markov processes. In an appendix we will consider the intrinsic
process and give some properties in the spirit of the article of Jagers [15]. By the way we
will show properties about the earlier martingale.

2 The marked tree.

In this part we will introduce a branching Markov chain as a marked tree, which gives a
genealogic description of the process that we will construct. This terminology comes from
Neveu in [21] even if here the marked tree we consider is slightly different. First we introduce
some notations and definitions.

A finite point measure on RY is a finite sum of Dirac point masses s = >, d,,, where
the s; are called the atoms of s and n > 0 is an arbitrary integer. We shall often write
s = n = s(R%) for the number of atoms of s, and M, (R ) for the space of finite point
measures on R* . We also define for f : RY — R measurable function and s € M,(R?)

fis

(f,s) = fs),

1=1

by taking the sum over the atoms of s repeated according to their multiplicity and we will
sometimes use the slight abuse of notation

fis

(f(z),s) = f(s1)

1=1

when f is defined as a function depending on the variable z. We endow the space M, (R?)
with the topology of weak convergence, which means that s, converge to s if and only if
(f,sn) converge to (f,s) for all continuous bounded functions f.

Let a > 0 be an index of self-similarity and v be some probability measure on M,,(R% ).

The aim of this work is to construct a branching Markov chain X = ((23):(1(1&) dx,(1))e>0) With
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values in M, (R?* ), which is self-similar with index « and has reproduction law v. The index
of self-similarity will play a part in the rate at which an individual will reproduce and the
reproduction law v will specify the distribution of the offspring. We stress that our setting
includes the case when

v(di @ s, >1) >0, (1)

which means that with a positive probability the size of a daughter can exceed that of her
mother.

To do that, exactly as described in Chapter 1 section 1.2.1 of [4], we will construct a
marked tree.

We consider the Ulam Harris labelling system

I/{ = U,'EL.O:(]Nn,

with the notation N = {1,2,...} and N® = {0}. In the sequel the elements of U are called
nodes (or sometimes also individuals) and the distinguished node @) the root. For each u =
(U1, ..., u,) € U, we call n the generation of u and write |u| = n, with the obvious convention
0] = 0. When n >0, u = (uy,...,u,) € N" and i € N, we write ui = (uy, ..., Uy, 1) € N*T!
for the i-th child of u. We also define for u = (uq, ..., u,) with n > 2,

mu = (U, ..., Up_1)

the mother of u, mu = () if u € N. If v = m"u for some n > 0 we write v < u and say that
u stems from v. Additionally for M a set of U, M < v means that u < v for some u € M.
Generally we write M < L if all x € L stem from M.

Here it will be convenient to identify the point measure s with the infinite sequence
(81, .-+, Sn, 0, ...) obtained by aggregation of infinitely many 0’s to the finite sequence of the
atoms of s.

In particular we say that a random infinite sequence (&;, 7 € N) has the law v, if there is
a (random) index n such that { = 0 < ¢ > n and the finite point measure )., J, has the
law v.

Definition 1. Let two independent families of i.i.d. variables be indexed by the nodes of the
tree, (€,,u € U) and (e,,u € U), where for each u € U &, = (Eu)ien s distributed according
to the law v, and (ey;)ien @S a sequence of i.i.d. exponential variables with parameter 1. We
define recursively for some fived x > 0

So:=w, ap:=0, (=2 "ey,
and foru € U and i € N:

gui = guzgua Ayi = Ay, + Cua Cuz = é-;iaeui-



To each node u of the tree U, we associate the mark (&, a,, () where &, is the size, a, the
birth-time and ¢, the lifetime of the individual with label w. We call

TSC = ((gua Qo Cu)ueu)

a marked tree with root of size x, and the law associated is denoted by P,. Let Q be the set
of all the possible marked trees.

The size of the individuals (&, u € U) defines a multiplicative cascade (see the references
in Section 3 of [5]). However the latter is not sufficient to construct the process X, in fact
we also need the information given by ((ay, (,),u € U).

Another useful concept is that of line. A subset L C U is a line if for every u,v € L,
u 2 v = u=v. The pre-L-sigma algebra is

H = a(gu,eu;Ell €L:u=xl).

A random set of individuals

J Q= PU)

is optional if {J < L} € Hy, for all line L C U, where P(U) is the power set of U . An
optional line is a random line which is optional. For any optional set J we define the
pre-J-algebra by:

AeHy; < VL line CcU:AN{T <L} € H,.
The first result is:

Lemma 1. The marked tree constructed in l_)eﬁm'tionl] satisfies the strong Markov branching
property: for J an optional line and ¢, : @ — [0,1], u € U, measurable functions, we get

that,
E, (H Pu o T %J> = H Ee, (¢u),

ueJ ueJ

where T is the marked tree extracted from Ty at the node (&, ay,C.). More precisely

Tﬁu = ((fuy, Ay — Ay Cuv)vél/)’

Proof. Thanks to the i.i.d properties of the random variables (gu,u € U) and (e,,u € U),
the Markov property for lines is of course easily checked. In order to get the result for a more
general optional line, we use Theorem 4.14 of [I5]. Indeed, the tree we have constructed is
a special case of the tree constructed by Jagers in [15]. In our case the Jagers’s notation p,,
7, and o, are such that the type p, of u € U, is the mass of u: &,, the birth time o, is a,
and 7, is here equal to (,,, (because the mother dies when she gives birth to her daughters).
We notice that all the sisters have the same birth time, which means that for all © € & and
all 7 € N, we have that 7,; is here equal to (,. O



3 Malthusian hypotheses and the intrinsic martingale.

We introduce some notations to formulate the fundamental assumptions of this work:

pi= inf{peR:/ (:cp,s>1/(ds)<oo},
- My (R?)

and

Doo = inf {p>p:/ (xp,s>1/(ds):oo}
~ IMure)

(with the convention inf () = co) and then for every p € (p, po):
K(p) = / (1= (a”,s))v(ds).
Mp(RY)

Note that x is a continuous and concave function (but not necessarily a strictly increasing
function) on (p, ps), as p — fMP(R*)(xf”,sW(ds) is a convex application. By concavity, the
= T
equation £(p) = 0 has at most two solutions on (p, poc). When a solution exists, we denote
by po := inf{p € (p,psc) : K(p) = 0} the smallest, and call py the Malthusian exponent.
We now make the fundamental:

Malthusian Hypotheses. We suppose that the Malthusian exponent py exists, that
po > 0, and that
k(p) >0 for some p > py. (2)

Furthermore we suppose that the integral
[ syt ®)
Mp(RY)

is finite for some p > 1.

Throughout the rest of this article, these hypotheses will always be taken for
granted.

Note that (2) always holds when v(s; <1 for all i) = 1 (fragmentation case). We stress
that x may not be strictly increasing, and may not be negative when p is sufficiently large
(see Subsection [6.1] for a consequence of this fact.)

We will give one example based on the Dirichlet process (see the book Kingman [16]).
Fix n > 2, (v1,...,0,) n positive real numbers and v = > v;. We define the simplex A,

by
An = {(p1>p27 apn) € Ria sz = 1} .
j=1



The Dirichlet distribution of parameter (vy, ..., v, ) over the simplex A,, has the density (with
respect to the (n — 1)-dimensional Lebesgue measure on A,):

I
f(p1,pn) = mpfﬁl-'-ﬁvl

Let a := v(v + 1)/(> 7, vi(v; + 1)). Note that a is strictly larger than 1. Let the
reproduction measure be the law of (aXj,...,aX,), where (Xi,..., X,,) is a random vector
with Dirichlet distribution of parameter (v, ...,v,). Therefore

['(v) i I'(p + vi)

w0 = ) 2 T

i=1
p = —v, pop = 1 and the Malthusian hypotheses are verified.
~In this article we will call eztinction the event that for some n € N, all nodes u at the
n-th generation have zero size, and non-eztinction the complementary event. We see that
the probability of extinction is always strictly positive whenever v(s; = 0) > 0, and equals
zero if and only if v(s; = 0) = 0 (as we have suppose (3]); see p.28 [4]).

After these definitions, we introduce a fundamental martingale associated to (£,,u € U).

Theorem 1. The process
M,:=) &, neN

|lul=n
is a martingale in the filtration (Hy,), with L, the line associated to the n-th generation
(i.e. L, :={ue€l: |u|=n}). This martingale is bounded in LP(P) for some p > 1, and in
particular s uniformly integrable.
Moreover, conditionally on non-extinction the terminal value My, 1s strictly positive a.s.

Remark 1. As k is concave the equation k(p) = 0 may have a second root p, := inf{p >
po, k(p) =0}). This second root is less interesting: even though

M+::Z P+ neN,

n u

|ul=n

is also a martingale, it is easy to check that for all p > 1 the p-variation of M} is infinite,
ie. B0 o [Mysy — M,|P) = 00).
We can notice that for all p € (po, p+) (M}Lp))neN = (szn EP)nen 1S a supermartingale.
The assumption (3) means actually that E(M?) < oc.

Proof. « We will use the fact that the empirical measure of the logarithm of the sizes of

fragments
ZM = Z Olog €., (4)

[ul=n
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can be viewed as a branching random walk (see the article of Biggins [8]) and use Theorem
1 of [8]. In order to do that we first introduce some notation: for 6 > p, we define

m((‘))::E(/GmZ(l dx): d & =1-k(0)

ul=1

and

W™ () := m(6)~ / " 20 (dx) = (1 - K(0))™ Y _ &

ul=n

We notice that M, = W™ (py). Therefore in order to apply Theorem 1 of [8] and to get the
convergence almost surely and in pth mean for some p > 1, it is enough to show that

E(W M (py)") < 0o

for some v € (1,2] and
m(ppo)/|m(po)[” <1

for some p € (1,7]. The first condition is a consequence of the Malthusian assumption.
Moreover the second follows from the identities

m(ppo)/|m(po)[F = (1 — k(ppo))/|1 — K(po)|P = 1 — K(ppo)

which, by the definition of py, is smaller than 1 for p > 1 well chosen.

e Finally, let us now check that M, > 0 a.s. conditionally on non-extinction. Define
q = P(My = 0), therefore as E(M,) = 1 we get that ¢ < 1. Moreover, an application of the
branching property yields

E(¢”) = q,

where Z,, is the number of individuals with positive size at the n-th generation. Notice that
Z, = {Z™ 1). By the construction of the marked tree and as v is a probability measure:
(Zn,n € N) is of course a Galton-Watson process and it follows that ¢ is its probability of
extinction. Since M., = 0 conditionally on the extinction, the two events coincide a.s. [

4 Evolution of the process in continuous time.

After having defined the process indexed by generation and having shown that the martingale
M,, is LP(PP) bounded, we are now able to define properly the main objet of this paper. In
order to do this, when an individual labelled by u has a positive size, &, > 0, let [, :=
[ay, @y, + () be the interval of times during which this individual is alive. Otherwise, i.e.
when &, = 0, we decide that I, = (). With this definition, we set:



Definition 2. We define the process X = (X(t),t > 0) by

X(t) =Y lger,ybe,.t > 0. (5)

uel

In particular we have for f : Ry — R measurable function

(F X)) = (&) peny-

ueU

For every x > 0, let P, be the law of the process X starting from a single individual with
size x. And for simplification, we denote P for P;, and let (F;):;>o be the natural filtration
of the process (X(t),t > 0). We use the notation (Xi(t),..., Xyx(t)) for the sequence of
atoms of X(t). In the following we will show that this sequence is almost surely finite. Of
course the set (X(t), ..., Xyx(r)(t)) is the same as the set ((£,);t € I,,); but sometimes it will
be clearer to use the notation (X;(¢)).

We define for v € R,:
F(u) := / uv(ds).
Mp(RY)

We notice that F'(u) is the generating function of the Galton-Watson process (Z,,n > 0) =
(H{uelU: & >0and |u| =n},n>0).
From now on, we will suppose that for every ¢ > 0

| = 0

Of course if F'(1) = E(Z;) < oo this last assumption is fulfilled. Therefore we get the first
theorem about the continous time process:

Theorem 2. The process X takes its values in the set M,(R%). It is a branching Markov
chain, more precisely the conditional distribution of X(t+1) given that X(r) = s is the same
as that of the sum >_ X (t), where for each index i, XV (t) is distributed as X (t) under Py,
and the variables X (t) are independent.

The process X also has the scaling property, namely for every ¢ > 0, the distribution of
the rescaled process (¢X(c*t),t > 0) under Py is P,.

In the fragmentation case, the fact that the size of the fragments decreases with time
entails that the process of the fragments of size larger than or equal to € is Markovian, and
which leads easily to Theorem 2l This property is lost in the present case.

Proof. e First we will check that for all £ > 0, X(¢) is a (random) finite point measure. By
Theorem [Il and the Doob’s LP-inequality we get that for some p > 1:

sup M,, = sup Z g e LP(P).

neN neN
lul=n
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As a consequence:

sup & € L7(P)

ueU
and then by the definition of the process X, writing X;(t),... for the (possibly infinite)
sequence of atoms of X(t)

sup sup X;(t)* € LP(P).
i teRy

Recall that py > 0 by assumption. We fix some arbitrarily large m > 0. We now work
conditionally on the event that the size of all individuals is bounded by m, and we will show
that the number of the individuals alive at time ¢ is almost surely finite for all ¢ > 0.

As we are conditioning on the event {sup,, & < m}, by the construction of the marked
tree, we get that the life time of an individual can be stochastically bounded from below by an
exponential variable of parameter m®. Therefore we can bound the number of individuals
present at time t by the number of individuals of a continuous time branching process
denoted by GW in which each individual lives for a random time whose law is exponential
of parameter m® and the probability distribution of the offspring is the law of #s vV 1 under
v (we have taken the supremum with 1 to ensure the absence of death). For the Markov
branching process GW, we are in the temporally homogeneous case and, we notice that

/ u" Ny (ds) = (f(u) — u)v(ns # 0) + u,
My(RY)

therefore as we have supposed (), we can use Theorem 1 p.105 of the book of Athreya and
Ney [3] (proved in Theorem 9 p.107 of the book of Harris [14]) and get that we are in the
non-explosive case for the GW. As the number of the individuals is bounded by that of GW
we get that the number of individuals at time ¢ is a.s. finite.

Therefore conditioning on the event {sup,c, & < m}, we have that for all ¢ > 0, the
number of individuals at time ¢ is a.s. finite, i.e. X(¢) is a finite point measure.

e Second we will show the Markov property. Fix r € R;. Let 7. be equal to {u € U :
r € I,}. We notice that 7, is an optional line. In fact for all lines L C U we have that

{rn=2L}={r<a,+¢ Yuel}eH,.

By definition, we have the identity

1X(t+7)
Z WX, (t4r)>010x; (t4r) = Z Ngiyrer,yoc, -
=1 ueld

Let X(r) =>"", 0, € My(R%) with n = §X(r) and (vy, ..., v,) the nodes of Y. Define for
all © < n,

T0 = ((gvﬂu Ao — Gy Goju — ]I{U=@}(r - avi))ueu) = ((gz(f)> dz(j)7 gz(f))uelxl%



I = [a a + [ and

Z ]l{tel(“} gn-

uel

X(t+r) ZX

By the lack of memory of the exponential Var1able, we have that for u € U, given s € [,
the law of the marked tree 7 is the same as that of

Tﬁvi = ((fviu, Ay — Qo s Cvm)uélx/) ((guv uvc )UGU>

Thus we have the equality in law:

Z]].{tel(l)} é.(z) = Z ]].{te[z}é‘gz

ueU ueU

Then

with I :=[al, ai + Ci[.
Let 77 := {v;u e U : r € I'}. Moreover for all lines L € U we have that

{ri < L} = {r < ayu + G Yvju € L} € Hy.

Therefore 7! is an optional line and by applying Lemma [ for the optional line 7/, we have
that the condition distribution of the point measure

Z Ngryreriyoes

ueU

given H,, is the law of X(¢) under P,,. We notice that H, = a(éu,eu D a, < s)is the
same filtration as F, = o(X(s') : s < s). Therefore (XM, X® . X™) is a sequence of
independent random processes, where for each i X @ () is dlstrlbuted as X(t) under P,,. We
then have proven the Markovian property.

e The scaling property is an easy consequence of the definition of the tree 7. U

Remark 2. For every measurable function g : RY — R, define a multiplicative functional
such that for every s = 3% 6, € Mp(RY):

0,(5) = exp(—(g,5)) = exp(— Zg )
Then the generator G of the Markov process X(t) fulfills for every y = Zfil by, € M,(RY):

Goy(y Zy e~ 2 9(i) / (e~{o(@va)s) _ e=90i))(ds). (7)
Mp(RY)
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The intrinsic martingale M,, is indexed by the generations; it will also be convenient to
consider its analogue in continuous time, i.e

M(t) l.po X Z ]l{te]u}fpo.
ueU
It is straightforward to check that (M (t),t > 0) is again a martingale in the natural filtration
(Ft)e>o of the process (X(t),t > 0); and more precisely, the argument Proposition 1.5 in [4]
gives:

Corollary 3. The process (M(t),t > 0) is a martingale, and more precisely
M(t) = E(Mx|Fe),

where My, is the terminal value of the intrinsic martingale (M,,n € N). In particular M(t)
converges in LP(P) to My, for some p > 1.

Proof. We will use the same argument as in the proof of Proposition 1.5 of [4]. Netherless,
we have to deal here with the fact that sup,, & may be larger than 1. Therefore we will
have to condition. We know that M, converges in LP(P) to M, as n tends to oo, so

By Theorem [I] as we have
sup &0 € LA (P),
ueU
we fix m > 0. We now work on the event B, := {sup, ¢, & < m}.
By applying the Markov property at time t we easily get that

E(M,|F:) = Z XP () Mggx,apeny + Y E0 Mg, c,cny (8)

ul=n

where o(§,) stands for the generation of the individual v (i.e. o(&,) = |v|), and a, + (, is
the instant when the individual corresponding to the node u reproduces. We can rewrite the
latter as

ay+C=&1 e+ &0 e1+...+£;ae|u‘

where eg,... is a sequence of independent exponentlal variables with parameter 1, which is
also independent of £,. We can remark that in the first term of sum (8) we sum over the
sizes of the individuals which belong to the n-th generation and are alive at time ¢, and in
the second term we sum over those belonging to the n-th generation and are dead at time .

As « is nonnegative, and as we are working on the event B,,: { © > m~™® we have that
for each fixed node u € U , a, + ¢, is bounded from below by the sum of |u| + 1 independent
exponential variables with parameter m® which are independent of &,. Thus

Im E (Y & lipg | =0,

|ul=n
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and therefore by (8) on the event {B,,}, we get that for all m > 0: E(My|F)lp,) =
M(t)1yp,,}, and then by letting m tend to oo we get the result. O

5 A randomly tagged leaf.

We will here (as in [4]) define what a tagged individual is by using a tagged leaf.

We call leaf of the tree U an infinite sequence of integers | = (uy,...). For each n, I :=
(uq, ..., uy,) is the ancestor of [ at the generation n. We enrich the probabilistic structure by
adding the information about a so called tagged leaf, chosen at random as follows. Let H,, be
the space of bounded functionals ® which depend on the mark M and of the leaf [ up to the n-
th first generation, i.e. such that ®(M,1) = &(M',1')if " = " and M (u) = M (u) whenever
|u| < n. For such functionals, we use the slightly abusing notation ®(M,1) = ®(M,I"). As
in [4] for a pair (M, \) where M : U — [0,1] x Ry x R, is a random mark on the tree and A
is a random leaf of U, the joint distribution denoted by P* (and by PZ if the size of the first
mark is x instead of 1) can be defined unambiguously by

EY(Q(MN)=E [ Y oM u)gk|, @cH,

lul=n

Moreover since the intrinsic martingale (M,,, n € Z. ) is uniformly integrable (cf. Theorem/]),
the first marginal of P* is absolutely continuous with respect to the law of the random mark
M under P, with density M.

Let A, be the node of the tagged leaf at the n-th generation. We denote x,, := &), for
the size of the individual corresponding to the node A, and x(¢) for the size of the tagged
individual alive at time ¢, viz.

X(t) = Xn if ay, <t<ay, + C)\n,

because in the case considered sup,,cyay, = 00. We stress that, in general the process x(t)
is not monotonic. However as in [4], Lemma 1.4 there becomes:

Lemma 2. Let k : R, — Ry be a measurable function such that k(0) = 0. Then we have
for everyn € N

E*(k(xn)) =E | > &0k(&) |,
lul=n
and for every t > 0
E*(k(x(1))) = E({z"k(z), X(1))) -

Proposition 1.6 of [4] becomes:
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Proposition 4. Under P*,
Spi=Inx,, n€eZ,

1s a random walk on R with step distribution
P(In xp, — In xpnp1 € dy) = v(dy),
where the probability measure v is defined by
| st = [ klinge).s)(ds)
10,00( Mp(RY)
Equivalently, the Laplace transform of the step distribution is given by
E* (") =E"(xy) =1~ #(p+po), p>0.

Moreover, conditionally on (xn,n € Zy) the sequence of the lifetimes ((xy,Cyy,---) along
the tagged leaf is a sequence of independent exponential variables with respective parameters

a feY
X0 X1+

We now see that we can use this proposition to obtain the description of x(t) using a
Lamperti transformation. Let
ne =S o Ny, t >0,

with N a Poisson process with parameter 1 which is independent of the random walk S;
for probabilities and expectations related to n we use the notation P and E. The process
(x(t),t > 0) is Markovian and enjoys a scaling property. More precisely under P* we get
that

(d)
X(t) = exp(nﬂ'(tw*a))a t > 07 (9)

where 7 is the compound Poisson defined above and 7 the time-change defined implicitly by

7(t)
t= / exp(ans)ds, t>0. (10)
0

6 Asymptotic behaviors.

6.1 The convergence of the size of a tagged individual.

Let
K Po) = — 2P’ In(x), s)v(ds
(po) /M,,(R:)< (<), spv(ds)

denote the derivative of x at the Malthusian parameter py.

In this part we focus on the asymptotic behavior of the size of a tagged individual. In
this direction, the quantity w, = e*™ plays an important role, as it appears at the time
change of the Lamperti transformation (see (I0)), as we see in the next proposition:
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Proposition 5. Suppose that o > 0, that the support of v is not a discrete subgroup rZ for
any v > 0 and that 0 < k' (py) < co. Then for every y > 0, under Py, t/ox(t) converges in
law as t — oo to a random vartable Y whose law is specified by

1

E((Y") = ——B(K(DI™).

for every measurable function k : Ry — Ry, with I := [~ exp(om,)ds and my := E(n) =
—Hl (po)

Proof. As —r'(po) is the mean of the step distribution of the random walk S,, (see Proposition
@), therefore s (py) > 0 imply that E(—n;) > 0 thus the assumption of Theorem 1 in the

works of Bertoin and Yor [7] is fulfilled by the self-similar Markov process x(¢)~!, which gives
the result. m

We could also try to use the same method as the one used in [6] for which we need
Proposition 1.7 [4]. But in this latter we needed E({z?, X (¢))) to be finite when p is large,
and its derivative to be completely monotone. But here neither of these requirements is
necessarily true as s is not necessarily positive when p is large. This explains why we have
to use a different method.

Remark 3. In the case m/(po) = 0 we can extend this proposition. More precisely if

fM a:p0|ln( )|, s)v(ds) < oo

Y xv~ ((x,00))dx
J '_/1 1 +f0m dy fyoo v~ ((—00, —2))dz

< 00,

(where v~ is the image of U by the map v — —u and v is defined in Proposition [{]) and
E <10gJr fOTl e‘”%is) < 0o (with T, := inf{t : —n; > z}) hold then, for any y > 0 under P,

tYx(t) converge in law as t — oo, to a random variable Y whose law is specified by
for any bounded and continuous function k and for t > 0:

E((7)) = lim < B(I; K1),

where I = [ exp(an, — As)ds.
The proof is the same as the previous one using Theorem 1 and Theorem 2 from the
works of Caballero and Chaumont [I1] instead of [7].

6.2 Convergence of the mean measure and LP-convergence.
We encode the configuration of masses X (t) = {(X;(t))1<i<sgx(t)} by the weighted empirical

measure
£X(2)

Ot ‘= ZX tl/aX (t)
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which has total mass M (t).
The associated mean measure o} is defined by the formula

/0 " k(2)or(dz) = E ( /0 h k(x)at(d:v))

which is required to hold for all compactly supported continuous functions k. Since M (t) is
a martingale, o] is a probability measure. We interest us to the convergence of this measure.
This convergence was already established in the case of binary conservative fragmentation
(see the results of Brennan and Durrett [9] and [10]). A very useful tool for this is the
renewal theorem, for which they needed the fact that the process x(t) is decreasing; here we
no longer have such a monotonicity property. See also Theorem 2 and 5 of [6], Theorem 1.3
of |[4] and Proposition 4 of [17| for Theorems about empirical measure for measure which
have a conservative property v(s; <1 Vi€ N) = 1.
Nonetheless, with Proposition [fl and Lemma 2], we easily get:

Corollary 6. With the assumptions of Proposition[3 we get:

1. The measures o; converge weakly, as t — 0o, to the distribution of Y i.e. for any
continuous bounded function k: Ry — R, |, we have:

E ((a"k(t"*z), X (1)) — E(k(Y)).

t—o00
2. For all p. > p > py:

t(p_pO)/aIE((xp,X(t») — E(YPP).

t—o0

We now formulate a more precise result concerning the convergence of the empirical
measure:

Theorem 7. Under the same assumptions as in Proposition[d we get that for every bounded
continuous function k:

0 —tim [ k@)ou(dz) = MuERQY)) = 2 pie(1) 1Y),

t—o00 0 am

for some p > 1.

Remark 4. A slightly different version of Corollary[@ and Theorem [ exists also under the
assumptions in Remark[3.

See also Asmussen and Kaplan [I] and [2] for a closely related result.
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Proof. We follow the same method as Section 1.4. in [4] and in this direction we use Lemma
1.5 there: for (A(t))i>0 = (Ai(t),7 € N)i>0 a sequence of non-negative random variables such
that for fixed p > 1

sup E <<§: )\i(t)> ) < oo and tlgiloE (f: )\i(t)> =0,

20 i—1

and for (Y;(t),7 € N) a sequence of random variables which are independent conditionally

on A(t), we assume that there exists a sequence (37;,@ € N) of i.i.d variables in L?(IP), which

is independent of A(¢) for each fixed ¢, and such that |Y;(¢)| < Y, for all i € N and ¢ > 0.
Then we know from Lemma 1.5 in [4] that

lim 37 X (6)(Yi(t) — E(H(1)A®1) = 0. (11)

i=1
Now, let k£ be a continuous function bounded by 1 and let
Ay = (aPk(tYz), X (1)).

By application of the Markov property at time ¢ for A;,, and the self-similarity property
of the process X we can rewrite A, 4 as

1X(t)
\i(8)Y;(t, s)
i=1
where \;(t) := XP°(t) and

Yi(t,s) == (ak((t + s)*X;(t)x), X, (s)),

with X , X, , ... a sequence of i.i.d. copies of X which is independent of X(?).
By Theorem [I] we get that

X (1) b
supE Ni(t < 0
Sup ; (t)

By the last corollary we also obtain that
1X(t)
E Z XN(t) | ~ t—(p—l)poE(X(p—l)po(l)) -0,
i=1

as t — oo.
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Moreover the variables Y;(¢, s) are uniformly bounded by

Y; = sup(z?°, X, (s)),

s>0

which are i.i.d. variables and also bounded in L”(IP) thanks to Doob’s inequality (as (x,,, Xi.(s))
is a martingale bounded in L*(IP)).
Thus we may apply (III), which reduces the study to that of the asymptotic behavior of:

¥X (1)

> OB IX(0)

as t tends to co. On the event {X;(t) =y}, we get
E(Y;(t, 5)|X(1) = E ((z™k((t + 5)"/*yz), X(s))) .
Then by Lemma 2
E ((a7k((t + s)"yx), X, (5))) = E* (k ((t + )" *yx(s))) -
With Proposition B, we obtain

lim E* (k (¢ + ) /yx(s))) = E (k (¥)).
Moreover recall from Corollary Bl that Z#fl(t) Ai(t) converges to My, in LP(IP). Therefore we
finally get that when ¢ goes to infinity:

EX (1)

Z)\ Yi(t, )| X (t)) Z)\ (Y)) Ma.

A Further results about the intrinsic process

We will give more general properties about the intrinsic process {Mg, Q C U}, Mg =
Yo 0. For a line @, {Mg} is adapted to the filtration {#,}. We use the abuse of
notation that M, stand for the process My, , with L, = {u € U : |u| = n} the labels of the
n-th generation. We introduce new definitions, we say that a line ) covers L, if Q > L and
any individual stemming from L either stems from @ or has progeny in Q). If ) covers the
ancestor it may simply be called covering. Let Cy be the class of covering lines with finite
maximal generation. We denoted the generation of Q: [Q| = sup,q |u|. The origin of the
intrinsic martingale comes from real time martingale of Nerman [20].
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Also for r € R7, let 1, be the structural measure:

0p(B) i=E.(t{ucU: & € BY) = v(rs;€ B) for BCB,

=1

[e.e]

where B is the Borel algebra on R7. Let the reproduction measure ;i on the sigma-field
B ® B be such that for every r > 0:

w(r,dv x du) = ro‘e_ra“duz v(rs; € dv)
i=1
and for any A € R
pia(r, dv x du) = e pu(r, du x dv).

The composition operation * denotes the Markov transition on the size space R, and con-
volution on the time space R, , so that: for all A € B and B € B,

(s, Ax B) = px*u(s,Ax B) = / w(ry A x (B —u))u(s,dr x du).

R+ XR+

With the convention that the *-power 0 is {4y} (s,0) which gives all the mass to (s,0). We
define the renewal measure as .
Uai= Y pa
0

Let

o ==inf{\ : \(r, Ry x Ry) < oo for some r € R,}.
Moreover as
mre/(r¢+ ) if A>—r®
pa(r, Ry xRy ) = { / )
o0 else,

thus
Ua(r, Ry x Ry) < oo if and only if A < (r/(m — 1))¥/«

therefore we get o' = 0. For A € B, let

m(A) = nli_)n;()u*"(l,A x Ry) (12)
which is well defined as p*"(1, A x R, ) is a decreasing function in n and nonnegative. Let
h(s) := s for all s € R, and (3 := 1. These objects correspond to those defined in [15].

Recall that the Galton-Watson process (Z,,n > 0)) is equal to (8{u € U : &, >
0 and |u| =n},n >0).
We suppose that
m = E(Zl) < 00,

ie. fMp(R*) fsv(ds) < oo this assumption is slightly stronger than (), therefore we get that:
+
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Proposition 8. 1. If L < Q are lines, then

E(Mq|H,) < M.

If Q verifies |Q] < oo and covers L, then

E(Mg|HL) = My.

2. For all s >0, {Mp; L€ Cy} is uniformly Ps-integrable.

3. There 1s a random variable M > 0 such that for m-almost all s > 0
My, =E,(M|Hy)
)

1
and M, Lgs M, as L € Cy filters (X). If ¢, = guy1 € Co and to any x € U there is an
Gn Such that x has progeny in <,, M. — M, asn — oo, also a.s. Ps.

A consequence of the first and second points applied for L, = {u € U : |u| = n} and
L, ={uel: |ul=m} with m >n >0, is that M, is a martingale and the uniform Pg-
integrability of this martingale. The third point applied for the lines 7; give the convergence
of M(t) in L'(PP,) and almost surely.

Proof. e First the conditions of Malthusian population are fulfilled, thus by Theorem 5.1 in
[L5] we get the first point.

Let € := fR+XR+ h(s)roe=t dtd, (ds) = > juj=1 &40 and Er be the expectation with respect
to fR+ Ps(dw)m(ds). Therefore,

Eﬂ(g 10g+ g) = / E,

R4

(Ser (1 Do) ) o,

i=1

and it follows readily from the Malthusian hypotheses and the fact that Zm:n EPPo is a
supermartingale, that this quantity is finite. Therefore the assumption of Theorem 6.1 of
[15] are check, which gives by Theorem 6.1 of [15] the second point and by Theorem 6.3 of
[15] we get the third point. O
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