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Abstract

Both small world models of random networks with occasional long
range connections and gossip processes with occasional long range
transmission of information have similar characteristic behaviour.
The long range elements appreciably reduce the effective distances,
measured in space or in time, between pairs of typical points.
In this paper, we show that their common behaviour can be
interpreted as a product of the locally branching nature of the
models. In particular, it is shown that both typical distances
between points and the proportion of space that can be reached
within a given distance or time can be approximated by formulae

involving the limit random variable of the branching process.
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1. Introduction

Moore & Newman [7] introduced a continuous analogue of the Watts & Strogatz [§]
“small world” model. In this model, a random number of chords are superimposed as
shortcuts on a circle C' of circumference L. The chords have endpoints uniformly and
independently distributed on C', and the number of chords follows a Poisson distribution
Po (Lp/2) with mean Lp/2, for some p = p(L). Distance is measured as usual along
the circumference, but chords are deemed to be of length zero, and interest centres on
finding the statistics of shortest path distances between pairs of points. A closely related
model, the “great circle model”, was introduced somewhat earlier by Ball et al. [2], in
the context of epidemics; here, distance between points translates into time taken for
one infected person to infect another. In Barbour & Reinert [4], assuming the expected
number Lp/2 of shortcuts to be large, we proved a distributional approximation for the
distance between a randomly chosen pair of points P and P’, and gave a bound on the
order of the error, in terms of total variation distance. We also showed that analogous
results could be proved in higher dimensions by much the same method, when the circle
is replaced by a sphere or a torus. It turns out that the reduction in the typical distances
between pairs of points that results from introducing shortcuts is still substantial, but
less dramatic than in one dimension.

More recently, Chatterjee & Durrett [5] studied a model for the spread of gossip that
is the continuous analogue of one of a number of models discussed in Aldous [1]. Here,
information spreads locally from an individual to his neighbours on the two-dimensional
torus, and also occasionally to other, randomly chosen members of the community. Thus
a disc of informed individuals, centred on an initial informant, grows steadily in the torus;
long range transmissions of information occur in a Poisson process, whose rate is propor-
tional to the area (number) of informed individuals, and any such transmission contacts
a randomly chosen point of the torus, initiating a new disc of informed individuals. The
distinction between this model and the corresponding two dimensional model in [4] is that,
in the gossip model, the Poisson process runs at a rate proportional to the area of the
currently informed region; in [4], where the Poisson number of shortcuts is considered to

be fixed in advance, the Poisson process corresponds to a process of discovery of shortcuts,
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and its rate is thus proportional to the length of the boundary of the informed region.

Here, we consider the development of such a process Y on a smooth closed homogeneous
Riemannian manifold C' of dimension d, such as a sphere or a torus, having large finite
volume |C| =: L with respect to its intrinsic metric. We assume that, around each
point P of C, there is a collection of closed subsets K(P,s), s > 0, that are balls of
radius s with respect to a metric do that makes C' a geodesic space, and with (intrinsic)
volumes v,(K) := |K(P,s)| ~ s (K) as s — 0, for some v(K) > 0; s is thought of as time,
and {v(K)}/? as a (linear) speed of propagation. The metric do need not be the same as
the intrinsic metric; for instance, on the torus, we could consider rectangular as well as
circular neighbourhoods. The set IC(P, s) denotes the set of points ‘locally’ contacted after
time s has elapsed following an initial ‘long range’ contact at P, thought of as ‘islands’
in C, and the complete set of contacts Yp,(¢) at time ¢ is the union of these sets growing
from an initial point Fy, and from all long range contacts made before ¢; we denote its
volume by Vp,(t). The rate at which long range contacts are made is proportional either
to the area of the boundary of Yp (t) (small world processes) or to its volume (gossip
processes), and we denote the constant of proportionality by p; long range contacts are
made to independently and uniformly chosen points of C'.

The main result of this paper is Theorem 3.2, which establishes a pathwise law of large
numbers, together with a rough error bound, for the time evolution of the covered fraction
L™'Vp,(t) of C, in the setting of a quite general gossip process. An analogous result is
stated for small world processes in Theorem 3.3. Theorem 3.2 shows that there exists a

random variable U such that, for positive constants a;, as and ¢ < oo,
P|sup | L Vi, (Mg {log A + 2}) — ha(z + log Cy + U)| > 4A‘“1] < A,

Here, Cy = (d + 1)~'d!, the function hy depends only on the dimension d, )y is the initial
exponential growth rate of the process Yp,, and A := LA¢/v(K). The value taken by
the random variable U is essentially determined by the very early evolution of Yp,, and
can be thought of as a random delay, caused by early fluctuations in the growth of the
process, before the deterministic evolution governed by hy sets in. The function hy is
defined through a Laplace transform and satisfies an integral equation, (2.33). Both U

and hg have interpretations in terms of an associated Markov branching process X*. In
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the particular case of the torus, our result extends the limit law proved by Chatterjee &
Durrett [5], by providing an estimate of the approximation error that is uniform for all
time.

Our argument is developed from that in [4]. The key observation is that, at least
for a while, the process Yp, can be closely approximated using a Markovian growth and
branching process X* = X7, , and that this approximation is accurate enough for the
calculations that need to be made. The state X*(¢) of the Markov branching process at
time ¢ consists of (P, t), together with a collection of some number n(t) of sets of the
form IC(P;,t - 7';‘), where 0 < 77 <t and P} € C for each 1 < j < n(t). The P} are
independently and uniformly chosen points of ', and arise as the points 7; of a Poisson

process, whose rate depends on the current state of X*. In ‘gossip’ models, new contacts

are made at a rate proportional to the current volume, which, for the process X*, is given

by
n(t)

n(t)
= > () ~ ()R,

§=0
in ‘small world” models, the rate is proportional to the derivative of the volume. The set

Yp,(t) can initially be approximated by the union

n(t)
Y5 (1) U K(P;,t—17) (1.1)

where 75 := 0 and Py = Fy. Indeed, one can take Yp, (t) = Y3 (t) until the (random)
time 7' at which the union in (1.1) ceases to be disjoint. Thereafter, the rate of contacts
is smaller in Yp, than it is in Y7 , and the two processes progressively separate.

In [4], the distribution of inter-point distances in the small world model is determined by
running two such branching processes from randomly chosen initial points Pj and P, each
for a length of time ¢* at which the mean number of overlaps in (1.1) is of order O(1). At
this time, conditionally on the contact times in the two branching processes, the number
of permissible overlaps between the sets Y*6 and Y;(;' — cases in which an island in one
branching process is contained within an island in the other could not have arisen in
the actual small world process — has an approximately Poisson distribution, and the

distance between the initial points is greater than 2¢* if there are no permissible overlaps.
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In this way, and by varying the choice of t* appropriately, the distribution of inter-point
distances can be approximated, without ever having to go into the dependence structure
that becomes important in the process Y at times significantly larger than t*. In contrast,
Chatterjee & Durrett [5] go beyond the branching phase in the analysis of Y in their two-
dimensional gossip model, and are able to prove a conditional law of large numbers for
the fraction of the torus contained in Y, given the outcome of the branching phase. They
also establish the asymptotics of the first time at which Y covers the whole torus.

The point of departure for our argument is that E{Vp (t)/L|F,}, the conditional
expectation of the covered fraction at ¢, given the history of Yp, up to time s, including

the initial point Py, is given by
E{Vr,(t)/L| Fs} = PlQ € Y (1) [ Fd],

where () denotes an independently and uniformly distributed point of C'. Now, for ¢ in

the relevant range (corresponding to 2t* above), we have
Q €Yp, ifandonlyif Yp (t/2)NY(t/2)#0, (1.2)

where Y is an independent gossip process started from Q. The probability of the
latter event can then be closely enough approximated by computing the probability of
intersection of independent branching processes X7 and X¢ at time ¢/2.

The law of large numbers is proved by using an argument of much the same flavour,

since

E{[Vp,(t)/L]*| F.} = PHQ € Yp,(1)} N{Q" € YR, (1)} | 7,

for two independent and uniformly distributed points @, Q" € C. Using (1.2) to rewrite
this probability, showing that the processes Yo and Y can be taken to be nearly
independent, and using the fact that, for s sufficiently large,

P[Yr,(t/2) NYq(t/2) # D F] = P[Yr(t/2) NYq(t/2) # 0| Fipl,
it can be shown that

E{[VPO (t)/L]2 |fs} ~ [E{[VPo(t>/L] ‘fs}]z
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Hence the conditional variance of Vp (t)/L, given the information in Fj, is small, and
thus the value of Vi (t)/L is (almost) fixed. An analogous argument is used, for instance,
in Ball, Sirl & Trapman [3], where they show that, in an epidemic in a population of
large size N, the proportion of individuals ever infected is close either to zero or to a
non-random value in (0,1). A by-product of our argument is to identify the solution h to
a particular integral equation, that appears in Aldous [1] and also plays a substantial part
in the formula given by Chatterjee & Durrett [5], in terms of the Laplace transform of
the branching process limit random variable W; their function h is just a time translation
of hs.

The paper is organized as follows. The necessary properties of the branching processes
that approximate the early stages of the gossip and small worlds processes are established
in Section 2. The law of large numbers is then proved in Sections 3.1-3.3. The time
until C' is completely covered is investigated in Section 3.4, and the paper concludes in
Section 3.5 by extending the results to finite subsets of homogeneous manifolds, such as

rectangles in R2.

2. The branching phase

As in [4], we base our analysis of the coverage process on the pure growth Markov
branching process X*, which has neighbourhoods with centres independently and uni-
formly positioned in C'. In this section, to describe the behaviour of such processes, we

specialize to the case of ‘flat’ manifolds, such as tori, in which
vs(K) = s%(K), s> 0. (2.1)

We later show that this condition can be relaxed substantially, by bounding the branching
processes for more general manifolds between processes satisfying condition (2.1) that are
close enough for our purposes.

We begin by defining My(t) := 1 + max{j > 0: 77 <t} to be the number of islands in
the branching process up to time ¢, and

Mo(t)

M(t) = Y (t—7y) (2.2)

J=1
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to be the sum of the I’th powers of their ‘radii’. The evolution of the process is then

governed by the differential equations

%Ml(t) = My(t) for ae. t,
(2.3)

dt
together with a specification of Mj. Letting Z denote a unit rate Poisson process, a small

world process is obtained by setting

My(t) = Mo<o>+z(pv</c>d / My 1 (u) du) — My(0) + Z(pu(K) [Ma(t) — Ma(0)));
(2.4)

for a gossip process, we set

My(t) = Mo(0)+Z (Pv(’C) /t Mq(u) dU) = My(0)+Z(p(d+1)""0(K) [ M1 (t) = Mas1 (0))).
" (2.5)
In either case, the intensity p may depend on L.
Equations (2.3) - (2.5) can be rewritten in clearer form by defining H;(t) := M;(t)\ /1!,

for A to be suitably chosen, in which case (2.3) reduces to

iHl(t) = AHy(t) for a.e. t,
dt
p (2.6)

for the small world process, we have
Ho(t) = Mo(0) + Z(d!po(K)N[Hy(t) — Ha(0)]) = Mo(0) + Z(Ha(t) — Ha(0)), (2.7)
if A =\ := (d'pv(K))¥¢, and, for the gossip process, we have

Ho(t) = Mo(0)+Z(dlpo(K)AN " [Hawr () = Hir1 (0)]) = Mo(0)+Z(Hapr (1) — Hasa (0)),
(2.8)
if A\ = \g := (d!pv(K))Y@*D. Note that, since p may depend on L, so may \o.

Remark 2.1. The time-scaled process H(u) := H(u/)\) actually satisfies

%ﬁ[z(t) = Hiq(t), i>1; Hy(t) = My(0) + Z(Hyq)(t) — Hy)(0)), (2.9)
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where r(d) = d for the small world and d + 1 for the gossip process. Thus, apart from
a time change, the processes are the same for all A\. Despite this, we retain Ay in the

subsequent discussion, in order to emphasize the connection with the original process.

In either case, the equations for H = (Hy, H, ..., H,)T are of the form

% = NC(H 4+ he™) = NCUT + (h/HL)e (7Y H, (2.10)

where r = 7(d), €' denotes the i-th coordinate vector, C, is the r-dimensional cyclic

permutation matrix satisfying C,e® = ¢i=!, 2 < i < r, and C,e! = ¢", and

Without the perturbation fz, H would have asymptotically exponential growth at rate Ag,
and the ratios of its components would all tend to unity, since the dominant eigenvalue 1
of C, corresponds to the right eigenvector 1. For the arguments to come, it will be
important to show that, with high enough probability, the asymptotic effect of h is just
to multiply H by some random constant — a branching random variable W — which is
not too big. Unless otherwise specified, we henceforth take My(0) = 1 and M;(0) = 0 for

all [ > 1, so that we start with just one point Fy at ¢t = 0.

2.1. Growth bounds for the branching process

Using the maximum norm || - || for r(d)-vectors, it follows immediately from (2.10) that

SN < A H)]|

~

with u(t) := {1+ (h(t)/Hy@a)(t))+}, so that, by a Gronwall argument,
t
VHOI < [Ht)] exp {Ao [ ) dv} , (2.12)
to

for any 0 < ty < t. Thus, in order to bound the growth of H, we shall need to control
the quantity h(t)/ H,(4(t), which is itself a function of the Poisson process Z. To do so,

we begin with the following lemma, which controls the extreme fluctuations of Z.
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Lemma 2.1. Let Z be a unit rate Poisson process. Then we have the following bounds,
uniformly int > 1:

(1)  Plsupu'Z(u) > 2] < et

L u>t

2 P supu1/3|u-1z<u>—1|z4} < ey,

L u>t

(3) Plinfu'Z(u) < 1/2] < cge”tH

u>t

Furthermore, for any U > 1 and 0 < n < 1/3 such that U(2" — 1) > 421log 2,

(4) P |sup(uv1)"20|Z(u) —u| > U} < ey U
u>0

for a constant cy.

Proof. For any t,e > 0, set u; :=t(1 +¢€)’, 7 > 0. Then it is immediate that

sup  u'Z(u) < Z(ujyi)/u;.

uj<u<ujl

Hence, and by the Chernoff inequalities ([6], Theorem 2.3),

P| sup u'Z(u)>1+2¢ < P[u;lZ(u]—(l +e)) > 1+ 2¢]
uj SUSu g

< exp{—c®u;/(2+ 3¢)}

= exp{—é‘zuj_l/@ +3¢)} eXp{—63uj—1/(2 + 3¢)},
and

IP[ nfuZ(u) <1 - 25} < PH{(1+e)u} " Z(uy) < 1— 2]
uj <u<ujyq

< exp{—¢’u;/2}

= exp{—¢c’u;_1/2} exp{—ec’u;_/2}.

Adding over j > 0, the sum is dominated by a geometric progression with common ratio

exp{—e3t/(2 + 3¢)}, and so it follows that

P |sup|uZ(u) — 1] > 2| < C(e,t)exp{—e*t/(2+ 3¢)}, (2.13)

u>t
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with C(e,t) = 2/{1 — e=="¥/(+39)}  Taking ¢ = 1/2 gives the first inequality, with
¢ = C(3,1); taking £ = 1/4 gives the third, with ¢3 = C(4,1). For the second, with
t > 1, e =1t"3 gives, in particular,
P [ sup u?lutZ(u) — 1] > 4] < C(1,1) exp{—t'/3/5},
t<u<st
and thus
P [supu1/3|u_lZ(u)—1| 24] < C(1L,1)Y exp{—2t"7/5} (2.14)

uzt >0
< ¢y exp{—t1/3/5},

with ¢y := C(1,1)/(1—e1/?), since the ratio of successive terms in (2.14) is at most e~/
The fourth inequality is a little trickier. Taking ¢ > 1 and ¢ = ¢, = U/{2(2t)2(-"}
in (2.13), we have

P| sup wzD|u"'Z(u) —1| > U] < Cle t) exp{—272T"U21"/(2 + 3U/2)}

t<u<2t

< Cley, t)exp{—=Ut"/28},

since, for U > 1, U/(2 + 3U/2) > 2/7. For this choice of €, %t increases with ¢, but 3¢
decreases; however, since 1 —e™® > (1 — e~ !)min{1, z} in z > 0, we have

2 2+ 3¢ 2 8
C(E’t) < 1 — -1 max{la?} < C,(€>t) = R max{l,E}

uniformly in ¢ > 1; the final inequality is immediate if ¢ < 2, and, for € > 2, 2 + 3¢ < &3,
Set q(t) := C'(&r,t) exp{—Ut"/28}. Then, in the sum >, q(2?), the ratios of successive

terms are at most
2092 exp{—-U(27 - 1)/28} < V2exp{-U(2"—1)/28} < 1/2,

by assumption, so that Y ..,¢(2/) < 2¢(1) < 2'/? 25 exp{-U/28}. Since, by an
exponential moment inequality, P[Z(1) > U] < ceY/™ with ¢ := e*~! and x = e/ the

proof of the fourth inequality is complete. |

Based on this lemma, we can now prove growth bounds for the Markov branching

process. Here, we allow for quite general initial conditions. For ease of reference, for any
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K >1and 0 <n <1, we define the events

Ay = Ae™IHEI < KY AR, = {Hyas) 2 K}; (2.15)

AR = s (v 1)z () — ) < KO (2.16)
w 0<u<H,(a)(s)

A(K,s) = {exp{—=Xo(t—s)(1+ex)}H@)| < [[H(s)| for all t > s}, (2.17)

where e := 5K /3, and we write

Ao = A0 AZ0AD

K,&K,S

e Fi, (2.18)

where F, denotes the history of X* up to time s, and 0 := C,e'/?°, with C, as defined

below.

Theorem 2.1. For any K > 1 and any 0 < s < t, we have

(1) Plexp{—Xo(t —s)(1 +ex) HIH@)| < max{C,K, | H(s)|} for all t > s]

> 1— cpe K/
for suitable constants C, := 3exp{(r(d))" DY and c,. Furthermore,
(2)  PA(K,s)|FNAR] > 1— e 875,

Proof. For K > 1, define 7, := inf{t > s: H,@q)(t) > K}, and suppose first that
Ti,s > 5. Then H,4(t) < K if s <t < 7, and thus, for all such ¢,

Ho(t) < 1+ Z(K) < 3K,

by Lemma 2.1(1), on a set A;(K) of probability at least 1 — ¢; exp{—K/14}. Moreover,
from the definition of H;(t) and by Hoélder’s inequality applied to M;(t), we have
(r(d))

Hi(t) < S Hoqy () O Ho(8) D, 1 <i < r(d). (2.19)
il
Hence it follows that, on A;(K),
|H@)| < 3exp{(r(d))V" K for all s <t < 7k, (2.20)

Now, from Lemma 2.1(2), it follows that

u(t) = 1+ (h(t)/Hya(0)+ < max{1, K"+ Z(Hy@(t))/Hoa (D)}

< 145K Y3 = 1+eg
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for all t > 7., on an event Ay(K) of probability at least 1 — c,e™%""*/5. By (2.12), this
implies that, on As(K) N Ay (K), for all ¢t > 7k,

[H@ < N1H (7r,s) || expf{ro(t —s)(1 + k)] (2.21)
If 7ic s > s, by (2.20), this in turn implies that, on Ay (K) N A (K),
@] < 3exp{(r(d) " @YK exp{rolt — 5)(1 + i)} (2.22)

for all t > s; if 7 s = s, we simply have |H(¢)|| < ||H(s)|| exp{Ao(t — s)(1 +ex)}. This
establishes Part 1.
For Part 2, if H,q)(s) > K, it follows as above that

IP’[u(t) <1l+egforalt>s]| ]-"8] > 11— cze_Kl/g/s,
and, if this is the case, then
exp{—Xo(t — s)(L+ex)HH@)|| < |[H(s)|| forallt>s
follows from (2.12). |
Theorem 2.1 translates into bounds on the values of (), defined in (2.11).

Corollary 2.1. Given any € > 0, there exists a random variable H® such that

(1) |h(t)] < H* exp{iXo(1 + &)t} a.s. for allt> 0.
In addition, for any K > 1,

(2)  E{hOA(K, )] | FoN Axsh < 2{(0K)Y” + K} exp{3Ao(1 + ex)t}.

Proof. Note that, from Theorem 2.1 (1), given any Ky > 1, there exists a.s. a (ran-
dom) K > Kj such that

sup e MR (1)]] < oo.
>0

Hence, for any € > 0,

H = max{l,sup{e_)‘O(He)tHH(t)H}} < oo as.. (2.23)
t>0
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This in turn implies that, given any € > 0,

h(t) —1| = |Z(Hyq)(t) — Hya) ()] < sup |Z(u) —u| for all t > 0.
OSUSH;/2 exp{Ao(1+c/2)t}

Now, from the law of the iterated logarithm for the Poisson process, for any n > 0,

H] = sup{u """V Z(u) —ul} < oo as.
u>1

Part 1 thus follows because

1 .
sup{e_i’\O(1+€)t\h(t)|} < 14 HH.jysup{exp{[(5 +n)(1 +¢/2) = (1 +)]hot}} < o0,
>1

t>1
if 7 is chosen such that n(1 +¢/2) < /4.

For Part 2, if 7 is a Poisson process of rate 1, the Doob—Kolmogorov inequality gives

IP)[ sup |Z(u) — ul >x} < min{Uz?, 1},

0<u<U

and hence E{supy,<p \Z(u) — u|} <2v/U. Thus, from (2.17), we have

E{[A(t) — h(s)[I[A'(K, 5)] | Fs N Ag.}

< E sup |Z(u)—u| ‘]:SDAKS
0<u<||H(s)|| exp{Ao(1+ek)(t—5)}
< 2(0K)"? exp{iAo(1 +ek)t}, (2.24)

where Z(u) := Z(u + H,(s)) — Z(Hya)(s)). Since also, on Ag s,
i(s) = 1| < Hygy(s)2 o0 k20700 < [ exp{hgs(1 + ex)},
the proof is completed. |

Recalling (2.10), and writing W, (t) := e 1T H(t), we have

dw,
dt

= e h(t), (2.25)

and, in view of Corollary 2.1 (1), it follows that W,(oco) := lim; . W.(t) exists and is

finite a.s. In fact, the branching process exhibits a non-negative martingale W, given by

r(d)—1
W) = e 3 Hi(0) = Walt) + e M H) — Hoa () = Wale) + e 'R,
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this last by (2.11), for which lim,_,.W () = W, (c0) also, because of Corollary 2.1 (1).
Note that, in similar fashion, (2.25) can also be written as

dw,
dt

= e Y Hy(t) — Hyay(t)}, (2.26)
from which, by partial integration, it follows that
W,(x) =1 +/ e M dHy(t) — NoHypay—1(t) dt},
0

identifying W.(oco) as r(d)W, where W is the limiting random variable defined in [4],
Theorem 4.1.

Similarly, integrating (2.10), and noting that H(0) = 0 because M;(0) =0 for all [ > 1,
we have

e MO (1) = /t )\OC’T(d)e_’\ocr(dwar(d)iz(u) du,
from which it follows that 0
e H(t) = et /t )\OCr(d)e’\OCTW(t_“)er(d)ﬁ(u) du. (2.27)
0
Since Eh(u) = 1 for all u > 0, it follows directly that
e MYEH(t)]| < e Mot / t Ao e @)| du < 1, (2.28)
0

so that e~ H (t) is uniformly bounded in expectation. With some further effort, the long

term behaviour of the vector e ' H () can be related in detailed fashion to that of W,(t).

Theorem 2.2. Ast — oo, W(t) :=r(d)e ™ H(t) — W,(c0)1 a.s. Furthermore, for any

0<s<t,
(1) W (t) = W(s)ll = Olexp{—3(1 —e)Aos}) as.
for any & > 0, if r(d) < 6, and
(2) W () =W (s)|l = Olexp{—(1 — cos(2m/r(d)))Aos}) a.s.
if r(d) > 7. Finally, for A'(K,s) as defined in (2.17),
(3) E{IW(t) = W()[A(K,s)] | Fs N Ak} = O(K exp{—Lraros}),

where B, = (1 —ek) if r < 6, and B, = (1 — cos(2x/r)) if r > 7 and K3 >
)

5/{2cos(2m/7) — 1}.
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Proof. Since the eigenvalues of C, are the r-th roots w; := >™=V/" of unity, 1 < j < r,

and the corresponding eigenvectors el := r‘l/z(wj_l,wf, o ,wj_(r_l), 1

orthonormal, we can write e ! H (t) = Z;(:C? fi(t)eW) with f;(t) := e~ {eWD}TH(t), and
use (2.27) to compute the f;(t).

) are (complex)

Taking j = 1 first, pre-multiplying e **H (¢) by r(d)*/?{eM}T = 17 gives
t t
r(d)'2fi(t) = e_AOt/ Aoe T D () du = / o€ %h(u) du .
0 0

This last expression converges a.s. to W.(oco) in view of (2.25), and hence fi(t) —
r(d)"V?W,(c0) a.s. as t — oo. Indeed, we have a little more: for any s < t, from

Corollary 2.1 (1),

)

r(d)"?f1(t) = fu(s)] < / Xoe % h(u)] du < 12H

— exp{—3(1—¢)os} as. , (2.29)

for any € > 0. For 2 < j < r(d), we have
r(d)2f;(t) = e /Ot Aow; e (y) du
giving
A@IHOL < e [l du,

where p; 1= cos{27(j — 1) /7@ }
Corollary 2.1 (1) now implies that a.s.
0(1) it p>1/2;

t
/ e ()| du. =
0 O(exp{)\ot(% —p+ 5)}) if p<1/2and e > 0.

The estimates given in Parts 1 and 2 follow directly, since ps > 1/2 if r(d) > 7, and

lime ™ H(t) = r(d)'W.(c0)l as. (2.30)

t—00

is immediate. The bound given in Part 3 follows in a similar way, but using Corol-

lary 2.1(2) in place of Corollary 2.1 (1); the final condition on K is merely to ensure that

B7< %(1—6[(). [ ]
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Remark 2.2. Note, in particular, that the distribution of W,(oc0) is the same, for a
given value of r(d), irrespective of the value of X\g, since W (u/\o) = r(d)e " H(u/Xy) =
r(d)e " H (u), with H as defined in Remark 2.1. We shall denote a random variable with

this distribution by W*[T(d”(oo), if the dimension needs to be emphasized.

For use in Section 3, we define
6(0) = E{e -0 | 1y(0) = 1, M;(0) = 0, j > 1}. (2.31)

The function ¢, being the Laplace transform of a branching process limit random variable,
can as usual be expressed as the solution of an implicit equation. This is based on the

observation that, because of the branching property,

Wi(oo) =4 Y e WY,

j=1

where (W*(j ) j> 1) are independent copies of W, (c0), and (7;, j > 1) are the event times
in a Poisson process on R,. For the gossip process in dimension d, the Poisson process

has intensity

pv(K)ud = Nttt /d! u > 0.
This implies that the Laplace transform ¢ satisfies
o) = ew{- [T G- oA
— exp {— /OOO %{1 — p(8e)}a d:c} , (2.32)

with —¢'(0) = E{W.(c0)}|Mo(0) = 1,M;(0) = 0,5 > 1} = 1. If we define h(t) :=
1 — ¢(e'), then h satisfies the equation

h(t) = 1—exp{—/0°° Z—Th(t—x)dx}, (2.33)

with lim;, . e *A/(t) = 1; in the case d = 2, (2.33) is the equation that appears in
Chatterjee & Durrett ([5], Lemma 1.1). Note that the functions ¢ = ¢4 and h = hy thus
depend only on the dimension d, and not on the choice of neighbourhoods, and hence

that this is true also of the distribution of W, (oc0).



Gossip processes 17

It follows from (2.32) that the lower tail of W,(c0) can be easily bounded:

PIV.(0) < ul < eot/u) = cexp{~ [ {1 ol w))atas

e exp {— /0_ - %{1 — ¢(1)}a? dx}
< e (exp {—c(log(1/w))*'}), (2.34)

IA

for ¢ := {1 —¢(1)}/(d+1)!. Thus P[W,(c0) < w] goes to zero faster than any power of w

as w — 0 for all d > 1. For the upper tail,
PW,(o0) > w] < 1/w (2.35)

is immediate from Markov’s inequality.
Our final result of the section is a lower bound on the growth of H, needed later to

show that IP)[AS;?S] is large enough, if s is not too small.

Lemma 2.2. Let T;{(d) denote the time taken for H,qy to first reach a given level K. Then

there is a constant c, := 2(r(d)!)"/"@ /log(6/5) such that
P[ri? > ¢, \g'R] < 2Ke ®,

for all R > 1.

Proof. Define ty := \;*(r(d)!)Y/"@ so that, starting X* with a single particle at 0, we
have H,(q)(to) > 1. Then it is immediate that the process My is stochastically bounded
below by a process M, where (]\%(nto), n > 0) is a Galton—Watson process with ]\70(0) =
1 and with offspring distribution p; = (1 — ps) = ™!, and that, for nty <t < (n+ 1)to,
]\%(t) = ]\%(nto). Furthermore, for all n > 1, H,q)(nty) > ]\70((71 — 1)tg). Now, since

Bi (m, 1){[m/2,m]} > 1/2 for all m > 1, a calculation shows that

E{1/My((n + 1)to) | Mo(nte) =m} < m™'(L+ 1),

W

from which it follows that ((6/5)"/Mqy(nte), n > 0) is a non-negative supermartingale,
with initial value 1. So, defining vx = min{n: My(nt,) > K}, and noting also that

A%(VKto) < 2K, it follows from the optional stopping theorem that

E{(6/5)"<} < 2K.
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It thus follows that P[vg > R/log(6/5)] < 2Ke %, for any R > 0. As T;{(d)/to <vg+1

we have
Pri? > to{1 + R/log(6/5)}] < 2Ke™F
also. Since R +1og(6/5) < 2R in R > 1, the lemma follows. |

2.2. Intersection asymptotics

The branching process X* gives a useful approximation to Y as long as it has only few
pairs of self intersecting islands. Thus our asymptotics for the branching process are of
most interest in the time before self-intersections in X* become plentiful. To see when
this is, we need to derive formulae for the mean number of pairs of self intersecting islands
of X* at a given time ¢, and the number of islands of one process X; that intersect islands
of another, independent process X;.

In order to do so, we strengthen the assumption that v4(K) ~ s%(K) as s — 0 by

assuming that
5™, (K) Jo(K) — 1| < ¢ (s{v(K)/ L} ), s >0, (2.36)

for some v, > 0. Two subsets K(P,t) and K(Q,u) intersect when P € K(Q,t + u), or,
equivalently, when @ € IC(P,t + ), so that the probability of intersection if P and @
are chosen independently and uniformly distributed on C' (with respect to the intrinsic

volume), is given by
qr(t,u) = L7 (K) = L7'(K)(t +u)4(1 4+ Rp(t,u)), (2.37)

where

[Re(t,u)l < ep{(t+u)(v(K) /L) } . (2.38)

We begin by supposing that ¢, = 0. In this case, the number N(¢) of self intersecting

pairs of islands in a branching process at time ¢, conditional on having My(t) = n + 1
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islands originating at times 7; = 0,77, ..., 7, < ¢, has mean given by
E{N()| Mo(t) =n+1,77,....7} = pn+Ltt—1 -7
n—1 n d d
= Z.ZL_U Z(l)t—T t—T)d_l
i=0 j=i+1 =0
L /d
= 43 () (00 - Mat0}29
1=0

Similarly, again if ¢, = 0, for two independent branching processes, one that has developed
to time ¢ and has My(t) = m + 1 islands originating at times 0,77, ..., 7} < t, and the
other that has developed to time s and has ]\%(s) = n + 1 islands originating at times
oy =0,07,...,0 <s, the conditional mean of the number N(t, s) of intersecting pairs is

given by

E{N(t,s)| Mo(t) =m+ 1,75, ..., 75, My(s) =n+1,0,...,0%}

= ym+1n+ Lt t—7,. . t—T7;85—01,...,8— %)
m n d d

= Z L™ (K) <l) (t— 1) (s — U;)d_l
i=0 j=0 1=0

= L M(K) Z (O;) Ml(t)ﬂd—l(s), (2.40)

where M,(s) := > iols — 07)". Thus the quantities M;(-) of the previous section are

exactly the quantities needed for making such computations. If ¢, > 0, we instead have

[E{N(t)| Mo(t) =n+1,7,....;7:} —pn+1;t,t —7,....t — 71
< (5 )etottey/zyens
E{N(t,5) | Mo(t) = m+ L. o Mo(s) = 4 Lo, .03} (2.41)

—u(m+1n+ 1Lt t—7f,...,t—T7:85—0],....,8— o))

m?

< mne,{(2t)%(K)/ L} e/,
Now, from Theorem 2.2, we have

M) Mg_y(t) ~ 1(d — )!\g%(d) 2!,
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so that the mean number of self-intersections is small up until times ¢ at which
et = A = LA /u(K), (2.42)

or, equivalently, for

F= oty = %%{mgA ). (2.43)
As can be seen from (2.10), A\; ' is the time scale for the growth of H(-), or equivalently, in
view of (2.7) and (2.8), the time scale on which the first new contact occurs. Correspond-
ingly, v(KC)A\g? represents the scale for the size of the initial island at the time when the
first new contact occurs. For the sort of asymptotics to be discussed here, it is natural to
require that this size is small when compared to the total size L of C', so that many islands

are involved in the covering of C; hence we shall think of the ratio A = L/{v(K)A\;?} as

being large.

3. The deterministic phase

3.1. Outline

In this section, we show that the development of the proportion L=V (¢) of the volume
of C' that is covered at time t grows more or less deterministically, once the initial stages
have passed, under the assumption (2.36). As noted above, up to times of the form
%)\5 log A + x}, for z fixed, there are few self-intersections in the branching process X*,
so that, for such times, calculations made using the branching process can be expected to
give close to the right answers for the small world and gossip processes as well. Differences
between X7 and Yp, arise because some islands in X7, do not appear in Yp,, and are
labelled as ‘ghosts’; the j-th new branching process contact contributes to Y (designated
by G; = 0) only if it originates from a real (non-ghost) island, and starts at a point
outside Y, and multiple counting from overlapping islands is also prohibited.

The initial similarity between a small world model and its branching process ap-
proximation was exploited in [4], when approximating the distribution of the distance
dsw (P, P') between two randomly chosen points P and P’ in the small world graph.
The key observation is that dgw (P, P') > 2t exactly when the sets Yp(t) and Yp/(t) are
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disjoint. The discussion above indicates that the sets Yp(t) and Yp/(¢) can be replaced with
little error, for the calculation of probabilities, by the sets Y (t) and Y} (f) generated by
independent branching processes X5 and X}, as long as t is of the form %)\5 Hlog A +z},
which is enough for our purposes. However, in small world models, the argument is more
complicated, because an intersection between an island J of X} (¢) and an island J’ of
X5 (t) does not correspond to an intersection of Yp(t) with Yp/(t) when either J C J' or
J' C J, since such a constellation cannot occur in the small world process. Thus, for P

an independent uniform point of C', we have
Prldsw (P, P) < 2t] = P[Yp,(t) NYp(t) # 0] ~ P[Yp ()" Yp(t) #0,  (3.1)

for independent X7 and Xj, where the notation N* is used to denote this special mode
of intersection. The complement of the latter probability was approximated, for small
world processes, in [4], Theorem 4.2.

The connection with the current problem is that, in the small world model,
Pp, [dsw (Po, P) < 2t] = L'EVp (2t), (3.2)
if P is independently and uniformly chosen on C, and, similarly,
L7 'EB{Vp, (2t) | F.} = Pgldsw (P, P) < 2t| F.], (3.3)
where F; denotes the history of Yp, up to time s. Then
Pryldsw (Fo, P) < 2t| F] ~ P[Yp (8) 0" Yp(t) # 0| F] = 7(s,1). (3-4)

where the asymptotic equivalence can be expected much as for (3.1). The aim is now to
demonstrate that the quantity L™'Vp,(2t) stays close to its expectation L™ E{Vp, (2t) | Fs},
showing that the volume process develops in almost deterministic fashion from s onwards
as long as s is sufficiently large. For this, it is enough to show that the conditional variance
Var {L™'Vp,(2t) | Fs} becomes small with s. Now the expectation L™'E{Vp, (2t) | F,} is

approximated, as above, by 7(s,t). For the mean square, we simply note that, for t > s,

L7E{[VR 2] | K} = Pr[{dsw(Po, P) < 2t} O {dsw (P, P') <2t} F,  (3.5)
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where P and P’ are two independent uniform points of C, and then, again much as

for (3.1), establish the approximation
Pp, [{dsw(Po, P) < 2t} N {dsw (Po, P') < 2t} | F (3.6)
~ PI{YE,(8) 0" Yp(t) # 0} n{Yp,(6) N" YE.(t) # 0} | £, (3.7)

using three independent processes Xp, , Xp and X5, where 7 denotes the history of Xp,
up to s. Since, for s large enough, the development of the branching process X7, after s
is almost deterministic, the statistics of the set Y} (¢) are already almost determined at

time s. Hence the probability in (3.7) is close to
{PIYE,(0) 0" YR(1) # 0| F)P = 7(s,1),

asymptotically equivalent to the square of the conditional mean. In consequence, the
conditional variance is small, as required. The remainder of the section consists of
making an analogous argument precise, in the context of gossip processes. For small
world processes, the corresponding estimates can be deduced using the methods of [4],

Section 4.

3.2. Constructions

For the gossip process, the following construction of Y is useful. First, for any (P, t) €
C x[0,00) let Si(P,t) C C x[0,00) denote the set whose C-section o¢, {Sk(P,t)} at u is
K(P,u—t) if u > t and () otherwise. Let IT denote a marked Poisson process on C' x [0, c0)
with constant intensity p, and with marks independently and uniformly distributed in C'.
Take Py € C to be the initial point; set Sy := Si(Py,0). Then define S; to be the set

St = SolJ Sk(Prj.my).
i>1
where the points of I in Sy occur at locations and times (Qy;,71;) and have marks P,
j > 1. Then recursively, for [ > 2, define
Sy = S USIC(PU,TU),
j>1
where the points of II in S;_; \ S;_2 occur at locations and times (Q);,7;) and have

marks Fj;, j > 1. Then we can define

Y(t) == 0c{S«}, 0<t<T, (3.8)
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where S := U;>0S5;. Clearly, Soo N{C x[0,T]} = S;n{C x[0,T]} for some [ > 0, since II
has a.s. only finitely many points in C x [0, 7.

Thinking of the points (Q;, 7;) with marks Fj; as the [-th generation descendants of
the initial individual P,, we note that the path of the process Y can be identified with that
of a Markov branching process X* until the first time ¢ at which there is a non-empty
intersection between two of the sets Sk(P;,t), for I > 0 and j > 1 such that 7; < ¢;
this is because of the independence of Poisson realizations on disjoint sets. Thus the

construction of Y also yields a part of a coupled X*.

As an alternative, the construction of Il and Y can be replicated starting from the
branching process X*. Start with P, and, writing Sy := Sic(FPp, 0), assign Poisson points
(élj,%lj), j > 1,to Son{C x [0,T]} with intensity p, and with marks independently
and uniformly distributed on C'; denote these by I;; = (@1]-,7‘1]-; 151]-), 7 > 1. These are
the first generation descendants of the individual at P, that are born before 7. Repeat
the process recursively, at the [-th step, [ > 2, assigning Poisson points and marks to
each S;_;,; N {C x [0,T]}, where S;_;; = S;C(ﬁl_l,j,ﬁ_w), yielding the [-th generation
descendants I;; := (@lj, 753 JBU), j > 1, of the individual at Py that are born before T’; as
before, write S; := S;_1 U{U;>15;;}. There are in general more of these descendants than
there are Poisson points and marks in S, N {C x [0,7]}, and the labelling is typically
different. To recover the Poisson process II and its marks, first identify the set {f;;, j > 1}
with {(Q1;, 71;; P1;), j > 1}, the first generation descendants of the individual at Fp in the
gossip process. Then label each [;; with Gy; € {0, 1}, according as whether the point is to
be treated as real or a ghost; Gy; = 1if (P, 71;) € So, and, if there is any j with G1; = 1,
the union in (3.8) is not disjoint beyond ;.

For the remaining construction, the descendants Ij;,, of individual [;; in [0,7] are the
Poisson points and marks from S;; N {C x [0,T]} chosen above. If G;; = 1, label them all
with Gy, = 1 — as descendants of ghosts, they are themselves ghosts. If G;; = 0, label
those of the ;. for which

j—1

(@lj;r,%lj;r) € 51 U Sty

=1

with Gy, = 1 also, since they lie in a part of C' x [0, 7] that has already been covered,
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and therefore do not belong to II. Do the same if

;
(ﬁlj;ra%lj;r) € S U Sijt,
5'=1

since such points do not generate new descendants in Y, because then S;C(ngj;r,ﬁj;r)
is contained in the already covered region of C' x [0,00), even though here the points
(Qvlj;r, 71;:-) do represent points of II. The remaining points determine the points of II in
Sii \ {Sl_l Ui,_:ll Sljr} that carry the label Gyj, = 0 and are in C' x [0,7]. The set of
points

j—1

{(élj;r,ﬁj;r)? §> L1 > 1 Qi Ti) € St U Slj’} :

j'=1
together with their marks IAD}]-;T, can now be identified with the set of points and marks
{(Qi+1,4:T1+1,5; Piv1,4), 7 > 1}, after a suitable re-indexation (and with the labels G4 ;
correspondingly defined), recovering the gossip process Y.

Note that the same construction can also be used starting from two independent
branching processes XM* and X®* with initial points Po(l) and P0(2), provided that,
in each generation, the descendants of both individuals are listed together. The resulting
gossip process describes the informed regions at each time ¢, when the information spreads
from two initial sources at Po(l) and P0(2). Note that the order in which individuals appear
in the list can influence the realization of Y that is obtained, so that, for instance, the
set YPO(” (t) obtained from X (V* alone may not be identical to the subset of points within
distance ¢ of P{" in the set Yo po (t) obtained from X™* and X ®* together. However,
it is shown in the proofs below that the differences, which only occur as a result of
sets in the branching processes overlapping, are not significant for the ranges of ¢ under
consideration here.

For the calculations to come, we next need to show that analogues of the asymptotic
equivalences in (3.4) and (3.7) hold for gossip processes. Here, the argument is a little
simpler than for small world processes. A point P has been informed from P, at time 2t
exactly when the set Yp, () C C of points informed from P, by time ¢ intersects the set
of points Y p(¢;2t) C C from which the information will reach P by time 2t if it has
reached Y p(t;2t) by time t. Now the set Y p(¢;2t) is determined by the points (71, PY)

377
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of Il in C x (t,2t], together with their associated marks Q;, and can be constructed
from them in exactly the same way as Yp,(t) is constructed from the points (77, P))
of Il in C' x (0,¢], together with their associated marks Q?, except that time is run
backwards from 2t to ¢, and the roles of P]t and Q; are swapped. Thus, and because the
neighbourhoods I were so chosen that P € K(Q,t) exactly when @ € IC(P,t), the set
Y p(t;2t) has the same distribution as Yp(t), and Yp,(t) and Y p(t;2t) are independent.

Thus we can deduce expressions based on which analogues of (3.4) and (3.7) can be

justified, using the branching process approximations of Section 2: for any s < t,

L_lE{VPo (2t> ‘ 'Fs} = ]PPO [YPO (t> N ?P(t; 2t> # (Z) | fs]; (39>
LZE{[Vp )]’ | s} = Pp[{Yr(t)NYp(t:2t) # 0} N {Yr () N Y pr(t; 2t) # 0} | Fo],

where P and P’ are independent uniform points of C'. The argument is now primarily
aimed at justifying the replacement of Yp,(t), Y p(t;2t) and Y pi(¢;2t) in the formulae
above by independent copies of Yj(¢) with appropriate choices of @, so that computations

can conveniently be made.

3.3. Calculations

As remarked at the start of Section 2, it is useful to be able to bound X* above and
below by branching processes having ¢, = 0, to which we can then apply the results of
that section. We do this by constructing processes X~ and X, for times ¢ > s, with the
same initial conditions as X* at s, and using the same underlying Poisson process Z; the
time s and the initial conditions can be freely chosen. For X* the quantity v(K)My(u)
has to be replaced by V*(u) in the argument of Z in (2.5), and, by (2.36), we have

v(K)Ma(u){l —m} < V¥(u) < o(K)Ma(u){1+na},
where A is as defined in (2.42) and
3log A\
A = G (W) ) (3.10)

uniformly in 0 < u < (3/2)\;'log A. Hence we can define X+ as in Section 2 by using

pT = p{l+ np} as the contact rate per unit volume, and X~ with p~ := p{1 — na}, in
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which case
M;(t) < M(t) < M (t) forall0<t<(3/2)\;'logAand 0<I<d+1. (3.11)
We shall use X~ and X extensively to bound quantities associated with X*, and write
AE = {1 £} (3.12)

for the corresponding growth exponents; for convenience, we shall assume henceforth
that A is large enough that 9n, log A < 1.
We now continue with the following Poisson approximation result (see [4], Theorem 3.1),

which can be simply proved using the Stein—-Chen method.

Lemma 3.1. Let n K-islands of radii t1,...,t, < (3/2)A\; " log A have centres indepen-
dently and uniformly distributed on C, and let N, denote the number of pairs of them
that intersect. Then

drv(L(N,),Po (EN,)) < 4npy,

where, recalling (2.37),

{3log A}4 3log A\ ™ {3log A}4
e Nt R Gvral B ey

{1+ 2%,} (3.13)

is an upper bound for the probability that two independently positioned K-islands of ra-
dius at most (3/2)\y ' log A intersect. Similarly, for two independent collections of K-
islands, one with m and one with n islands, having radii t, ... t, < (3/2)A\; " log A and

Uty .., < (3/2)0g log A respectively, the number Ny, of intersecting pairs satisfies

Thus, when finding the probability of there being an intersection between the islands
of X% (t) and X, (), where X}, and X}, are independent, this Poisson approximation
offers an approach. It is exploited in the following result, in which M" and M denote

the quantities (2.2) derived from Xp (t) and XF, ().

Lemma 3.2. Define

Prm, m®] = BIY3 (1) N Y7,(1) # 0] MO (1) = m®, M (1) = m®],
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Then, fort < (3/2)\;"'log A, we have

Pm®,m®] — (1 - exp{~ zd: (j) m{ 'm0} )|

3log A}?
< 20 + P o + P EEE

In particular, fort =ty , = %Aal{logA—i-x}, as in (2.43), forx < %logA and for K > 1,

this gives

d
] d -
PO @), M (1)) - (1 - exp{ =Y <]) MO OME, A}
Jj=0
< C{KA—%%EK{logA}der/? +K2A—%/d+3€f</2{1ogA}d+w}, (3.14)

for suitable choice of C, except on an event of probability at most 2c,eX"*/3.

Proof. The first part of the lemma is an immediate consequence of Lemma 3.1, together
with (2.41). For the second part, we use (3.11) to bound Mél)(t) and MéZ) (t) above by
Mél)Jr(t) and MézH (t), and then Theorem 2.1 (1) to show that, for | = 1,2,

Mél)(t) < CaKe)\aLt(l—l—sx) < eCaKe)\ot(l—l—eK)

for all 0 < ¢ < (3/2)A\;" log A, except on a set of probability at most cae_Kl/g/S, since,
for t in this range,
if 9nplog A < 1, since also e < 5 for K > 1. [ |

We now aim to show that, for ¢ = t, , and s < ¢, the conditional probabilities of actual
interest for (3.9),
pl(S, t) = Ppo [Ypo(t) N ?p(t; Qt) 7A (Z) | fs] (316)

and
pa(s,t) = Pp,[{Yp,(t) N Y p(t;2t) # 0} N {YR, (t) NY pi(t;2t) £ 0} | Fol, (3.17)

are close to probabilities

pi(s,t) = Ep{P*[MW(t), MO ()] | F.}; -
pi(s,t) = Ep{P[MW(t), MP ()P [MD(t), MO ()] | F.}, |
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that we can approximate using Lemma 3.2. Here, M is used to denote the quanti-
ties (2.2) for Xp,, coupled as above with Yp,, and F; to denote its history up to s. M@
and M® are related to Y p(t;2t) and Y p/(t;2t) in similar fashion, through branching
processes Xp and X}, which are independent of each other and of X7 . Now the
union Y3 (t) of the islands of X7, (t) contains Yp,(t), and the corresponding statement
is true for X5 (t) and Y p(t;2t) and for X} (t) and Y p(¢;2t). From this, it follows that
pi(s,t) > pi(s,t) and that pi(s,t) > pa(s,t). We thus need only to show that the
differences pi(s,t) — p1(s,t) and p5(s,t) — p2(s,t) cannot be too large. This we establish
on the event ZK@ € Fs, defined as in (2.18) with Mi(l)(t))\g/i! for H;(t), for a suitable
choice of K = K(A).

The differences between pj(s,t) and pi(s,t), [ = 1,2, arise from events on which an
island of a branching process X* makes an intersection that is not an intersection in
the corresponding Y-process. Such an event can only occur if the island of X* is a
ghost, or if the intersection occurs at a part of an island that overlaps another island,
so that an intersection may have been counted twice using X*. Thus it will be enough
to show that the probability of there being a ghost or an overlapped island in X (t)
that intersects Y p(t;2t) U Y p/(t;2t) is small, and that the same is true for ghosts and
overlapped islands of X} p/(t) := Xp(t) U X5 (t) intersecting Yp,(t).

Lemma 3.3. Define K(A) := (40logA)3. Then, on ZK(A),S, for ty, = ﬁ{log!\ + x}
as in (2.43), and with |x| < (1/6)log A,

0 < pi(s,t) —pi(s,t) = O((1 4 e*)A™12{log APP4H12 4 A=V {log A}IF6), 1=1,2.

Proof. To make the necessary estimates, we begin by coupling X in ¢ > s to upper
and lower processes Xt and X~ as in (3.11), starting from the same state at time s.
Define the event A’ (K (A), s) as in (2.17), but for the process X+, and so with A{ for g
and with H* for H. Then, on the event A’ (K (A), s)ﬂAélf)ﬂs, M (tae) < eOK(A)AY2er/2,
and, in view of Theorem 2.1, A’ (K(A), s) has conditional probability at least 1 — coA™®

on A K(n),s- Hence, the mean number of intersecting pairs of islands of X7, at ts , satisfies

E{N(tAvx)I[AQF(K(A),s)]|]-"SHZK(A)7S} < HOK(MNA2e"?pf < C'e™{log A}*6,
(3.19)
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for some constants C,C’; and also, from (3.13),
AR{ Mo (tn ) T[A, (K (A), 8)] | Fo N Agays ok < C"e™2A7Y2{log A}4H2. (3.20)

Thus, taking x = —(1/6)log A, the conditional probability of any pair of islands of XF,
intersecting before time (5/12)A\;* log A is at most of order O(A~/6{log A}4+6) on Axa).s,
from (3.19). Also, if z < %log A, the number of such intersecting pairs before time ¢, ,
exceeds log A{1V e*{log A}?+6) with conditional probability of order O(A~1/4{log A}¢+3),
in view of (3.19), (3.20), Lemma 3.1, and the Chernoff inequalities for the Poisson
distribution.

Thus, on EK(A)78, except on an event of probability of order O(A~Y/6{log A}4+6), all
intersections of pairs of islands of Xp, occur after time (5/12)A; 'log A, and, once more
in view of Theorem 2.1 applied to the dominating branching process X T, they each give
rise to at most C(log A)(@+IVIAL/1262/2 ohosts, except on an event of probability at
most c¢,A™7, since each such intersection at worst gives rise to a ghost branching process
starting with a single island of radius (3/2)\;'logA. Thus, on AVK(A)’s, except on an
event of conditional probability of order O(A~'/6{log A}%*6), there are at most of order
O(AY2{log A}**0e™/2(1 4 €”)) islands in X}, (t) whose intersections with Y p(t;2t) U
Y p/(t;2t) should be discounted, and their radii cannot exceed (3/2)\;'log A. Further-

more, the number of islands in X5 (¢) and X}, (t) together is at most
CGK(A)eAgt(l—i-aK(A)) _ O(A1/2{lOgA}36x/2),

except on an event of probability at most c,A~%, by Theorem 2.1(1). Thus, on EK(A)78,
the mean number of intersections that should be neglected is, off the exceptional events,

at most of order
o) (A1/12{10gA}2d+96m/2(1 + ew) A1/2{10gA}3€x/2pX) — O(ex(l + em)A_E‘/lz{logA}?’de).

This expectation, together with the complementary expectation from overlapping islands
and ghosts in X} p,, bounds that part of the differences pj(s,t) — pi(s,t), | = 1,2,
arising off the exceptional events, and the exceptional events together have probability of
order O(A~"/%{log A}%+6). The argument for this second expectation is the same, except

that there is no conditioning, making it equivalent to the previous argument with s = 0,
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and with A(K(A),0) being automatically satisfied because the inital state consists of just

two singletons. |

Lemma 3.4. For MW, M® and M® as in Lemma 3.3, and for x < 1log A, we have

E {exp{ Zd: < )M“ DM (NN }}
—¢((d +1)7 i (j)j!(d - j)!Wj”(s)ew)
< Ce{e Pentos(log A)® 4 (log A9 A=9/4) (3.21)

and

E, {exp{ i( )M“ DIME (tae) + MP (ta )N }}

7=0
d 2
{ <d+1 22() Wj“)(s)ew)}
7=0
< Ce"(log N){ePir1ros 4 (Jog A)1Hro A=7e/dY (3.22)

for any s < ta,, where E(,) denotes expectation conditional on F N gK(A),S} W-(l)(s) =

J
(d+ 1)6_>‘OSM}1)(S))\6/j!, ¢ is as in (2.31), and C,C" are suitable constants.

Proof. We give the proof of (3.22); that of (3.21) is simpler. For ¢ > s, we bound M®
above and below by MW+ and MW~ 1 <[ < 3, as in the previous lemma. We then
observe that, for [ = 2, 3,

M (t o) MY (ta ) MA™!

< MY* (tAx)Mc(ll] tae) (AN

(d+1)7251(d = )T WD (a0 WiF (ta,0)A™

IA

J

(

) )
(d+1)72j1(d — j)letTmlles Ay D+ APF () AT

) )

< (d+1)7%)(d —j

WD (a0 ) WA (Eaa) {1+ 2eny log A},

where 7, is as in (3.10). We now use Theorem 2.2 (3) to deduce that
By (W7 (ta.0) = WP )AL (K (A), )] ) = O(K(A)ePue52)

(3.23)
E . (IWCEl_)f(tA,x) - Wcﬁl_)j(oo)|I[A/+(K(A),5)]) _ O(K(A)e-Bariis),
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[ = 2,3, and Theorem 2.1 (2) to show that P[A! (K (A),s)|FsN EK(A),S] >1— A8 Tt
thus follows, also using (2.28), that

d
d
Ee {exp{— 3 (3) MO (b0 ) M, (1) + Méﬂ(tA,x)]AéA—l}}

=0

> Eq {exp{—<d Py WO I (o) + W£3>+<oo>Jew}}

j=0

— O(¢"K (A)*{e P70 4y log A} 4+ A)

= {o(w@+ 1)‘2d!2d:VVj(l)(s)e‘c>}2 (3.24)

=0

— O(e“"’(log A)8le=Far1ros 4 (log A)1+’YgA—’Yg/d])’
since W]-(IH(S) = Wj(l)(s) is F,-measurable, and since W.”"(c0) and W " (c0) are
independent given Fg, and each has the distribution of W,(c0) as in (2.31). The upper

bound is proved in analogous fashion. |

Theorem 3.1. Choose s; = (a/2)\; log A for some 0 < a < 1/2. Let B, be as
defined in Theorem 2.2, let EK,S be as for Lemma 3.3, and define ty, as in (2.43).
Then, for any d-dimensional gossip process satisfying (2.36), and for any v1 < 7o =

min{3afB41, 37,/d}, there exists a constant k,, < oo such that
Var {L Ve, (2taz) | Foy NV Aga)snt < Koy AT,

uniformly in |z| < c,log A, where ¢, := %{%aﬁdﬂ A 7g/d}. Furthermore, IP’[AVK(ALSA] >

1 —caA™ for some v9 > 0 and cy < 00.

Proof. Starting from (3.9), collecting the results of Lemmas 3.2, 3.3 and 3.4, and taking
lz| < %log A, we find after comparing the various errors that
E{L_lvPo(QtA,x) | Fsa N EK(A),SA} = G(W(l)(SA)>I)

+ O(em{(log A)3A—aﬁd+1/2 + (log A)4+“/9A—’Yg/d} + (log A)d+6+~/gA—~{d/d)’

= G(WW(sp),2) + O(e"(log A)* 9 A3 + (log A) 6T A—0/?), (3.25)
where .
Glw,z) = 1— qbd(ex(d 1)) ij>. (3.26)

=0
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Similarly,

{7V (260.2)] | Fo 0 Ao}
= {GWW(sp),2)}* + O(e"(log A)* AT + (log A)HHEFwA™6/4) - (3.27)
Combining (3.25) and (3.27), and bounding the error term, the first statement of the
theorem follows.

To bound IP’[;(K(A),SA] from below, we start with Theorem 2.1 (1). Putting s = 0 and
then ¢ = s,, and setting K = K(A) = (401log A)3, it follows that

Ple= 058 || H (s4)]| < CoK (A)e/0) > 1 — ¢, A8,

so that P[A((glzz(A),sA] >1—c, A8 if 0 := Cpet/*°. Then, from Lemma 2.2,
2 r(d
PIAZ )., = PlHua(sa) > K(A)] = Plri}) < sal,

bounded below by 1 — 2K (A) exp{—saAo/c.} =1 — CA™7 for some v > 0, because of the
choice of s5. Finally, from Lemma 2.1 (4), since K(A)2(1-exm) (255 — 1) =< (log A)Y/2

exceeds 42log 2 for all A sufficiently large,

3 L1—¢
L= PIAR cm] S crexp{—K(A)2077®) 28}

< Oy exp{—Cs(log A)?’/z},

completing the proof. |

This theorem is the basis for the main result of the paper, showing that the distribution
of the path L™V}, (¢) is concentrated close to its conditional mean. To complete the proof,

we need first to have an expression for the conditional mean.

Lemma 3.5. Uniformly in |x| < c,log A, and with sy := (a/2)\; log A for some 0 <
a<1/2,

E {L‘lVPo(Agl{log A+a})[Fo N /TK(A),sA} = ha(a+1og Cy+log WV (s2)) + O(A™™),

where hg is as in (2.33), Cq := (d + 1)71d!, and 7, is as for Theorem 3.1. Also, if P is
independently and uniformly chosen on C, the time 7p := inf{t > 0: P € Yp,(t)} satisfies

Plrp > A l(log A + 7)] = E(exp{—edeW*(l)(oo)W*@(oo)}) +O(A™™),

for some v3 > 0, where W*(l)(oo) and W*(2)(oo) are independent.
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Proof. By arguing as for Lemma 3.4, using Theorem 2.2(3), it follows that, uniformly

for x as in Theorem 3.1,

E{L™' Vi, (2ta0) | For 0 Ara).on}
= E{G(WW(sp),2)| Fop N Ag(aysn} + O(A™™)
= E{GW(sa)L,2) | Foy N Agaysn} + O(A™)
= 1= 6a(Cae" W (54)) + O(A™M), (3.28)

where C, is as defined above, and the first part follows from the definition of hy follow-
ing (2.31). The final result follows from taking the unconditional expectation in (3.28),
and applying Theorem 2.2 (3):

1 —E{LWVp,(2tas)} = E{ba(Cse® WD (s5))} + O(A™) 4+ O(A?)
= E{pa(Cae" W (c0))} + O(AT),

for some 3 > 0. |

Note that the form of the neighbourhoods I only comes into the formulae of Lemma 3.5
through their volume v(K), which is implicitly present in the time scaling by Ag in the
definition of ¢, ,.

We are now in a position to prove the pathwise approximation to L™'Vp,(t). Before
doing so, we note that hg is the distribution function of a sum of independent random
variables Z; and Z5, where —Z; has a standard Gumbel distribution, and Zs is distributed
as —log W, (o0). This is because hy(z) := 1 — ¢4(e”) can be rewritten in alternative form

as

1 E{e‘ez} = P[-Z, > 2] = P|Z + Zs < 4],
where Z := x + log W, (00) is independent of Z;.

Theorem 3.2. For any d-dimensional gossip process satisfying (2.36), there exists a

random variable U such that

Plsup | L~ 'Vp, (Mg {log A + 2}) — ha(z +1og Cy + U)| > 4A™] < cA™*,
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d-l—l} (

for some positive ai,ay and ¢ < oo. Here, eV has the distribution of W o0) as in

Remark 2.2, whose Laplace transform satisfies (2.32), Cy is as defined in Lemma 3.5, hy
is as in (2.33), and A is as defined in (2.42).

Proof. Take sy := (a/2)\;'logA for some 0 < o < 1/2. It then follows from

Theorem 3.1, Lemma 3.5 and Chebyshev’s inequality that, for any a < /2,
P[|L Vg, (\y H{log A + z}) — hy(z + log Cy + log WO (sp))| > 2077 Fsy N AVK(A)@A]
< kAP (3.29)
uniformly for |z| < ¢, log A.
Now, representing h using Z; and Z, as above, we have, for x > 0,

ha(—z) < P[—Z; > 2/2] + PllogW,(00) > /2] < 2e7*/%

1—hg(z) < P[-Z, < —2/2] +PllogW.(00) < —2/2] < exp{—e™/?} + (),

where €(z) goes to zero super-exponentially fast, by (2.34). Thus, for x = %cv log A,
1 — hq(zy) = O(A™Y), and, for z := —1c,log A, hg(zy) < 2A~/%. Now choose an
increasing sequence of my := [A’] points xgj) between z, and z}, with xf\o) =z, and
2™ = 2F in such a way that ha(z{™) = ha(2)) < A for each j. On A (r)a,,
from (2.15),

—log WM (s54) < Aospy = talogA; log WM (s4) < log(dK(A)), (3.30)

so that, choosing o < %cv, | log W*(l)(sA)| < in log A for all A large enough. Thus we can
take x = xf{) —log W*(l)(sA) in (3.29) for each 0 < j < my, obtaining

P[ max |L7 W (A; {log A + 27 — log W (s4) — log Cg} — ha(z)] (3.31)

0<j<ma

> 2N Foy N Agaysn| < 2k, A0

»SA

from which it follows directly, because both Vp, (¢) and hy(x) are non-decreasing in their

arguments, that

P |sup |L™'Vp, (A\; H{log A + 2}) — ha(z + log Cy 4 log W (s4)))| (3.32)

> 20+ A | F 0 ZK(A),SA] < kA2
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for a suitable constant k.
The above estimate almost completes the theorem; it remains to replace Wil)(sA) by
Wfl)Jr(oo), where W+ is as in Lemma 3.3, and then to remove the conditioning. For

the former, we have
E{|W " (s2) =W (00) [T[A (K (A), s0)] | FuyNAk(aysn } = O(K(A) exp{—BariA{sa}),

from Theorem 2.2(3), together with P[A’, (K(A),sr)|Fs, N XK(A),SA] > 1— A8 from
Theorem 2.1(2). Thus

PW D (s5) — WD (00)] > A | Foy N Agaysy] = O™,
for any 0/ < % Bay1ae — b, and thus for any ¢ < 3¢, — b, and hence also
P[| log WV (s0)—log W T (00)| > A2 | F, NAk)., {IW I (00) > A2} = O(A7Y).

Since hg has density bounded by 1/e, the maximum of the density of the Gumbel distri-
bution, it follows that

P|sup | L~ Vp, (A; H{log A + 2}) — ha(z + log Cy + log WV (00))]
> (2070 + A7 4 e TATY) | Fo 0 Agaysn N {W DT (00) > A2

< kA%Ftn 4 AT (3.33)

But now, from (2.34), IP’[W*(IH(OO) < A% = o(A™%) for any u > 0, and P[XK(A),SA] >

1 —ca A7 from Theorem 3.1, so that

P [sup |L7 Ve, (Mg {log A 4 2}) — hg(z +1og Cy + log W T (00))| > 2077 + A0 + e 1A7Y2

< RAZHT L e AT 4 AT (3.34)

Now take 2a = b = (¢, A {71/4}) and b’ = ¢, to complete the proof, with a; = b/2 and

Q2 = min{71/2772acv}‘ L

For small worlds processes, the counterpart of Theorem 3.1 can be proved in entirely

similar fashion. Lemma 3.5 is also correct, if Cy is replaced by

Cy = d2d{(d+1)—1} = (d—1)!; (3.35)
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the change reflects both the difference in r(d) between gossip and small world processes,
and the subtracted component arising from intersections forbidden in the small world
context: see [4], Section 4 for more details. Note that the expression in [4], Theorem 4.2,
appears different from that obtained here. It is, however, the same, with the transfor-
mations r — d, 2z — z, o — v(K) (Cll), W — d~'W.(00), and noting that Lp = A/d!.
For the limiting random variable W, (c0), the Poisson process of descendants of the first

individual now has intensity
pv(K)du™ = Nu®=t/(d— 1), u >0,

giving
5(0) = exp{— /0 ﬁﬂ—as(ee—x)}zd—l d:)s}, (3.36)

the same equation as (2.32) for gossip processes, except that now d is replaced by d—1; in
view of (2.9), this is not surprising. We thus have the corresponding law of large numbers

approximation.

Theorem 3.3. For any d-dimensional small world process satisfying (2.36), there exists

a random variable U such that
Plsup | L~ Vp, (Ag ' {log A + 2}) — hg_y(z +log Cy + U)| > 4A~%] < &A%,

for some positive ay,as and ¢ < co. Here, eV has the distribution of W*[d}(oo) as defined

in Remark 2.2, Cy is as defined in (3.85), h, is as in (2.33), and A is as defined in (2.42).

For the gossip process studied by Chatterjee & Durrett [5], C'is an N x N torus, so that
d=2and L = N? and K(P,s) = B(P,s/+/2r) is a Euclidean ball, so that v(K) = 1/2
and ¢, = 0. They take p = N~ for any a < 3, so that \g = (d!pv(K))Y/ @) = N~/
and A = LM\ /v(K) = 2N207/3); also Cy = 2/3 in Lemma 3.5. Then the pathwise
approximation given in Theorem 3.2 matches N~2V (N°/3[2(1 — a/3)log N + x + log 2])
with h(z + log(2/3) + U). This is seen to be the same as in Chatterjee & Durrett [5],
noting that U has the same distribution as their log M, and that our choice of h(-) as a
solution of (2.33) corresponds to their h(-+log3), since they implicitly choose the solution
of (2.33) that has lim,_, ., e *h/(t) = 1/3.
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3.4. Complete coverage

Theorem 3.2 and (3.28), together with the fact that 2ty, = A;'{logA + z}, show
that only a negligible fraction of C' is covered at times much before A;'log A, with C
then becoming essentially covered in deterministic fashion on a time scale of order O(1)
around A, ' log A. Randomness is only visible in the time shift of —\;'U in the origin of
the transition from uncovered to covered.

One can also, as in Chatterjee & Durrett [5], consider how long it takes until C' is
entirely covered. We show that complete coverage is achieved relatively soon after time
A 'log A, under the assumption that, for each s, C' can be covered by n(s) islands of the

form K(P, s), where n(s) satisfies
n(s) < coL/{v(K)s"}, 0<s< LY (3.37)
for some ¢y.

Theorem 3.4. If (5.87) is satisfied for a d-dimensional gossip process satisfying (2.36),
then, except on a set of probability of order O(A™?), for some § > 0, the whole of C' is

2 (72log A
T(A7 S) + )\_0 { d' } )

where (A, s) = Ay {log A+O((log A)@+D) Y. The corresponding result holds for a small
world process, now with (A, s) = Ay {log A + O((log A)'/9)}.

covered before time

Proof. In a gossip process, in view of Theorem 3.2, at least iA /d! contacts have been
made up to time 7(A, s) := \; {log A+m—U —log Cy}+ Ay ', with probability 1—O(A~?)
for some § > 0, where m denotes the median hj'(1/2); this is because, at this time, a
volume of about L/2 has been generating contacts for a time interval of at least ;'
Write ¢ := d!/4, and note also that, from (2.34), —U < (klog A)Y/(@*1) except on an
event of probability of order O(A~®), if k is chosen large enough.

Cover C with islands of radius s = kA, '; with ¢y as in (3.37) this can be done using at
most coL/{v(K)(k/X\o)¢} islands. Then, recalling (2.36), the probability that any of these
islands contains none of Py, ..., Pryap is at most

cov(K)A < - v(/C)k;d>W _ b g

V(KK 20(K)A Iz o




38 A. D. Barbour and G. Reinert

if A is large enough that c,(kA=Y9)% < 1/2. On the complementary event, all of the
islands, and thus all of C, are covered after an additional time of at most 2kA;*. So take

k= {(18/¢)log A}/ to make

c
18 1ZﬁAA_8'

In a small world process, we apply Theorem 3.3 instead. With probability 1 — O(A~?)
for some & > 0, at least +Lp = 1A/d! shortcuts have been encountered by time (A, s) :=
Ay H{log A+t — U — log Cy}, where  denotes the median h;' (1/2), since then about
half of C' has been covered. Because e’ has the distribution of W*[d}(oo) rather than
that of Wi (c0), we have —U < (klogA)Y%, except on an event of probability of
order O(A™8), if k is chosen large enough, in view of (2.34). The remainder of the argument

is as for the gossip process. |

3.5. Manifolds with boundary

The assumption that the manifold C' is homogeneous simplifies the argument substan-
tially. However, the adjustments needed if C' is taken to be a ‘reasonable’ finite subset
of a homogeneous manifold, such as a rectangle in R? or a spherical cap, are not great.
The principal requirement is that most islands do not intersect the boundary 90C. Let

Cs :={P € C: K(P,0) N dC # ()} denote the d-neighbourhood of the boundary of C,

and assume that its volume is not too large when compared with that of C"
L7YCs| < ed(u(K)/L)YY, 0< 6 <2logA, (3.38)

for some constant ¢,. For instance, with C' a square of side v/L in R? and with (P, s)
a disc of radius s, d = 2 and v(K) = 7, and L7 C5] < 45L7Y2 satisfies (3.38) with
cp, = 4/+/7. Asis clear from the preceding argument, only times less than d, := 2\, " log A
play a significant part, and the probability of an island with randomly chosen centre P € C'

intersecting OC' before time §, is then at most
cdp (V(K) /L)Y = 2¢,A7/log A (3.39)

under the assumption (3.38).
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In order to make the arguments of Section 3.3 work, it is enough to be able to bound the
growth process above and below by branching processes with constant growth rates A&
and A, , respectively, which are close enough to one another, and to have (2.37) hold, with
an error estimate similar to that in (2.38). For the latter, if (2.36) is satisfied, then (3.39)
implies that

qr(t,u) = LK) (t 4+ w)*(1 + Ri(t,u)), (3.40)

where
|RL(t,u)] < c{(t+ u)(v(lC)/L)l/d}“’g + ¢ max{t,u} (U(]C)/L)l/d, (3.41)

so that all that is needed is to replace the exponent v, by 7, := min{y,, 1} and the
constant ¢, by ¢, := ¢, + ¢ in (2.38), when making intersection calculations. For the
former, the upper bound A{ given in (3.12) still holds. A lower bound is obtained by

neglecting any contacts to points of Cj,, and taking
g = A (1 =L7YCs) > Ag{l—2¢,A"Ylog A}, (3.42)

by (3.38) and (3.39). Thus, once again, the previous arguments can be carried through,
if, in the definition (3.10), v, is replaced by 7,, and ¢, by ¢, + 4dc,/3. This leads to the

following result.

Theorem 3.5. For a d-dimensional gossip process on a finite subset C' of a homogeneous
manifold that satisfies (2.36) and (3.38), the conclusion of Theorem 3.2 holds, but with
different constants ay,as and c. For small worlds processes, under the same assumptions,

the conclusion of Theorem 3.3 holds, again with different constants.

For the result corresponding to Theorem 3.4, it is also necessary to make the explicit
assumption in connection with (3.37), which was previously guaranteed for all A such

that c, (kA=) < 1/2, that each of the n(s) sets (P, s) used to cover C satisfies

K(P,s)NC| > Lsho(K). (3.43)

In the current context, this is no longer automatic, because part of a set K(P, s) may lie
outside C'. The proof otherwise runs without any change, and the conclusion of Theo-

rem 3.4 holds under this extra assumption. Note also that, under the extra assumptions
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(3.38) and (3.43) of this section, the manifold C' could also be allowed to consist of a
number of disconnected components. In particular, the requirement (3.43) applied with
s = kA\y " would prevent Theorem 3.4 from being justified if there were components that
were too small, and this is to be expected, since it may take an extremely long time for

a very small component of C' to be hit by a sequence of randomly chosen points of C.
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