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This paper deals with a class of Boltzmann equations on the
real line, extensions of the well-known Kac caricature. A distinguish-
ing feature of the corresponding equations is that therein, the colli-
sion gain operators are defined by N-linear smoothing transforma-
tions. These kind of problems have been studied, from an essen-
tially analytic viewpoint, in a recent paper by Bobylev, Cercignani
and Gamba [Comm. Math. Phys. 291 (2009) 599-644]. Instead, the
present work rests exclusively on probabilistic methods, based on
techniques pertaining to the classical central limit problem and to
the so-called fixed-point equations for probability distributions. An
advantage of resorting to methods from the probability theory is that
the same results—relative to self-similar solutions—as those obtained
by Bobylev, Cercignani and Gamba, are here deduced under weaker
conditions. In particular, it is shown how convergence to a self-similar
solution depends on the belonging of the initial datum to the do-
main of attraction of a specific stable distribution. Moreover, some
results on the speed of convergence are given in terms of Kantorovich—
Wasserstein and Zolotarev distances between probability measures.

1. Introduction. In this paper we consider a kinetic-type evolution equa-
tion, introduced and studied in [9], which includes some well-known one-
dimensional Maxwell models. If ¢(¢,£) denotes the Fourier—Stieltjes trans-
form

o(t,€) = /IR ¢S (dv)  (EER)
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of a time-dependent probability measure p; on the real line R, the equation
under interest is

(11) %¢(t,§)+¢(t,f) :Q(¢(t,),,¢(t,))(f) (t>0,f€R),

$(0,8) = ¢o(8),

where, given N characteristic functions ¢1,...,¢n,

~

(1.2) Q(¢1,- -, dN)(§) == E[p1(A1) - dN(ANE)] (£ €eR).

The expectation E in (1.2) is taken with respect to the distribution of a given
vector A= (Ay,...,An) of positive real-valued random variables defined on
a probability space (£2,F,P). The initial condition ¢ is a characteristic
function of a prescribed real random variable X with distribution function
F() (J})

Notice that different equations for probability dynamics considered in lit-
erature are special cases of (1.1): the one-dimensional Kac caricature [20],
some one-dimensional dissipative Maxwell models [5, 26, 28], some mean con-
servative models used to describe economical dynamics (see, e.g., [24, 27]),
some models for mixture of Maxwell gases [10]. In addition, using results
in [8, 9], it can be shown that the isotropic solutions of the multidimen-
sional inelastic Boltzmann equation [7| are functions of one-dimensional
Fourier—Stieltjes transforms which are solutions of (1.1) for a suitable choice
of (A1,...,An) and ¢¢. Finally, we recall that this kind of kinetic equations
describes the evolution of the limit (in a suitable sense) of a pure jump
Markov process, representing K interacting particles, when K diverges; see,
for instance, [17].

For simplicity of notation in the rest of the paper we write Q((b) instead
of Q(¢,..., ).

The aim of this paper is to study the asymptotic behavior of the solution ¢
of (1.1) as t = +o0.

One can distinguish two different situations:

e the solution ¢(t,&) converges, as t — +00, to a stationary solution, that
is, a characteristic function ¢, such that

(1'3) Poo :Q(¢w)a

e there exists pu* (depending on the initial condition ¢g) such that the
rescaled solution

(1.4) w(t, &) == p(t,e " 1E)

converges as t — 400 to a nondegenerate limit.
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To understand the nature of this limit, let us observe that the re-scaled
solution, w, satisfies the following new equation:

0 L0
(1'5) aw(tgf) +u 58_5

When p* =0 equation (1.5) reduces to (1.1) and, clearly, w is simply ¢. The
stationary equation associated to (1.5) is, for every p*,

w(t, &) +w(t, &) = Qwl(t,))(&),

~

e @%ww@ (€)= Q) (6),

which can be re-written, after easy computations, as an integral equation
for a Fourier—Stieltjes transform

1
(1.6) wsol€) = / Qlwse) (7€) dr.

It is important to note that, if a characteristic function wy, satisfies (1.6),
then

B(t, &) = woo (exp{p"t}§)

satisfies the original Kac-like equation (1.1) with initial condition ¢¢(&) =
Woo (). Following [9], we shall use the name self-similar solution for a solu-
tion weo of (1.6) (when it exists), although the name self-similar solution is
usually devoted to weo(exp{p*t}§).

In terms of random variables, (1.6) becomes

N
(1.7) X203y 4x,
i=1
where (X, X1,...,Xx) are stochastically independent random variables with

the same characteristic function we,, © is a random variable with uniform
distribution on (0,1) and (X, X1,...,Xxn), © and (Ay,..., Ay) are stochas-

tically independent. Moreover, Z £ Z5 means that the random variables Z;
and Z, have the same law. Q is usually called smoothing transformation,
and equations of kind (1.6), or equivalently (1.7), are referred to as fixed
point equations for distributions.

In [9] Maxwell models of type (1.1) are considered from a very general
point of view and some key properties that lead to the self-similar asymp-
totics are established mainly by analytic techniques. The goal of our paper is
to study convergence to self-similar solutions by means of probabilistic meth-
ods. Via a suitable probabilistic representation of the solution of (1.1) we
resort to central limit theorems and fixed point equations for distributions. In
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this way we are able to extend some results presented in [9]. The main result
we obtained is the proof of long-time convergence of the rescaled solution
to a self-similar solution essentially under the natural hypothesis that the
initial condition belongs to the domain of normal attraction of a stable dis-
tribution. Our approach is a generalization of the methods developed in [3],
where only the convergence to stationary solutions for (1.1) and (1.2) with
N =2 has been studied. We mention that in [4] a probabilistic approach has
been used to study the solutions of a kinetic equation in which the collision
gain operator is a (bilinear) inhomogeneous smoothing transformation.

The general idea of representing solutions to Kac-like equations in a prob-
abilistic way dates back at least to [25]; this approach has been fully formal-
ized and employed in the derivation of various results in the last decade; see,
for example, [11, 16]. For the original Kac equation, probabilistic methods
have been used in many papers; see [31] for a review.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 contains the statements of
our main theorems. In Section 3 we derive the stochastic representation of
solutions to (1.1). Section 4 contains the statements of some intermediate
results concerning sums of random variables indexed by random N-ary re-
cursive trees. All proofs are completed in Section 5.

2. Main results. From now on we assume that A; are nonnegative ran-
dom variables such that

N N
(2.1) P{ZH{Ai>O}€{O,1}}<1, E[Z]I{Ai>0}]>1.

i=1 =1

In the theorems below the initial condition Fy will satisfy one of the
following hypotheses (H. ), where v belongs to (0,2]:

(Hy) either (a) [p|v|dFy(v) <400 and mg= [pvdFy(v) or (b) Fy is a
symmetric distribution function and satisfies the condition

. o — + . — +
(2.2) $11>I_Eool‘(1 Fy(z)) =c5 < o0, $11>IEIOO|$‘F0($) ¢y < +oo
with cg > 0;

(Hy) 0< 0§ := [g|v]*dFp(v) < 400 and [pvdFy(v) =0;
if v€(0,1)U(1,2)

(H,) Fy satisfies the condition

(2.3) lim 27(1— Fy(z)) = c¢f <+o0, EIIL |z|"Fy(x) = ¢y <400

r—r-+00

with ¢f 4+ ¢g >0 and, in addition, [pvdFy(v) =0 ify>1.
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Accordingly, define
eimot, if =1 and (a) of (H;) holds,
e €l if v =1 and (b) of (H;) holds,
(24)  §,(8) =9 eo8l?/2if 4 =2 and (H,) holds,
o—Hol€[(1—ino tan(my/2) sign €)
if v € (0, 1)’U (1,2) and (H,) holds,
where
T - cg —Cy
X(sin(y/2) T e ey

Notice that, except when v =1 and (a) of (Hy) holds, g, is the Fourier—
Stieltjes transform of a centered stable law of exponent v and (2.3) of (H,)
is equivalent to saying that F{y belongs to the domain of normal attraction
of a ~-stable law g, with Fourier—Stieltjes transform g,. See, for example,
Chapter 17 of [15].

It is worthwhile to recall that a distribution function Fj belongs to the
domain of normal attraction of a stable law of exponent v if for any se-
quence of independent and identically distributed real-valued random vari-
ables (X, )n>1 with common distribution function Fp, there exists a sequence
of real numbers (¢y)p>1 such that the law of n~1/ Yo, Xi — ¢, converges
weakly to a stable law of exponent 7 € (0,2].

(2.5) ko= (cg +¢p)

2.1. Convergence to self-similar solutions. Our main result states that,
under suitable assumptions, the rescaled solution w, defined in (1.4), con-
verges to a mixture of centered stable characteristic functions. The prob-
ability distribution of the mixing measure is characterized as a particular
(positive) solution of the fixed point equation

N
(2.6) Z£050N A1 z7,

i=1
where, as usual, (Z,71,...,Zy) are i.i.d., O is a random variable with uni-
form distribution on (0,1), (Z, Z1,...,Zn), © and (Ay,..., Ay) are stochas-

tically independent and S:[0,00) — [—1,00] is the convex function defined
by

(2.7) S(s):=E 1

N
24
j=1

with the convention that 0° = 0. In other words, the Fourier-Stieltjes trans-
form of the mixing measure will be characterized as a particular solution of
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the integral equation

1
(2.8) o(€) = /O E

N
Hv(fAZTS(“’))] dr.
i=1

Note that, thanks to (2.1), one has 0 < S(0) < N — 1; hence if S§(s) < 400
for some s, then S(gq) < 400 for every ¢ in (0,s). We point out that there
is a simple connection between the function s+— S(s), widely used in the
probabilistic fixed point literature, and the so-called spectral function s —
u(s) introduced in [9], more exactly

M&%Zﬁgz

Finally, we observe that the function S(s) is such that

N
CHRBYYH
=1

for every s, provided S(s) < 4+00. In the next proposition we collect some
useful results concerning equation (2.6), or equivalently (2.8).

(s>0).

E

PROPOSITION 2.1.  Fiz v in (0,2]. Assume that u(5) < p(y) < +oo for
some & >y. Then:

i) there is a unique probability distribution (s~ on RY, with
Y Y

/ 2oy (dz) =1,
R+

such that if Z has law (s, then it satisfies (2.6), or equivalently v ,(§) :=
Jp+ €4%Cooy(d2) is a solution of (2.8);

(ii) the equation p(q) — p(y) =0 has at most one solution ¢ # v, and
we set, by convention, ¢ := +00 if the unique solution is q=-y;

(ili) oo,y is degenerate if and only ZZJL Al =1 almost surely. Moreover,
if P{Efil Al =1} <1 and p>~y, [ps 2P/ 4 (dz) < 400 if and only if
p<4q;.

In the next theorems we assume that (H,) holds true for some v in (0, 2],
and we study the self-similar limit of the rescaled solution w for p* = u(7).
We will see that the nondegeneracy of the limit will depend on the shape of
the spectral function p.

THEOREM 2.2. Let (2.1) be in force. Assume that (Hy) holds true for
some v in (0,2] and that p(d) < pu(y) < +o0, for some § >~. Then, there is
a probability measure po  such that:
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(i) The characteristic function of pe y is a self-similar solution; that is,
Weoy (€) := [ €Y pooy (dV) is a solution of (1.6) for p* = p(v) and

(2.9) lim ¢(t, e ") = wee 4 (€)

t—4o00

for every & € R. Moreover,

Wel€) = [ 61617 d2),

where (s~ 5 given in (1) of Proposition 2.1, and g is defined in (2.4).

(i) Ifvy#1,2 orif y=1 and (b) of (Hy) holds, then pss ~ is a y-stable
distribution if and only if Zf\il Al =1 almost surely. Moreover
Jz [0 pos »(dv) < 400 if and only if p <.

(iii) If v =1 and (a) of (Hy) holds, then psor = 6m, if and only if
Zij\il A; =1 almost surely. Moreover, if P{Zfil A; =1} <1, then
Jg [0IPpoci(dv) < o0 for p>1 if and only if p < qf [where qf is defined
in (i) of Proposition 2.1].

(iv) Ify=2, then poo 2 is a Gaussian distribution if and only if sz\il A? =
1 almost surely. Moreover, if P{Zfil A? =1} <1, then [g[v[Ppoc2(dv) <
+oo for p> 2 if and only if p < ¢ [where g5 is defined in (ii) of Proposi-
tion 2.1].

The previous result can be rephrased in terms of random variables as
follows. Let V; be a random variable whose characteristic function is the
unique solution ¢(¢,£) to problem (1.1). Such a V; is given explicitly in
Section 3 (see Proposition 3.2). Then, Theorem 2.2 states the convergence in

distribution of e *MV} to a random variable V., = Z%%S«,, where Z , and
S., are stochastically independent, Z, , is the unique solution of (2.6) with
E[Z«,| =1 and S, is either a stable random variable or the constant my.

The following theorem considers the cases in which the rescaling e #()?
provides a degenerate limiting solution, that is Vo, = 0.

THEOREM 2.3. Let (2.1) be in force. Assume that (Hy) holds true for
some v in (0,2]. If p(0) < p(y) < +oo, for some 0 < § <, then

Jdim o(te =1 ((ER).

2.2. Comparison with previous results. In [9] the Chauchy problem (1.1)—
(1.2) is studied under the hypothesis that Ay,..., Ay are exchangeable ran-
dom variables with finite moments of any order. The convergence of the
rescaled solution to the self-similar one is obtained under the same hypothe-
ses on the spectral function p assumed in Theorem 2.2, in two different
situations:
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- when Fj is a symmetric distribution function and

(2.10) L—go(§) = [g" +O(g["™)  (£—=0)

for some v <2 and ¢ > 0;
- when Fj is supported by RT and Lo (£) := [, e %V dFp(v) satisfies

(2.11) 1= Lo(§) =&"+0(¢™)  (£—=07)

for some v <1 and ¢ > 0.

Some results on moments of the self-similar solutions are proved under
the stronger assumption that the distributions of the A;’s have compact
support.

The probabilistic approach enables us to weaken the hypotheses both on
the A;’s and on the initial condition ¢q. In particular, we require neither the
symmetry [except for (b) in assumption (Hjp)] nor the positiveness of the
initial data. Moreover, (H,) is weaker than (2.10) and (2.11). In fact, if Fy
is symmetric, then it satisfies (2.3) for 0 <y < 2 if and only if

1= ¢o(&) = kol€"(L+o(1))

as €] = 0, and o < +oo if and only if 1 — ¢o(&) = 02—‘2)\§|2(1 + o(1)). See
Theorem 1.3 of [18]. On the other hand, if Fj is supported by RT and its
Laplace transfom satisfies (2.11) for v < 1, by Theorem 4 in Section XIIL.5
of [14], it follows that (2.3) holds true. Finally, if (2.11) holds for v =1, it
follows immediately that [, vdFy(v) < +oo0.

2.3. Rates of convergence. In the following we show that, under some
additional hypotheses, the convergence stated in Theorem 2.2 takes place at
an exponential rate in suitable metrics.

Recall that the Wasserstein distance of order § > 0 between two random
variables X and Y, or equivalently between their probability distributions,
is defined by
(2.12) I5(X,Y):= inf (E|X'—Y'[]?)!/max(@1)

(X1Y7)
The infimum is taken over all pairs (X', Y”) of real random variables whose
marginal distributions are the same as those of X and Y, respectively. In
general, the infimum in (2.12) may be infinite; a sufficient (but not necessary)
condition for finite distance is that both E|X|* < 400 and E|Y|°® < 4-0c. For
more information on Wasserstein distances see, for example, [29].
The next theorem is the natural generalization of Theorem 5 in [3].

THEOREM 2.4. Let (2.1) be in force. Assume that (Hy) holds true for
some 7y in (0,2) and that p(0) < p(y), for some v <6 with 1 <y <6 <2 or
v<d<1. Let V; and Vy be as above. Then

(2.13)  U5(e POV, Vi )18 < (15( Xy, Vi )X (0:1) g=t0l(7) —(9)]
with c=1if 6 <1 and ¢ =2 otherwise.
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Clearly, (2.13) is meaningful only if I5(Xg, Vo) < +00. When v =1 and
(a) of (Hy) holds, it follows that E|Vi|® < +oc by (iii) of Theorem 2.2, since
it is easy to see that 0 < ¢i. Hence, in this case, [5(Xo, Vo) < 400 when-
ever E|X(|® < 400. When v # 1 or when v =1 and (b) of (H;) holds, the
requirement [5(Xo, V) < +00 is nontrivial since, by Theorem 2.2, one has
E[|Vao|®] = +00. The following lemma provides a sufficient criterion tailored
to the situation at hand.

LEMMA 2.5.  Assume, in addition to the hypotheses of Theorem 2.2, that
d < 2v and that Fy satisfies (H,) in the more restrictive sense that there
exists a constant K >0 and some 0 <e <1 with

(2.14) 1—cfz™ = Fo(z)| < Kz~ 0rte) for x>0,
(2.15) |Fo(x) — ¢y (—2) Y| < K(—2)~0%)  for z <.
Provided that 6 <~/(1 —¢), it follows l5(Xo, Vso) < +00.

We have not been able to prove Theorem 2.4 for v = 2. On the other
hand we are able to give the speed of convergence for every « in (0,2] with
respect to the Zolotarev metrics Z,. The metric Z; is defined, for s = m+ a,
m being a nonnegative integer and 0 < o <1, by

(2.16) Zy(X,Y) :=sup{E[f(X) = f(Y)]: f € Fi},

where F; is the set of real-valued functions on R which at all points have
the mth derivatives such that |f) (z) — (™) (y)| < |z — y|*. For more in-
formation see, for example, [36].

In general the finiteness condition Z4(X,Y) is not easy to check. It turns
out that if [ 2" (dFx (z)—dFy(z)) = 0 for any integer r < m and [ |z|*|dFx(x)—
dFy (x)| < +00, where Fx and Fy are the distribution functions of X and Y,
then Z4(X,Y) < 4o00. See Theorem 1.5.7 in [36]. The estimates proved in
the next theorem are interesting in particular for the case v = 2, for which
the above sufficient conditions for the finiteness of Zs(Xy, V) are easily
verified.

THEOREM 2.6. Let (2.1) be in force. Assume that (Hy) holds true for
some v in (0,2] and that p(d) < p(y), for some v <d. Let V; and Vu be as
above. Then

(2.17) Zs(e PO, Vo) < Z5(Xo, Vo )e B —1O)]
In particular, if y=2, 6 <3 and E\X@P < +o0, then
(2.18) Zs(e MY, Vo) < cem P =10
where

1

c: (E|Xo|° + E|Vao|?) < +00.

T T(I+9)
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3. Marked recursive IN-ary random trees and probabilistic interpretation
of the solutions. The notion of N-ary random trees will be used to describe,
in a probabilistic way, the solution of (1.1). This approach is a generalization
of the probabilistic representation presented in [3], where binary trees were
considered in order to describe the solution when Q is a bilinear smoothing
transformation.

3.1. Random N -ary recursive trees. Recall that a rooted tree is said to
be a planar tree when successors of the root and recursively the successors
of each node are equipped with a left-to-right order. For any integer number
N >2 an N-ary tree is a (planar and rooted) tree where each node is either
a leaf (i.e., it has no successor) or it has N successors. We define the size
of the N-ary tree t, in symbol |t|, by the number of internal nodes. Any
N-ary tree with Nk + 1 nodes has size k and possesses fi:= (N — 1)k +1
leaves. We now describe a (natural) tree evolution process which gives rise
to the so-called “random N-ary recursive tree.” The evolution process starts
with Tp, an empty tree, that is, with just an external node (the root). The
first step in the growth process is to replace this external node by an internal
one with NV successors that are leaves; in this way we get 77. Then with
probability 1/N (i.e., the number of leaves) one of these N leaves is selected
and again replaced by an internal node with N successors. In this way one
continues. At every time k, T} is an N-ary tree with k internal nodes.

A very important issue is that N-ary trees have a recursive structure.
More precisely we can use the following recursive definition of N-ary trees:
an N-ary tree t is either just an external node or an internal node with N
sgg)trees (tjzvh)at are again N-ary trees. We shall denote these subtrees by
@),

Recall also that every N-ary tree can be seen as a subset of

U:={2}U [U{LQ,...,N}k].
k>1
As usual @ is the root, and if v = (vy,...,v%) (v; € {1,...,N}) is a node
of an N-ary tree then the length of v is |v| := k, moreover (v,vpi1):=
(v1,..., Uk, Vk11), and (v,@) :=wv. For every 1 <i <k, set v|i:= (vy,...,v;)
and v|0 = @. Finally, given an N-ary tree ¢ we shall denote by L(t) the
set of the leaves of t. For more details on N-ary recursive trees see, for
instance, [12].
For every integer k > 1, set

N
T = {Z:(zlava)eN(J)VZzJ:k_l}’
j=1

where Ng = 0UN, and denote by T}, x the set of all N-ary trees with size k.
Notice that 7 € J; if, and only if, 71 =--- =iy = 0. Finally, for every 7 in Jj,
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set
Ch={teTyn:[tY=4;,j=1,...,N}.

The following proposition states some properties of random N-ary recur-
sive trees.

PROPOSITION 3.1.  Let (Tj)r>1 be a sequence of random N -ary recursive
trees. For every k> 1, every i in Ji and every t in Ty v,

PATY =40 7N =M € CFy

3.1
(3.1) N | |

= 11 P{Tr) = YLD = i}

j=1

and
(3.2) P{T}, € CF} = py (i),
where for k>1,

N k-1 Hi\il H;lq_zlo m
(3.3) pr(i) == <z’1,...,z'N> T&T
with the convention that T[],y f» = 1. Finally, (\Tél)\/n,...,\TéN)Vn) con-
verges almost surely to a vector (Uy,...,Un) with Dirichlet distribution of

parameters (1/(N —1),...,1/(N —1)), for n — 4o0.

3.2. Wild series and probabilistic representation of the solutions. To start
with we will write the Wild series expansion of ¢(-,t). This kind of expansion
can be easily derived using a general result contained in [21]. For every ¢ >0
and k € Ny, set

by = I_If:i()1 i
(N — 1)k
and
(3.4) C(t, k) i=bpe t(1 — e~ (N=DH)F,

REMARK 1. Note that ((t,-) is the probability density of a negative
binomial random variable of parameters (1/(N —1),e~N=1%) Indeed, since

fi=(N—-1)i+1fori=0,1,...
b, — (L/(N =1))
k — k! )

where for every nonnegative real number r, and every nonnegative integer n

n—1
=L +i) =S5
1=0

and (r)o=1.
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Using Remark 1 above and Theorem 1.1 in [21] it is a simple matter to
deduce that the unique global solution to (1.1) is given by

Bt €) =Y C(t, k)ar(9),

k>0

where (gx)r is a sequence of characteristic functions recursively defined by
Setting QO(é.) = ¢0(£) and7 for k > ]-7

a(€) =Y pe(D)Q( iy -6y (),

€Tk

where py, is defined in (3.3). This representation is the generalization of the
Wild series, which is obtained, when N =2, in [34]. It is easy to see that
o(t,-) is a characteristic function.

The Wild series expansion suggests a probabilistic interpretation for the
solutions as sums of random variables indexed by N-ary recursive random
trees. On a sufficiently large probability space (2, F, P), let the following be
given:

e a family (X,),cu of independent random variables with common distri-
bution function Fy;

e afamily (A;(v), A2(v),..., An(v))yev of independent positive random vec-
tors with the same distribution of (Ay,..., An);

e a sequence of N-ary recursive random trees (T,)nen;

e astochastic process (4)¢>0 with values in Ng such that P{v; =k} = ((¢, k)
for every integer k> 0, where ((¢,k) is defined in (3.4).

Write A(v) = (A1(v), A2(v),..., An(v)) and assume further that
(AW))vev,  (Ta)n>1,  (Xo)vev and ()0

are stochastically independent.
For each node v = (vy,...,vx) in U, set

v[-1

w(v) = H AU'L+1 (U|Z)
=0

and w(@) = 1. Now recall that £(T,,) is the set of leaves of T,,, and define
W() = X@

and, for every n > 1,
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PROPOSITION 3.2. Equation (1.1) has a unique solution ¢(t,-), which
coincides with the characteristic function of Vi :=W,,.

Let us conclude this section rewriting W, in an alternative form. In the
following we will use both forms, according to our convenience. For each
n > 1 we shall denote by

{/Bl,?h v 75fn,n}

the weights associated to the leaves of T;,, that is, if

L(T,) ={Lin,---sLg,n}

(in left-to-right order) B;, = w(L;y). Hence we can rewrite W,, as

fn
Wn = Z /Bj,an,ny

j=1
where X, := X,

i

4. Some limit theorems for sums of random variables indexed by N-ary
recursive trees. Let us sketch our approach to the study of the asymp-
totic behavior of ¢(t,e *M¢). From the probabilistic interpretation given
in Proposition 3.2, we obtain that ¢(t, e HMtg ) is the characteristic function
of the rescaled random variable e~ #M'V;, = e=#M'Y,, . Hence, we look for
a positive function n — my,(7y) such that

Juy
AR et 1/ Bim 5
(4'1) (Nt(’Y)a WVt) : (e My, (7) 7]2; my, (,Y)l/'y X]ﬂ’t)
converges weakly as ¢ — 400, in order to obtain the convergence of e #MtY, =
N¢(v)W,,. This will be done in several steps. First of all we will study, for

suitable my(7y)’s, the weak limit of

fn
_ w, 1
(42) W = a7 () jz;ﬁ]’nXm

which is a sum of random variables from a triangular array. Notice that a di-
rect application of a central limit theorem is not possible, since the weights
mp(v)~Y 7Bjn are not independent. However, one can apply a central limit
theorem to the conditional law of W,,, given the array of weights Bjn and
(T5.)n>1- To this end, we shall prove that under suitable assumptions, if

(1.3 ma() :H(1 + 5,

o fr
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S(7) being defined in (2.7), then

My(v) =

j7n

=Ly

verges to zero in probability as n — +o00. As a consequence we will find that
the weak limit of W, is a scale mixture of ~-stable laws, where the scale
mixing measure is the law of M. (7)'/7. From the asymptotic results on W,
we will easily deduce the weak convergence of the random vector (4.1) for
t — +o00.

4.1. The martzngale of weights. Let v be a given positive real number
such that E[ZZ 1 AV] < 4+o0. For every integer number n > 1, set

(4.4) My(7) = ) w(v)vziﬁln'
j=1

Note that

and, if S(y) =0, then M, (y) = M, (7).
The following proposition generalizes Lemma 2 in [3].

PROPOSITION 4.1.  For every v > 0 such that E[Zf\;1 Al] < 400, one has

E[Mp ()] = mn(y) = ((8(7(1;211[)/—(]5)); =

and, as n — +oo,
_ I'(1/(N-1)) 1
(4.5)  mp(y) =nSOV/N-1) 1+0(=)).
L((S(y) +1)/(N -1)) n
Moreover, Mn(’y) is a positive martingale with respect to the filtration
Gn = U((A(v))UGJ(Tn)u Iy,. .. 7Tn)u

where J(Ty,) denotes the set of the internal nodes of T, and E[]N\Zn(’y)] =1.
Hence, My(y ) converges almost surely to a random variable My () with
E[Moo(7)] <1

For every v > 0, set
") @ (v) Bin
1

7 . = mo (/Y
By : VLT ma (YT =L ()17

and recall that p(v) =S8(v)/v.
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PROPOSITION 4.2. If for some § >0 and v >0 one has 1(d) < u(y) <
+o00, then ﬁ((;:; converges in probability to 0. Moreover, if in addition 6 < -y

one has that M, (v) converges almost surely to 0, that is, Mw(y) = 0. While,
if ¥ <38, My(y) converges in L' to Moo (v) and hence E[My(7)] = 1.

PROPOSITION 4.3.  Assume that B[S~ | A7] < +00. Let My () be the
same random variable defined in Proposition 4.1, and denote its character-
istic function by Yoo ~. Then ) satisfies the following integral equation:

N
(4.6) Yoo (&) =E [ oo (A7US N V)| (ceR),

=1

where U = (Uy,...,Un) has Dirichlet distribution of parameters (1/(N —1),
., 1/(N =1)) and (Ai,...,An) and U are stochastically independent.

Note that (4.6) is equivalent to

N
(4.7) MES AUT NIy,
i=1
where (M, My, ..., M,) are stochastically independent random variables with

the same law of My (), and (M,M;,...,M,), U and (Ay,...,Ay) are
stochastically independent.

4.2. Convergence of W, and of (N;(7),W,,). Now we study the limiting
distribution of W,, defined by (4.2).

PROPOSITION 4.4. Let (2.1) be in force. Let v belong to (0,2], and as-
sume that there exists § >0 such that u(0) < p(y) < +o0o. Assume that con-
dition (Hy) holds true; then

(4.8) lim E[e"] = E[g, (Moo (7)"/7€)]

n——+o0o
for every £ € R, where MOO('}/) is the same random variable defined in Propo-
sition 4.1 and g is defined in (2.4).
At this stage, recall that Ny(vy) = e #Mim,, (v)1/7.

ProproSITION 4.5.  Under the assumptions of Proposition 4.4,

lim E[eiéth('Y)‘i’ifQWut]
t——+o0

=R[eC P VY R (Mo ()8)],  (6,6) €RZ,
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where D has gamma distribution with shape parameter 1/(N — 1) and scale
parameter 1,

TN -1) A\
(4.9) Cy = (p((g(fy) +1)/(N - 1))> ’

Moo (%) is the same random variable defined in Proposition 4.1, Ma(v)
and D are stochastically independent and g is defined in (2.4). As a con-
sequence,

(4.10)  Tim o(t,e™#0E) =E[g (e, DOV NN (1))E)] (€€R).

The result in (4.10) is the core of Theorems 2.2 and 2.3 presented in
Section 2.1. The further properties of the limiting distribution are proved in
Section 5.3.

5. Proofs.

5.1. Proofs of Section 3.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3.1. Let us first prove (3.2). Recall that J; =
{(0,...,0)} and for i = (0,...,0)
P{T1 e}y =P{TV|=0,..., )T | = 0} =1 = py (4).
For every k>1and j=1,..., N,

l l . j j l
PYTY, | = 11011 # 5, T = 1T+ 0] =1, N}

_ f|TI£j)|
Jr
This means that the problem of evaluating probability (3.2) can be reduced
to a Pélya urn scheme, where one starts with N balls of N different colors,

and at each step a ball is randomly drawn from the urn and replaced with N
balls of the same color. Hence, for every k > 2 and i = (i1,...,in) € Tk

N yri—1
P =ii=1, vy = S el )
[L=at Ih=o /v
which is (3.2).
Let us prove (3.1) by induction. For k =1 equality (3.1) is trivially true.
Let us suppose (3.1) holds for k. Let t € Tpy1 v and i = (i1,...,in) =
([t [t™]) € Try1, then

P{TY, =10, 1) =t 1 e O
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N
—P{ k;-l—l =, Tl§+%—t( '}

= ZP{T(ll_t(l ST =T =4O 12 5T = )

7j=1,.. ,Nt €At
Jii;=>1

x PATY =012 5,19 = ¢},
where
={t; € Ti;—1,n:3v € L(t]) such that 7 U {(v,1),...,(v,N)} :t(j)}.

By construction of a random N-ary tree, if 4; > 1 and ¢} € Ajy,
; 1
5.1)  PTM, =40 T =T =4O 2 5T = ) = T
k

and

(5.2) P{T;, = > P{T, =t}

ZJ t* GAJ +

Furthermore, in view of the induction hypotheses and (3.2), one gets

P{T(l) _ t(l),l 7&]7 T(J) _ t”f}
(5.3) k PR

Hence, from ( 1), (5.2) and (5.3), one obtains

N N

k+1

N ] P{T;, 1=t}
—HP{T _t(l Z pk i1,. 1,...,’LN) Z Pidi—1 =t}
= T — ()

- g o fk e, PAT; =10}

ZJ
N
fz-—l i .

:H {Tzz_t(l} —pr (i1, ..yt — 1, ... iN)

=1 j=1,..,N

Ve z]>1
N

H {Tzl_t( }karl('Lla o) N)7

I=1
where the last equality is obtained by direct replacement of the expression
of pk(il, .45 —1,...,in). Note that, using the Pélya urn interpretation,

\T \ represents the numbers of balls of color [ drawn in the first k — 1 steps.
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Hence, using the results in [6], the almost sure convergence of (|7 lgl) |/(k—1):
l=1,...,N) follows by the strong law of large numbers for exchangeable
sequences. [

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3.2. We need only to prove that g¢,(§) =
E[e?Wn], for every n > 0. This is clearly true for n = 0. For n > 1, write

v[-1

N
Wa=2 452)| 3, ] ARLehx?),
j=1

UGL(T’y(L])) 1=0

where AY)(v) = A((4,v)), x{ = X(jv), and, by convention, if L(T,) = @

the term between square brackets is equal to X(;). Since (AU (v), X (]))UeU,

v
j=1,...,N, are independent, with the same distribution of (A(v), X, )veu,
using (3.1) and the induction hypothesis, one proves that

N
(54)  ElSA@), [TO] TV = [T 400 (€45(2).
j=1

At this stage the conclusion follows easily by using (3.2); indeed,

Hq‘Tm‘ €4;(2)| =) E quj §4;)

ZEJn .7 1
5.2. Proofs of Section 4.

[e7] = Pn(i) = qn(§)-

O

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4.1. Clearly w(v)I{v € £(T},)} is G,,-measurable,
and hence M, (v) is G,-measurable. We first prove that

(5.5) E[My41(7)|Gn] = M (v) (1 + S()/ fn)-

Given a sequence (7},),>1 of random N-ary recursive trees, one can define
a sequence (V;,)n>1 of U-valued random variables such that

Tpsr =Ty U{(Vis 1), -, (Vip, N}

for every n >0, where Vj = @ and V,, € L(T,). The random variable V,,
corresponds to the random vertex chosen to generate T}, 41 from 7),. Hence,
by construction, P(V,, =v|Th,...,T,) =I{v e L(T},)}1/f, for every n >1
and P(V,, = v\gn) =1/fIl{v e L(T,)}. At this stage one can write

i

E{Mys1(1)|Go]
:Mnmm[ S @) (As () -+ Ay(0) — DIV, =
S M)+ S0 Y @) EI{V, = 0}[Ga] = Ma() (L +S()/ fa).
veEL(Th)
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Taking the expectation of both sides gives E[M,,+1(7)] = E[M,(v)](1+S(7)/ fn)-
Since E[M;(y)] =S8(7v) + 1 and fp=1, it follows immediately that

n—1

(5.6) E[M,(y)] = [[(1+8(0)/fi) = mn(y).

i=0
See (4.3). Since f; = (N —1)i 4+ 1, by simple algebra one gets that
() = IS +D/(N-D+n)PA/(N-1))  (S+1D/(N =1)n
" (S +1)/(N =1)FA/(N —1)+n) 1/(N=1))n

At this stage, recall that, given two positive real numbers z and v,

251

as n — 400, which proves (4.5). Finally, (5.5) and (5.6) yield that M, ()
is a (Gp)p-martingale since M, () > 0 and E[M,,(v)] < +oo for every n > 1.
The last part of the theorem follows by classical martingale theory. [

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4.2. Observe that

’W’l)5
CHIES) D

5/

hence for every € > 0, by Markov’s inequality and (4.5), one gets

y WU(S 1
e S Y e B et

__ ) Cony 6/ (N-1)(86)/5-80) /)
E5mn(’y)5/“f gd

_ Con (6/(N-1)) (u(0) ()
gl ’

This proves the first statement. When 6 < 7, one has §/v < 1, and hence,
using Minkowski inequality and (4.5), one gets

Bt ()< LB Y ()]

veL(Th)

< Ml o 6/ N-D)(E)-u),
mn(ﬁy)é/’y 7

which proves the second statement. Assume now that § > . In order to
prove the last part of the statement let us show that M, () is uniformly
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integrable. To this end, observe that

¥ N v)Y — v
()= 3 ZO B Qg A0~ DIV =}

vecity ") 1+8M)/ T :
and hence
y - M.()S()
Mt 0= 00 = = S G )
1 N § B

At this stage write
My i1(7) = Mo (1)
< 90/ Ua\f( NS
WL+ S()/ fal?

25/W—1 5
+— w(v
anrl('Y)a/'y Z ( )

Ueﬁ(Tn)

§/v—1 5/
_ 2hS(P

SIS @)’
TS/l g2 L M)

5/
{V,, = v}.

90/v—1
e —
anrl('Y)a/'y Z

Ueﬁ(Tn)

-1

Taking the expectation one gets
E‘MnJrl(’Y) - ]\211(’7)‘5/7
2SI 1 [EZ =]
SISO - | 22 a7

25/7 1 N 5/~
4+ __ AT -1
o P } >4
1 M (9) M (9) ]
<(Ci—
= [mn(v)‘w Mpg1(7)%/7

by (4.5)

< C2fin6<u<a>u<w>/<zv1> < Oy @) =u() /(N=1)=1

n
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Since p(d) < pu(7), it follows that
(5.7) > E[[ M1 (y) = Mi()[*7] < 400,
i>1

By the convexity of S(s), it is easy to see that u(s) < u(y) if v < s <.
Hence, without loss of generality, one can suppose that v < § < 2~. Since
(M,)n>1 is a martingale (cf. Proposition 4.1) and 1 < §/ < 2, the Topchii-
Vatutin inequality (see, e.g., [2]) gives

My (1) <E|My (1)) + 2 B[Mi(y) — Mi—1(y)°/7.
1=2

Combining this last inequality with (5.7), one obtains
sup E|M,, (7)]%"7 < +oc.

n>1
Hence (]\:4n (7))n is uniformly integrable and then converges in L' to Moo (%)
with E[My(y)] = lim, E[M,,(y)]=1. O

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4.3. Let ¢, (&) = E[e®M"()]. Arguing as in
the proof of Proposition 3.2 and using the same notation, we get

ZA M) TSy (A (vl

mn(7) e m o (7)
and then
N .
j=1
where

NG UL <|T£”|)SW e (1 + 0<1/|T£j>|>>
" My (7) n 1+0(1/n) )’

Now note that, for a suitable constant C| Ag ) < C for every j almost
surely and, by Proposition 3.1, (Ag), .. .,A&N)) converges almost surely to
@O/ W=D SO/ Ny Shere (U, .., Uy) has Dirichlet distribution
of parameters (1/(N —1),...,1/(N —1)). At this stage write

+ Ry

N
Un(€) =E | [ [ oo (EATAD)
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with

R,=E

N N
11 o (EATAD)) — T troon(€ATAD)
j=1

j=1

By dominated convergence one gets
N

N
lim E[ Yooy (EAIAD) | =E
j=1

n—-+00

S N-1
@boo,'y(fA;'ij M/( ))] .
j=1
It remains to show that R,, converges to zero. Recall that, given 2N complex
numbers aq,...,an,by,...,bx with |a;|, |b;| <1, then

N N N
Hai—Hbi §Z\al—bl|
i=1 =1 i=1

Hence

N
R | < ZEMTT(;)‘(SA}A,({)) — 1/}0077(§A;A,(1j))‘
=1

N
<SSE[ sup [0, (@) — e (@)]].

x: |z]<[EATC|

Since point-wise convergence of characteristic functions yields the same con-
vergence on every compact set, and 1, converges to 1, one has that
SUP, ; z|<c |¥n (@) — oo ()| converges to zero when n goes to +oo for every

C < +o00. By Proposition 3.1 \Téj )| converges almost surely to +oco, hence

dominated convergence yields that sup, . |z <jea7¢] |w‘T(]’)‘(l‘) — Yooy ()| con-
- J n

verges almost surely to zero as n goes to +oo and then, by dominated con-

vergence, R, converges to zero. [

In order to prove Proposition 4.4, let us consider the following central
limit result. Assume that (ajy,);n is an array of positive weights, and let 7,
be a diverging sequence of integer numbers. Given any array of identically
distributed and row-wise independent random variables (Xjn)n>1j=1,..r.
with probability distribution function Fp, set

Tn
Sn = Z aanjn.
j=1
Moreover assume that, for some v in (0, 2],

(58) hm a’Y = Qoo and ].lm max ajn — O
n—+o00j=1,..,rn



SELF-SIMILAR SOLUTIONS IN ONE-DIMENSIONAL KINETIC MODELS 23
It is not hard to prove the following.

LEMMA 5.1.  Let (5.8) and (H,) be in force for v in (0,2]. Then
(5.9) lim E[e5] = g, (¢all")

n—-+00

for every £ €R, g, being defined in (2.4).

PRrOOF. The proof can be obtained, following the same line of the proofs
of Lemmas 4, 5, 6 in [3], as a consequence of the central limit theorem for
triangular array; see, for example, [15]. O

PrROOF OF PROPOSITION 4.4. Denote by B the o-algebra generated
by {Ty,Bin:n>1,7j=1,...,f,}. The proof is essentially an application
of Lemma 5.1 to the conditional law of W, given B. By Propositions 4.1
and 4.2, every divergent sequence (n’) of integer numbers contains a diver-
gent subsequence (n”) C (n') for which M, () converges almost surely to

Moo(y), and ﬁ((z,),) converges almost surely to zero. Hence by Lemma 5.1

we obtain limn/quooE[eiéWn” |B] = gq,(fMé{ 7()) almost surely. Dominated
convergence theorem yields lim,,_, | E[e®Wn] = E[gy(gMiﬁ(y))]. Since
the limiting function is independent of the arbitrarily chosen sequence (n’),
a classical argument shows that the last limit is true with n — 400 in place
of n/ = +o00. O

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4.5. Let us first prove that when ¢ goes to 400,
vie tN=1) converges in distribution to a random variable D with Gamma
distribution of parameters (1/(N —1),1). Since 14 is a negative binomial
random variable of parameters (1/(N — 1),exp{—(N — 1)t}), for every inte-
ger k

o= (N=1)t

_D(k+1+1/(N-1)) o .
P{n <k} = FR T DR/ 1)) / 2V N=D=1(1 _ 3V gy

see formula (5.31) in [19]. Hence, for every y > 0, after setting k; = |yeN D¢ |
(where |z is the integer part of z), one can write

P{Vtef(Nfl)t <y}

:P{Vt S k‘t}

LTk 141/ (N =1) t

= Tk + DT(L/(NV - 1))/0 /D1 - o) da
Tk +1+1/(N 1)) 1

T (ke + DT(L/(N = 1)) [yeN-Dt]1/(N-1)
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Y 1/(N—1)—1 U &

1+O(1/kt)[ Ky ]1/<N1>

TT(1/(N - 1)) [ye®-1
ye(N_l)tk /(ye(N_l)t)
[ (1 . > t du.
0 ye(N—1)t
Since k;/ yeW=D! 5 1 by dominated convergence one gets
1 Y
lim P “(N-Dt -, / (N=1)=1,~u g,
i Plwe S EET ¢ du

At this stage, since v, converges in probability to +o0o, (4.5), Slustky’s the-
orem and the continuous mapping theorem yield that

(5.10) lim E[ei€N0)] = g[eiéerDH/ V]

t—+o00

for every ¢ in R. Setting u,(§) := E[eifW”] by Proposition 4.4 we know that

(5.11) lim_ 1, (€) = E[gy (EMoo (7) 7)) = 1o (€)

n——+00

for every & in R. For every diverging sequence (t,), write

B¢’ Nen D F0Wor, | — gy (&) B[N ()] 4 R,,,
where
Ry = BN O (e s (65))]
It is easy to show that

D VBl <l By, (62) — oo(2) =0

by dominated convergence, since 14, converges in probability to +oo, and
(5.11) holds. The result now follows from (5.10). The second part of the
statement follows immediately by the continuous mapping theorem. [J

5.3. Proofs of Section 2. Under the hypotheses of Proposition 4.4, (4.10)
yields that, when v # 1 or when 7 =1 and condition (b) of (Hj) holds,
e MMV, converges in distribution to a scale mixture of stable laws. The
scale mixing measure is the law of ¢, DFOV/(N=DAL (4)1/7) with D and
Moo (7) stochastically independent. While if 4 = 1 and condition (a) of (H;)
holds, then e MV, converges in distribution to moch“(l)/(Nfl)Moo(l).
Again the mixing measure is the law of ¢; D#D/(N=D A1 (1), At this stage,
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in order to complete the proof of the main theorems of Section 2.1, it remains
to study in more detail the distribution of ¢, DH/(N=D N (4)1/7.

The more interesting case is p(d) < pu(y) for § > . Proposition 4.3 shows
that the law of M () satisfies the fixed point equation for distributions (4.7).
We will show that the law of ¢ZDSM/(N=D N (4) and the limit law of
e MMV, satisfy a fixed point equation too. In view of known results on this
kind of equations, we will be able to complete the proof of Theorem 2.2 of
Section 2.1.

In what follows denote by Beta(a,b) [Gamma(a,b), resp.], a > 0 and b > 0,
the beta distribution of parameters a and b (the gamma distribution of shape
parameter a and scale parameter b, resp.). We will need the following result.

LEMMA 5.2.  Let Dy,...,Dpn,V be independent random variables where V'
has Beta(1/(N —1),1) distribution, and D; has Gamma(l/(N —1),1) distri-
bution for everyi. Let D and U = (Uy,...,Un) be stochastically independent,
D with Gamma(1/(N —1),1) distribution and U with Dirichlet distribution
of parameters (1/(N —1),...,1/(N —1)). Then

(DU, DUy, .. DUN) (VDy,VDs,...,VDy).

PROOF. Set S = Zf\; D;. S is a Gamma(N/(N —1),1) random vari-
able, and S and V' are stochastically independent. It is easily seen that SV is
a Gamma(l/(N 1),1) random variable. Now define U := (D1 /S, ...,Dn/S)
and D := SV. It is well known that U has a Dirichlet distribution of param-
eters (1/(N —1),...,1/(N—1), and S and U are independent; see, for exam-
ple, Section 10.4 in [15] Hence, it turns out that U and D are stochastically
independent. Clearly

(DU,...,DUN) = (VDy,...,VDy),
which proves the claim. [
PROPOSITION 5.3. Let the assumptions of Proposition 4.4 be in force,

and let v ~ be the characteristic function of A DS/ WN=DNL (). Then Voo .y
satisfies the integral equation (2.8), that is,

N
H Uooﬁ(fAzTS(W) )] dr.

i=1

1
(5.12) vea®= [ B

Moreover, if wa , denotes the characteristic function of the limit in distri-

bution of e MMV, then Woo,y Salisfies equation (1.6) for p* = u(y), that
18,

(5.13)  Woor (& / [me Ay g ]dT—/me Me)dr.
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PROOF. Recall that ¢, denotes the characteristic function of Mu (7).
Hence, from the independence of D and My (7), we have

Uoo,'y(g) = E[@boo,'y(gchS(’Y)/(Nil))]'

Since 1) satisfies equation (4.6), we can write

N
Voo (€) = B | [ [ ooy (A7 (U D)5/ <N1>cxs>] :
=1

where U = (Uy,...,Un), (A1,...,Ax) and D are independent, U has Dirich-
let distribution of parameters (1/(N — 1),...,1/(N — 1)) and D has
Gamma(1l/(N —1),1) distribution. By Lemma 5.2 if (D1,..., Dy, V) are in-
dependent random variables, D; with Gamma(1/(N — 1),1) distribution, V'
with Beta(1/(N —1),1) distribution and (D1,...,Dy,V) and (Ay,...,AN)

independent, then we can write

[N
’Uoo,y(ﬁ) —-F HwOOW(AZ(VDZ.)S(’Y)/(N—I)ng)]

-F Hv (AT VSO (N= )5)]

Then (5.12) follows since Vl/ (N=1) has uniform distribution on (0,1).
As for the second part, let g, be defined in (2.4). From Proposition 4.5
we know that

Woo (&) = E[g, (¢ DPOV/N=D NI (4)17)].
(

Define Z = I DSOV/IN=DNL_(5); then (5.12) is equivalent to

N
(5.14) Z2£e50N A1z,
=1

where (Z,71,...,Zy) are i.i.d., © has uniform distribution on (0,1) and
(Z,Z1,...,ZN), © and (A1,...,An) are independent. Then from (5.14) and
from the analytic form of g, we get

N

14 (€0 4,2}7)

i=1

Woo(€) =E[g,(62'7)] =E

N
=E|[[woon(66#7 45) ],

i=1

and this completes the proof. [J
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In order to prove Proposition 2.1 we need to recall few important results
on fixed point equations for distributions. Assume that B = (By,...,By) is
a vector of nonnegative random variables. Consider the following fixed point
equation:

(5.15) v=T(v),
where, given any probability distribution v, T'(v) is the law of ZZ]\L | BiYi,
where B and (Y1,...,Yy) are stochastically independent, and (Y7,...,Yn)

are stochastically independent and identically distributed random variables
with distribution v. Clearly, (5.15) is equivalent to equation

(5.16) ¢(§) =E

N
[TeB:©)
=1

for the corresponding Fourier—Stieltjes transforms. Equations (2.8), (4.6),
(5.12) and (5.13) have this form for a suitable B. In order to describe the
fixed points of (5.15), we introduce the convex function a:[0,00) — [0, cc] by

N
>_B;
j=1

(5.17) a(s):=E

with the convention that 0° = 0.

ProproOsSITION 5.4 ([1, 13, 22, 23]). Assume that condition (2.1) holds
true with B; in place of A;, that P{B; =0 or 1 Vi=1,...,N} <1 and that
a(l)=1.

(1) IfZ;V:l Bj =1 almost surely, then a(s) > 1 for every s < 1 and a(s) <
1 for every s > 1. Moreover, the unique solution ¢ of (5.15) with [, ¢(dv) =
Jg+ v¢(dv) =1 is the degenerate probability distribution ((-) =d1(-);

(i) If P{Zé\le Bj =1} <1 and if a(s) <1 for some s > 1, then (5.15)
has a unique solution ¢ with [g. ((dv) = [p+ v{(dv) = 1. Moreover ¢ is non-
degenerate and, for any p > 1, fR+ vP((dv) < 400 if and only if a(p) < 1.

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2.1. Equation (2.8) is of type (5.16) with B; =
A7650) | @ being an uniform random variable on [0,1] independent from
(Ay,...,AN). Hence, in this case, the function a defined in (5.17) becomes

o _ S(ys)+1
a(s) :==ay(s) = SMs 1
Clearly a.(1) = 1. Now, since § >y and S(v)/vy = p(y) > p(0) > —1/6, it is
easy to see that the convex function ¢ — a(g/7) is equal to 1 in ¢ =~ and
strictly smaller than 1 in ¢ = 0. Since u(q) — p(y) = 0 if and only if a(¢/v) =
1, it follows that equation pu(g) — u(v) =0 has at most one solution ¢, # 7.
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This proves (ii). Noticing that ¢/ > 1 and a(d/v) < 1, by Proposition 5.4,
(i) follows. Since © and A are independent, ©5() Efi | A7 =1 almost surely
if and only if Ef\; 1 A7 =1 almost surely. Hence, by (ii) of Proposition 5.4,
Coo,y is degenerate if and only if Zf\; 1 A7 =1 almost surely. Finally, using
that a is convex, a,(1) =1 and a(6/v) <1, it follows that a(p/v) <1
if and only if p < ¢j. Again by (ii) of Proposition 5.4, whenever (  is
nondegenerate, [p. v/ ¢ o (dv) < +00 if and only p < ¢. O

PROOF OF THEOREM 2.2. Proposition 4.2 yields that E[M.(7)] =
since i(7y) > p(9) for 4 > ~. An easy computation shows that E[c, “’D“(V)V/( )] =
1 and then E[c] DFOV/(N=D N (v)] = 1. Hence, recalling that v, is the
characteristic function of ¢ DFMY/(N=D N1 (~), by (5.12) of Proposition 5.3
and (i) of Proposition 2.1, the law of ¢JD#MY/(N=D AL () is equal to (oo -
At this stage (2.9) follows by (4.10). Moreover, from (5.13) of Proposition 5.3,
Woo, 1s a solution of (1.6) for u* = u(y). The proof of (i) is complete.

In order to prove (ii) let us observe that, from the properties of y-stable
distributions, it follows that [p. vpec(dv) < +o0 if and only if p <~ and

Jer 0P/ (o - (dv) < +00, but for p <7,

/Y
/ ’Up/'YCooﬁ(dv) < (/ va,W(dv)> =1.
R+ R+

It remains to show that p. ~ is a y-stable distribution if and only if Zf\; LA =
1 almost surely. This follows from (iii) of Proposition 2.1 and the fact that

(5.18) e~ |17 k1 (1—im tan(my/2) sign §)

- / e~ lEl zko(1=imo tan(my/D)sien) ¢ _ ()
R+

it and only if k1 = ko, 71 = 1o and (, = 01. Let us prove the last claim.
Write (5.18) for £ > 0 with €7 =z, and differentiate the resulting identity
with respect to x to obtain

—k1(1 —im tan(ﬂ")//2))e_$k1(1_i771 tan(my/2))
(5.19)

:/ koz(1 —ing tan(ﬂfy/Q))e_g”ko(l_i”Otan(M/Q))Coo,Y(dz).
R+

Taking the limit for | 0, recalling that [p. 2(e,(dz) =1, by dominated
convergence one gets

k1 (1 —imy tan(my/2)) = ko(1 — ing tan(mwy/2))

and hence k1 = kg and 79 =n;. At this stage it suffices to recall that a scale
mixture of stable laws is an identifiable family of distributions. See, for
example, [32].
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Analogously, (iii) and (iv) follow from (5.12) of Proposition 5.3 and from (iii)
of Proposition 2.1. [J

PROOF OF THEOREM 2.3. Recall that p(0) < p(7y) for 6 <+, hence by
Proposition 4.2 yields that My (y) =0, and this completes the proof. [

PROOF OF THEOREM 2.4. We shall assume that [5(Xg, Voo ) < +00, since
otherwise the claim is trivial. Then, there exists an optimal pair (X*,Y™)
realizing the infimum in the definition of the Wasserstein distance,

(5.20)  A:=1rOV(x, Vi) = O (X v = B|X* — Y[
Let (X}, Y. )veu be a sequence of independent and identically distributed

vt
random variables with the same law of (X* Y*), which are further inde-

pendent of (v4)i>0, (Th)n>1, (A(v))yeu. By Proposition 3.2 it follows that
2521 X7, Bjw, has the same law of Vi, where X7 = Xz],’n and Lj , is defined

sVt
at the ejnd of Section 3. Moreover, since the characteristic function of V,
is a solution of (1.6) with u* = u(7), as already noted in the Introduction,
the characteristic function of e*(M*V,, is a solution of (1.1) with ¢g = wee -
Hence, applying once again Proposition 3.2, we get that eV, has the

same law of Ele Y}, Bjv, where Y = YL*j’n. For the sake of simplicity

write (X7,Y/") in place of (X7,,Y/,). We can write

7, T ,mn
IO (e HOY, V)
_ l:;lél)((til)(e—u(“f)ltvt7 e MMt rMty )
_ e—éu(’y)tlgﬂax(fil)(vt’ e#(’Y)tVOO)

fn fn
> XiBim = Y Bin
j=1

<e Y ((tn)E

|

n>0 LIj=1
- fn 0
= Y Gt E [ E{| S0 ~ 7850 g”
n>0 L Jj=1

where ((t,n) is the density of v [see (3.4)] and G, = o (A(v)ve7(1,), T15 - -+ Th)-
Now, if 0 <y < d§ <1, then Minkowski’s inequality yields

fn 0 [ fn
E|E||Y (X —Y7)8m g” <E(E|Y 8% -V} 9”
j=1 L Lj=1
5.21
(5.21) -
=K ZB;S,”' A7
Lj=1




30 F. BASSETTI AND L. LADELLI

where A is defined in (5.20). We now want to prove a similar inequality for
1 <~ < 4§ <2 First of all we need to observe that, in addition to E|X —
Y;[? = 1(Xo, Vao) < 400, we have also that E(XF —Y;) =0. If v #1 the
claim follows since by hypothesis E(X7) =E(Xo) =0 and E(Y}") =E(V) =
0, thanks to the fact that V, is a mixture of centered stable random variables
of exponent v > 1. When v =1 and (a) of (H;) holds, the proof of the claim is
similar. When v =1 and (b) of (H;) holds, the proof requires more care, since
E|Xo| = E|Vs| = +00. Let F(y) be the probability distribution function
of Vi, that is, Fio(x) = f(_oo’x} Pooy(dy), and recall that as an optimal pair
one can choose (X*,Y*) = (F; ' (U), Fx'(U)), U being a uniform random
variable on (0,1) and Fy ! (FZ!, resp.) is the quantile function of Fy (Fi,
resp.); see, for example, [29]. Note that E| X —Yj*|5 < +o00, which yields that
E| X7 -Y/[= fol |Fy !t (u) — Fg'(u)| du < 400. Since Fy and Fi, are symmet-
ric distribution functions, it is easy to see that Fy (U) — F'(U) is a sym-
metric random variable, and hence E(F, 1(U) — F ' (U)) = E(X;-Y/)=0.
Summarizing, if 1 <+ <2, we have E(X; —Y) =0 and E|X — Y]*\‘; < +o00.
Hence we can apply the Bahr—Esseen inequality (see [33]) to obtain

fn 1)
g” <E gn]

EIE|D_(X; =Y)8in
—9F

In
E 22 BjalX; Y7L

j=1

fn

2B

j=1

Combining (5.21) and (5.22) with Proposition 4.1 we obtain
lgnax(‘svl) (e "V, Vo)

< AN (B [z 5;2“]
)

n>0

j=1
(5.22)

A.

A0 - —(N—1ytyn (I/(N = 1)) ((S(0) + 1) /(N = 1))
= cAe™® (“’)tZe f1—e (N 1)1”) " /(N —1)),

n>0

= cAe oMt Z et(1 — e~ (N-Dtyn ((8(6) + 1;/'(N —1)n
n>0 :

with c=11f0<y<d<land c=2if 1 << <2, and the thesis follows
since

> %(1 —q)"=q"
n>0

for every g€ (0,1) and r>0. O
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PrROOF OF LEMMA 2.5. The proof of this lemma follows step by step
the proof of Lemma 1 in [3]. By Lemma 9 in [3], if § <~v/(1 —¢), it suf-
fices to prove that the probability distribution function of V., that is,
Foo(z) = f(ioow] Poo~(dy), satisfies (2.14) and (2.15) with the same con-

stants c(')F and ¢, as the initial condition Fj (possibly after diminishing e

and enlarging K'). The proof is based on the representation of Fi, as a mix-
ture of stable laws. More precisely, let G, be the distribution function whose
Fourier—Stieltjes transform is g, as in (2.4); then

Fo(2) =E[G,((2)"2)),

where Z has distribution (, «; see Theorem 2.2. Since v < § < 27, then there
exists a finite constant K >0 such that |1 — cfz™7 — G, (z)| < K20 for
x > 0, and similarly for z < 0; see, for example, Sections 2.4 and 2.5 of [35].
Using that E[Z] =1 and C:=E[Z%7] < oo [by (iii) of Proposition 2.1 since
§ < q3], it follows further that

11— e = Foo(a)| SE[1 = ¢f ((2)"72) 77 = G (27 )|
<E[K(2)" 27 = CKaz~".

This proves (2.14) for F,, withe =§ —y and K’ = CK. A similar argument
proves (2.15). O

PrROOF OF THEOREM 2.6. The proof follows the same line of the proof
of Theorem 2.4. Assume that Z5(Xy, V) < 400, since otherwise the claim
is trivial. Consider two sequences of independent and identically distributed
random variables (X;);>1 and (Y});>1, X; with common distribution func-
tion Fy and Y; with the same law of V. In addition assume that (Xj;);>1,

(Yj)j>1, (v)e=0 and (Bjn);n are stochastically independent. Recall that, as

noted in the proof of Theorem 2.4, eV, has the same law of 2521 Y80,

First of all it is clear, by the definition of Zj, that

fut fl/t
Zs5(e MOV, Vi) = Zs (eu(w)t Zngj’Vt,efu(v)t Zyjﬁj,ut)
j=1 j=1

In In
<) ¢(tn)Zs (6_”(7” > X;Bjme MY Yjﬁj,n> :
P =1

n>0

An important property of the Zolotarev’'s metric Z5 is that it is ideal of
order ¢, that is,

Zs5(cX,cY) = Z5(X,Y)
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(see, e.g., Theorem 1.4.2 in [36]), which yields that

fn fn
Z5(e MMV, Vi) < 37 ¢ty m)e 1) 2, (Z XiBjm Yjﬁm> -

n>0 j=1 j=1

Now, by Proposition 1 in [30],

fn
Zﬁ (ZX /B]nazyﬁjn> <E[Z/B§n

Jj=1 Jj=1

25 X07V )

In conclusion, we get

Z5(e MV, Vig) < Z5(Xo0, Vao)e Y "¢ (t,n)E

n>0

fn

> it

j=1

At this stage the first part of the thesis follows exactly as in the last part
of the proof of Theorem 2.4. It remains to show that, if v =2, § <3 and
E|Xo|® < +00, then

Z5(Xo0,Voo) < [E|Xo| +E[Vec|’],

1
T(1+0)
which, by Theorem 2.2(iii) is finite. To prove the last inequality recall that,
given two random variables X and Y, if 2 < § < 3, then

Z&(va) < [E‘X|6+E‘Y‘6]v

I'(1+9)
provided that E[X] =E[Y] and E[X?] = E[Y?]; see Theorem 1.5. 7 in [36]. In
our case by Theorem 2.2(i)—(iii), E[Xo] = E[Va] =0, E[XZ] =0}, E[V2] =
03 Jas+ 2Co2(dz) =0f. O
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