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QUASI-STATIONARY DISTRIBUTIONS FOR SUBCRITICAL
SUPERPROCESSES

RONGLI LIU, YAN-XITA REN, RENMING SONG AND ZHENYAO SUN

ABSTRACT. Suppose that X is a subcritical superprocess. Under some asymptotic
conditions on the mean semigroup of X, we prove the Yaglom limit of X exists and
identify all quasi-stationary distributions of X.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Background. Denote Z, := {1,2,---} and N = Z, U {0}. Suppose that Z =
{(Z)nen; (P.)sen} is a Galton-Watson process with offspring distribution (p,)nen. Let
m =Y " np, be the mean of the offspring distribution. It is well known that when
m < 1 and p; < 1, the process Z becomes extinct in finite time almost surely, that is,

P.(Z,=0forsomeneN)=1, z&N.

Let ¢ := inf{n > 0: Z, = 0} be the extinction time of Z. If v is a distribution on Z,
such that for any z € Z, and subset A of Z,

lim P, (Z, € A|¢ >n) =v(A),
n—oo

then we say that v is the Yaglom limit of Z. Yaglom [34] showed that such limit exists
when m < 1 and the offspring distribution has finite second moment. This was generalized
to the case without the second moment assumption in [10, 13]. See also [2, pp. 64-65] for
an alternative analytical approach; and [23] for a probabilistic proof. If v is a distribution
on Z, such that for any subset A of Z,

> U(z)P.(Z, € Al >n) =v(A), neN,

z=1

then we say v is a quasi-stationary distribution of Z. Hoppe and Seneta [12] studied
the quasi-stationary distributions of (Z,),en. Recently, Maillard [24] characterized all
A-invariant measures of (Z,)nen. If a A-invariant measure is a probability measure, then
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it is equivalent to a quasi-stationary distribution. Multitype analogs for the Yaglom limit
results can be found in [T, 12] [14].

Now suppose that Z = {(Z;)i>0; (Pr)z>0} is a continuous-state branching process on
[0,00) where 0 is an absorbing state. Let ¢ := inf{t > 0 : Z; = 0} be the extinction
time of Z. If v is a distribution on (0, co) such that for any x > 0 and Borel subset A of
(0,0),

tlim P, (Z, € Al > t) =v(A),
—00

then v is called the Yaglom limit of Z. If v is a distribution on (0, c0) such that for any
Borel subset A of (0, 00),

/ W(de)Po(Z, € AIC > 1) = v(A), ¢ >0,
(0,00)

then we say v is a quasi-stationary distribution for Z. The Yaglom limits of continuous-
state branching processes were studied in [20], where conditioning of the type {( >
t + r} for any finite 7 > 0 instead of {{ > t} was also considered. Lambert [19] also
studied Yaglom limits using a different method, and characterized all the quasi-stationary
distributions for Z. Seneta and Vere-Jones [32] studied some similar type of conditional
limits for discrete-time continuous-state branching processes. Recently [I8] considered
quasi-stationary distributions for continuous-state branching processes conditioned on
non-explosion.

Asmussen and Hering [I] studied limit behaviors of subcritical branching Markov pro-
cesses. They proved that the Yaglom limits for a class of subcritical branching Markov
processes exist under some conditions on the mean semigroup, and characterized all of
their quasi-stationary distributions, see [1, Chapter 5] and the references therein.

In this paper, we are interested in a class of subcritical (&, v)-superprocesses. We will
prove the existence of the Yaglom limit and identify all quasi-stationary distributions
under some asymptotic conditions on its mean semigroup. Our superprocesses are general
in the sense that the spatial motion £ can be a general Borel right process taking values in
a Polish space, and the branching mechanism ) can be spatially inhomogeneous. Precise
statements of the assumptions and the results are presented in the next subsection.

As far as we know, there are no results on Yaglom limit and quasi-stationary distri-
butions for general superprocesses in the literature. Here we list some papers dealing
with superprocesses conditioning on various kinds of survivals under different settings:
[3 6 7, [8, 221 26, 27, 28, 33].

1.2. Main result. We first recall some basics about superprocesses. Let E be a Polish
space. Let 0 be an isolated point not contained in £ and Ey := F U {0}. Denote by
B(E, D) the collection of Borel maps from E to some measurable space D. If D is a
subset of R, we denote by B,(E, D) the bounded measurable functions from E to D.
Assume that the underlying process & = {(&)i>0; (Ilz)zer} is an Ey-valued Borel right
process with 0 as an absorbing state. Denote by ¢ := inf{t > 0 : & = 0} the lifetime of
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¢. Let the branching mechanism 1) be a function on E x [0,00) given by

U(z, 2) = —B(x)z + o(x)*2? +/( )(e_zu — 1+ z2u)m(x,du), z€ E,z>0,
0,00

where 3,0 € By(E,R) and (u A u?)7(x,du) is a bounded kernel from FE to (0,00). Let
M (E) denote the space of all finite Borel measures on E equipped with the topology
of weak convergence. Denote by B(M;(E)) the Borel o-field generated by this topology.
For any u € My(E) and g € B(E,[0,00)), we use u(g) to denote the integration of g
with respect to u whenever the integration is well defined. We will use ||p|| to denote
wu(1). For any f € B,(E,|[0,00)), there is a unique locally bounded non-negative map
(t,x) — Vif(x) on [0,00) x E such that

tAC
A1) Vif) 4L U (€ Viuf(E) ds| = TL [ (E)Lied], ¢ 20,2 € E.

Here, the local boundedness of the map (¢, x) — V, f(z) means that SUPo</<T ze Vif(z) <
oo for T > 0. Moreover, there exists an M(E)-valued Borel right process X =
{(Xt)e05 (Pu)uem, (k) } such that

Pule WD) =V 1 >0, pe My(E), f € By(E, [0, 00)).

We call X a (§,¥)-superprocess. See [21] for more details.
The mean semigroup (P);so of X is defined by

PP f(x) =1L, |eh P& f(e)1, |, feBy(E,R),t>0,x¢E.
It is well-known (see [21], Proposition 2.27]) that

(1.2) PuXe(N)] = w(F f), 1€ My(E),t>0,f € By(E,R).

In this paper, we will always assume that there exist a constant A < 0, a function
¢ € By(E, (0,00)) and a probability measure v with full support on E such that for each
t>0, Pf(b = Mg, fo = My and v(¢) = 1. The assumption \ < 0 says that the mean
of (Xi(¢))i>0 decays exponentially with rate A\, and in this case the superprocess X is
called subcritical. Denote by L{ (v) the collection of non-negative Borel functions on F
which are integrable with respect to the measure v. We further assume that the following
two conditions hold:

Forallt >0,z € F, and f € L{(v), it holds that
Pl f(x) = o(x)v(f)(1 + Hia )

for some real H,, y with

(H1)

sup  |Hiu | <ooand lim  sup  [Hy, | =0.
z€B, feL} (v) T eB, feli (v)

(H2) There exists 7' > 0 such that P, (|| X¢|| =0) > 0 for all t > T
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Note that L (v) in (HI) can be replaced by the collection of all non-negative Borel
functions f with v(f) = 1. In fact, for any f € L] (v) and k € (0,00), it is easy to see
that Ht,x,f = Ht,x,kf-

(HI) is mainly concerned with the spatial motion and ([H2)) is mainly about the branch-
ing mechanism of the superprocess. In Subsection [L3], we will give examples satisfying
these two assumptions.

We mention here that quantities like H, , ¢ in this paper might depend on the underlying
process £ and the branching mechanism . Since ¢ and v are fixed, dependence on them
will not be explicitly specified.

Denote by 0 the null measure on E. Write M%(E) := M;(E) \ {0}. Any probability
measure P on M$(E) will also be understood as its unique extension on M (FE) with
P({0}) = 0. Since ¢ is strictly positive, we have

PL[X.(0)] = u(PP9) = €M pu(9) > 0, > 0,p€ MG(E).
Thus,
(1.3) P,(| Xl >0) >0, t>0,u€ MHE).
Hence we can condition the superprocess X on survival up to time t if the distribution

of Xy is not concentrated on {0}. Our first main result is the following.

Theorem 1.1. If (HI)) and [H2) hold, then there exists a probability measure Qy on
MS(E) such that

P, (X € IXi] > 0) o Qu(). e M5B,

w.
where — stands for weak convergence.

Now we introduce the concepts of quasi-limiting distribution (QLD) and quasi-stationary
distribution (QSD) for our superprocess X. For any probability measure P on M;(E),
define (PP)[-] := fo(E) P,[]P(dp). We say a probability measure Q on M$(E) is a
QLD of X, if there exists a probability measure P on M$(E) such that

(PP) (X, € Bl X, > 0) — Q(B), B € BM}(E)).
We say a probability measure Q on M%(E) is a QSD of X, if
(QP) (X; € Bl X[l > 0) = Q(B), t=0,B¢eB(MHE)).

It follows from [25, Proposition 1] that, for any Markov process on [0, 00) with 0 as an
absorbing state, its QLDs and QSDs are equivalent. We claim that this is also the case
for our M (E)-valued Markov process X, for which the null measure 0 is an absorbing
state. In fact, since E is a Polish space, M;(F) is again Polish [16] Lemma 4.3]. So is
MS(E) [15, Theorem A1.2]. Thus M$(E) is Borel isomorphic to (0, 00) [15, Theorem
A.1.6]. That is, there exists a bijection 7 : M%(E) — (0,00) such that both 7 and its
inverse 77! are Borel measurable. Extend 7 uniquely so that it is a bijection between
M;(E) and [0,00). Then, it is easy to verify that 7 is a Borel isomorphism between
M;(E) and [0, 00) which maps 0 to 0. Now for any M ;(E)-valued Markov process with
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0 as an absorbing state, its image under 7 is a [0, co)-valued Markov process with 0 as
an absorbing state. Therefore we can apply [25, Proposition 1] to (7(X%));>o which gives
that a probability Q on M$(E) is a QLD for X if and only if it is a QSD for X. Similarly,
we can apply [25, Proposition 2] to X which says that

if a probability measure Q on M;’C(E) is a QSD of X, then there exists an
(14) r € (—00,0) such that (QP)(||X;|| > 0) = €™ for all ¢t > 0. In this case, we call
r the mass decay rate of Q.

Theorem 1.2. Suppose that (HI)) and [H2) hold. Then (1) for each r € [\, 0), there
exists a unique QSD for X with mass decay rate r; and (2) for each r € (—o0, \), there
s no QSD for X with mass decay rate r.

1.3. Examples. In this subsection, we will give some examples satisfying (HIl) and (H2).
We first give an example satisfying (H2l). Suppose that v is bounded from below by a

spatially independent branching mechanism, that is, there is a function J of the form

U(z) = Bz + 522 + /Oo(ew — 14 zu)7(du), z>0
0

with # € R, & > 0 and 7 is a measure on (0, 00) satisfying Jo- (w A u?)T(du) < oo such
that N
U(z,2) 2 (z), z€E,2=0.
If ¢(00) = oo and = 1/1(2)dz < oo, then by [28, Lemma 2.3], for any ¢ > 0,
inf By, (1] = 0) > 0,

Using this and (2.4]) below one can easily get that P, (|| X;|| = 0) > 0 for all ¢ > 0. Thus
(H2)) is satisfied with T' = 0.

Now we give conditions that imply (HI). We assume that & is a Hunt process and

there exist an o-finite measure m with full support on F and a family of strictly positive,
bounded continuous functions {p:(-,-) : ¢ > 0} on £ x E such that

/(&) Lied] = /E P, 9) f(y)m(dy), t> 0.2 € B, f € By(E,R);
/pt(xa?/)m(d@ <1, t>0,y€kE;
FE

/E/Ept<£€,y)2m(dx)m(dy) <o, t>0;

and the functions @ — [, pi(x, y)?*m(dy) and y — [, pi(x, y)*m(dz) are both continuous.

Choose an arbitrary b € By(E,R). Denote by (P!);>o a semigroup of operators on
B,(E,R) given by

PP f(x) =TT, [el @) p(¢)1, ), f € By(E,R),t> 0,z € E.

Let us write (f, g)m = [, f(x)g(z)m(dz) for the inner product of the Hilbert space
L*(E,m). Then it is proved in [28, 29] that there exists a family of strictly positive,
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bounded continuous functions {p? : ¢ > 0} on E x E such that
(1.5) e IPltpy (2, y) < pp(a,y) < el®>py(w,y), t>0,2,y€F
and that

Pif@) = [ plaa)f@midy), >0,z E

Define the dual semigroup (J/DE)QO by
R=1 PH@:= [ .o @m(dy), ¢>0.0€F.f € BER).
It is proved in [28] 29] that both (P?);>0 and (f)\tb)tzo are strongly continuous semigroups
of compact operators on L?*(E,m). Let L° and ¥ be the generators of the semigroups of
compact operators on (Pf);>o and (I/DE)QO, respectively. Denote by o(L°) and O(EE) the
spectra of L® and ﬁ, respectively. According to Theorem 29 of [31], Ay := sup R(c(L?)) =
sup %(a(ﬁ)) is a common eigenvalue of multiplicity 1 for both L° and b, By the
argument in [28] and [29], the eigenfunctions hy of L® and &y of ¥ associated with the
eigenvalue Ay can be chosen to be strictly positive and continuous everywhere on E.
Setting (hy, he)m = (he, ho)m = 1 so that hy, and hy are uniquely determined pointwisely.

We assume further that hg := help=o is bounded, and the semigroup (F;);>o is in-
trinsically ultracontractive in the following sense: for all ¢ > 0 and z,y € FE, it holds
that p(z,y) = ct7m7yho(a:)ﬁo(y) for some positive ¢;,, with sup, ,cpcie, < 00. Here,
EO = ﬁbhEO. Then, it is proved in [28, 29] that, for arbitrary b € B,(E,R), hy is also
bounded; and (P?)> is also intrinsically ultracontractive, in the sense that for any ¢ > 0
and x,y € F we have

(1.6) P, y) = Oy oy he(@) o (y)

for some positive Cy , ., with sup, 5 Cy, ., < co. It follows from [I7, Proposition 2.5
and Theorem 2.7], when (6] holds, C{, ., can be chosen so that

7t7$7y
(1.7) sup (C’étmy)f1 < oo, t>0,
z,yel o
and that for any t > 0,2,y € E,
(18) Cf},t,az,y = ew\b (]' + Cg,t,a:,y)

2 SR T 2 _
for some real C’b, with lim;_, SUp, yep C’b’m’y = 0. Therefore,

t7m7y

m(hy) = / P, y)he(2) N (CL, ) 'mldy), o € B,
FE

< (o) (sup(Ce) ) [ e mlan)
zelE E
< oo by (LH) and (LT) and the strict positivity of hy.
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This allows us to define a probability measure v,(dz) := m(ﬁb)*l/fzb(x)m(dx), x € E, and
an eigenfunction ¢y(x) := m(}z\b)hb(x), r el

Finally we write A := Ag and assume that A < 0. We now show that X satisfies
(HI) with ¢ := ¢ and v := vz. From their definitions, we see that the function ¢ €
By(E, (0,00)), and that the probability measure v has full support on E. Further, it is

easy to see that for each ¢t > 0, Pfgb = Mg and v(¢) = 1. We also have that for any
t>0,

WP o) = [ e ymldy)vids)

zeFE

- / _pi G ymldym(i) hy()m{d)

@) ([ beaomian) ) miay
= m(hg) ' eMhs(y)m(dy) = Mv(dy).

Therefore vP’ = eMy,t > 0. Now for each t > 0,2 € E and f € L (v), we have
P f(a) = / P (2,9) f(w)mi(dy) = / () ha(y)Cy o, f (9)midy)
FE FE
- /E O(2)CL 0 F)V(dy) = o(@)r(f)(1+ Hyap).

Finally, from (LL6) and (L.§), it is elementary to verify that H,, ; satisfies the required

condition ([HIJ).
In three paragraphs above, we give some conditions that imply (HII). See [28] Section
1.4] for more than 10 concrete examples of processes satisfying these conditions.

Organization of the rest of the paper. In Subsection 2.1 we will give the proof
of Theorem [L1] using Propositions 2.IH2.4l In Subsection we will give the proof of
Theorem using Propositions 2.5H2.7l The proofs of Propositions 2.1H2.4l are given
in Section Bl The proof of Propositions are given in Section Ml Some technical
lemmas are in the Appendix, and will be referred to as needed in the proofs.

2. PROOFS OF THEOREMS [I.1] AND

2.1. Proof of Theorem [I.1l It is easy to see that the operators (V;);>0 given by (L)
can be extended uniquely to a family of operators (V) on B(E, [0, 0o]) such that for all
t >0, f, T f pointwisely in B(E, [0, 0o]) implies that V,f, 1 V.f pointwisely. Moreover,
(V¢)i>0 satisfies that

(21) V,f<Vygfort>0and f <gin B(E,[0,0c0]);
(22) V=V, V,fort,s>0; and

(2.3) P e = e VD) for t > 0, € M4(E), and f € B(E, [0, 00]).
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With some abuse of notation, we still write V; = V, for ¢t > 0, and call (Vi)i>0 the extended
cumulant semigroup of the superprocess X. Define v; = Vi(oolg) for ¢ > 0, then it holds
that

(2.4) P,([|[ X =0) = e Hv) e M (E), t > 0.
From this, we can verify that
(2.5) p(vy) > 0 for all p € M$(E) and t > 0.

In fact, if pu(v;) = 0, then by ([2.4) we have P, (|| X;|| = 0) = 1, which contradicts (L3]).
In the proof of Theorem [[LT] we will use the following four propositions whose proofs
are postponed to Subsections B1], B2 B3] and B4 respectively.

Proposition 2.1. For any f € B(E,[0,0¢]), t > T and x € E, we have V. f(x) =
Cr,.;0(x) for some non-negative C}, ; with 1imy o SUP,cp repm 0,00 Cowy = 0. In par-

ticular, we have imy_,oo (Vi f) = 0 for all p € My(E) and f € B(E, [0, o0]).

Proposition 2.2. For any f € B(E,[0,00]), t > T and x € E, we have V,f(x) =
o(x)w(Vif)(A + C}, ;) for some real Cf, ; with limy_,q SUD,c 2 feB(E,[0,00]) |Ct. ] = 0.

For a probability measure P on M (E), the log-Laplace functional of P is defined by

SLof = —log/ e MDP(dy), fe B(E,[0, o))
M;(E)
For a finite random measure {Y;P}, the log-Laplace functional of its distribution is
denoted as Zy.p. To simplify our notation, for each ¢ > 0, we write I'; := ZLx, .5, (|| x./>0)-
We say a [0, oo]-valued functional A defined on B(E, [0, 00]) is monotone concave if (1)
A is a monotone functional, i.e., f < g in B(F,[0,00]) implies Af < Ag; and (2) for any
[ € B(E,[0,00]) with Af < oo, the function u +— A(uf) is concave on [0, 1].

Proposition 2.3. The limit Gf = limy_,o, Iy f exists in [0, 00] for each f € B(E, [0, >0]).
Moreover, G is the unique [0, 00]-valued monotone concave functional on B(FE,[0,oc])
such that G(colg) = oo and that

(2.6) 1—e @ =21 —e @), s>0,fcB(E,[0,00]).

Proposition 2.4. For any g € B,(E, [0,00)) and sequence (gn)nen in By(E,[0,00)) such
that g, | g pointwisely, we have Gg, | Gg.

Proof of Theorem[11. Tt follows from Lemma [A.4] Propositions 2.3 and 2.4] that there
exists a unique probability measure Q) on M(E) such that

(2.7) P, (X, € [ X[ > 0) —— Qu()
and that
(2.8) Zq, =G on By(E,[0,00)).

We claim that (Z8) can be strengthened as
(2.9) o, =G on B(E, [0, )
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and as a consequence of this, Zq, (00lg) = G(0colg) = 0o, which says that Q) is actually
a probability measure on M$(E). To see the claim is true, we first note from Proposition

2.1 that
(2.10) there exists 773 > 0 such that, for all ¢ > T} and f € B(E,[0,00]), Vif €
7 By(E,[0,00)).

We then notice that from (2.8]) and the bounded convergence theorem,
(2.11) if {g,:n € N}U{g} C By(E,[0,)) and g, T g pointwisely, then Gg, 1 Gg.

Now let {g, :n € N}U{g} C B(E,|[0,o0]) and g, 1 g pointwisely. Taking and fixing an
s > Ty, we have by (210) and (211 that

(1 . engn) @ efs)\(l _ efGngn) T efsA(l fGng) m (1 . eng)

In other word, we showed that Gg,, T Gg. The desired claim follows from this and (2.g]).

Let us now prove that the probability Q) on M‘}(E) satisfies the requirement for
the desired result. It follows from Proposition that there exists T, > 0 such that
SUD,c . feB (B 0,00]) | Cra gl < 00 for t > Ty, Thus for f € B(E,[0,00]), t > Ty and p €
MS(E), we have

(Vi) R o Vi) 1+ it
(2.12) — AVD(O)(L+Chy )

for some real C), ; with imy e SUD sep i 0,00 [Chs sl = 0. Also note that for f €
B(E,[0,00]), t > Tz and p € M$(E),

— e 1(Vef)
P, [1— e 50| x,|| > 0] F2ED 11_667“()
_ pVif)
(v
for some real C7, ; with lim, o |C}, /| = 0. Here in the last equality we used (23,
Proposition 2] and the fact that (1 —e ") /x — 1. Thus, for each p € M%(F) and

f e Cy(E,[0,00)), we have

(2.13) (1+ ij,tvf)

e, em v(if) 1+ Gy

—Xi(f 6
Py [1 - H’X | > 0] v(v) 1 +C5t L (1 +Cu,t7f)
Ht,001L B
) _x, L 1+ G
=V P, [1— e DX, > 0] (1+C8, ) 1—1 - 05“” (1+Ch,))
MvtvoOIE

— (1= e *)Qu(dw),

where in the last line above, we used (2.7)). Therefore, according to [21, Theorem 1.18],
B, (X, € [IXi] > 0) = Qu(). 0
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2.2. Proof of Theorem [I.2l In this subsection, we give the proof of Theorem [[.2 using
the following three Propositions 2.5 2.6l and 271 whose proofs are postponed to Subsection
4.1, and [L.3] respectively.

Proposition 2.5. (1) The Yaglom limit Q) given by Theorem [ is a QSD of X with
mass decay rate A; and (2) for any r € (A,0), there exists a probability measure Q, on

MS(E) such that Q, is a QSD of X with mass decay rate r.

Proposition 2.6. Suppose that r € (—o00,0) and that QF is a QSD for X with mass decay
rate v. Then we have that (1) r > \; and (2) Zq: is a monotone concave functional on
B(E, [0, 00]) with Zq:(colg) = oo and that

1 —e eVl = (1 — e %arl),  5>0,f € B(E,[0,00)).

Proposition 2.7. Let G be the unique functional on B(E,[0,00]) given by Proposi-
tion [Z3. Let r € [\, 0). If G, is a monotone concave functional on B(FE,[0,00]) with
G,(0c0lg) = oo and that

1l—e @V =er(1—e @), 5>0,f € B(E,[0,00)]),
then 1 —e=9rf = (1 — =GN/ for any f € B(E, [0, 00]).

Proof of Theorem[1.2. The non-existence of QSD for X with mass decay rate r < \ is
due to Proposition (1). The existence of QSD for X with mass decay rate r € [A,0)
is due to Proposition The uniqueness of QSD for X with mass decay rate r € [\, 0)
is due to Propositions [2.6] 2.7 and [21], Theorem 1.17]. O

3. PROOFS OF PROPOSITIONS 2. THZ2. 7]
3.1. Proof of Proposition 2.1l Define a function ¢ by
vo(z,2) =Y(x,2) + B(x)z, z€FE,z€(0,00),

and an operator ¥, : B(E, [0, 00]) — B(FE, [0, 00]) by

Wof(x) = lim Yo(x, f() An), f € B(E,[0,00]),2 € E.

n—oo
Then it follows from [21, Theorem 2.23] and monotonicity that
(3.1) Vif + [ PGS du=PIf. f € BE, D)5 20
0
The following fact will be used repeatedly:

(3.2) {Vif :t>T,f € B(E,[0,00])} C L{ (v).

To see this, note from (21, (Z4]) and ([H2) that, for all ¢ > T and f € B(E, 0, o)),
v(Vef) < vlv) = —logP, (|| Xy = 0) < o0.

Proof of Proposition[21. Note that for all s > 0 and € > 0,
@2
Viverrf(z) = ViVriof(z) < PfVT+€f(x) by B.0),
m7m S
(3.3) =7 o) (Verof ) (1 + Hop vy s)
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< eMo(@)v(vree) (L+ sup  [Hoggl),
er,geLT(u)

where in the last inequality we used the fact that v(Vif) < v(v) = —logP, (]| X]| =0) <
oo for all f € B(E,[0,00]) and ¢t > T. From this and the fact that A < 0, we immediately
get the desired result. O

3.2. Proof of Proposition 2.2 Another fact that will be used repeatedly is the follow-
ing:

(3.4) For any f € B(E,[0,00]), v(f) = 0 implies v(V,f) = 0 for all ¢t > 0; and v(f) > 0
7 implies v(V;f) > 0 for all t > 0.

To see this, note by (L2 that P,[X,(f)] = v(Pf) = eMv(f). If v(f) = 0, then X;(f) =

0,P,-a.s., therefore v(V,f) = —log P,[e=**N] = 0. If v(f) > 0, then under P,,, X;(f) is a

random variable with positive mean. Therefore, v(V;f) = —logP,[e=*:(F)] > 0.
Combining (3.4) with (3.3) we get that

(3.5) forallt>T, z € F and f € B(E,[0,00]) with v(f) =0, we have V,f(z) = 0.
Note from (HI)) and ([B.2)) that for all s > 0,¢t > T,z € E and f € B(E, [0, o0]), we have
(3.6) PPVif(x) = ¥ ¢(a)v(Vif)(1 + Hyaip) < 00

In the proof of Proposition 2.2] we will use the following three lemmas whose proofs are
postponed later.

Lemma 3.1. For all s >0, t > T, 2 € E and f € B(E,[0,]), we have PPV, f(x) =
(x)v(Vigs f)(1 + CL, . ;) for some real CT, . ; with

lim lim Sup |
§00t=00 1o B feB(E,[0,00])

Cz,t,x,f| =0.
For f € B(E,[0,00]) and 0 < € < s < 00, we define

L.f = / P? WV, f du, Joof = / P? WV, f du.
0 s—e

Lemma 3.2. Forallt >T, 0<e<s<oo, x € E and f € B(E,[0,0]) with v(f) > 0,
we have I, Vi f(x) = ¢(2)v(Vay i f)CE. o 2. s for some non-negative C}, , , ; with

lim sup CPoou s =0.
170 ger feB(E00)) T

Lemma 3.3. Forallt >T, 0<e<s<oo, x € E and f € B(E,[0,0]) with v(f) > 0,
we have J; Vi f(x) = ¢(2)v(Vayi f)Che o0 s for some non-negative C3 , , ; with

lim lim sup Y ow s=0.
EP0EFSTI0 pe B, feB(B,[0,00])
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Proof of Proposition[2.2. Thanks to ([3.4]) and (3.1), we only need to consider the case
that v(f) > 0. In this case, by Lemmas B1], and B3l we have for any s > 0 and
e € (0,s),

Ve (@) B ViVif(a) "R poy f(e) - / P WoViVif(2)du

(3.7) = ¢(@)v(Vissf) ( + C7m = Ciesas = Clesay) -
On the other hand, we have
(3.8) Vif(x) = ¢p(x)v(Vif)(1+ Cio ) for some real C}Y ;.
Combining ([3.7) and (B.8)), we have for all s > 0 and € € (0, s),
Citsas = Cutag = Cresas — Cresas-
Using this and the fact that
lim lim lim Sup [e4 sita,f Ctg,e,s,x,f - Cge,s,x,ﬂ =0,

e>0s—00t—00 o p fEB(E,[0,00])
it is easy to check that lim, e 1o SUP,ep ren(m 0,00 | Crpsw sl = 0. This implies

lim sup 1l 41=0. O
t=%0 ye B, feB(E,[0,00])

Now we prove the three lemmas above.

Proof of Lemmal[31. Integrating both sides of (B.1]) with respect to v and replacing f by
Vif, we get that for all £,s > 0 and f € B(E, [0, o]),

(3.9) e M) v(Vigsf) + /08 Alt+u) v(VoViguf)du e M v(Vif).

As a consequence of ([.9), we can get that for all ¢ > T, s > 0 and f € B(FE, [0, c0]) with
v(f) >0,
V(V;—I—sf) { /t+s V(\IIOVuf) }
3.10 ——— = =exp{As — ——— duy.
(10 A) L )

In fact, first observe from ([B.2)) and (34]) that both sides of (B.9)) are finite and positive if
t > T and v(f) > 0. Therefore the function H : u + e *v(V,, f) is absolutely continuous
n (7, 00) and

dH (u) = —e v (VoV, f)du, u e (T,0),
which implies that
V(\Ijovuf)
dlog H(u) = ———————=du, u € (T,00).
=) 120

Now an elementary integration argument gives (3.10).
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Define an operator ¥{, on B(E, [0, c0]) by

Ui f(z) = lim %(aj,n/\ f(z)), xze€kE, feB(E,[0,00]).

n—00 yA

We first claim that for all t > T,z € E and f € B(E, [0, o)),
(3.11) lim sup VoV, f(z) < oo.

1=00 e B, feB(E,[0,00])

In fact, since

(3.12) %(az, z) = 20(x)*z +/ (1—e)rn(z,dr), ze€E,z>0,
0

we have,

ULVif(2) < 20(2)Vif (2) + Vif () / Pr(z, dr) + / " v, dr)

ol 1 >
Proposlztlonm C§$7f¢(x) (20‘(l‘)2 +/(; T27T({L‘,d’l“)) +/1 Tﬁ(l‘,dT),

Since ¢, o are bounded, and (r A 7?)7(z, du) is a bounded kernel, (B.I1]) follows easily.
We next claim that for all ¢t > T and f € B(FE, [0, ]),

(3.13) tli)m sup  v(yVif) =0.
 feB(E,[0,00])
In fact, it follows from (B.12]) that, for any fixed z € E, z — %(:p, z) is a non-negative,

non-decreasing and continuous function on [0, 00) with %(~, 0) = 0. Therefore for any
r € E, we have

0 roposition
Jim Uiv(x) = lim ﬂ(:L’,vlt(a:)) Proposition 21
—00

t—o0 az

Using this, (3.11]) and the bounded convergence theorem, we easily get lim;,o v(¥iv) =
0. The claim follows immediately from the monotonicity of U V;f in f € B(E, [0, oc]).
Here is another claim that will be used below:

Forallt > T,z € E and f € B(E, [0, 00]), it holds that
(3.14) Vif(x) = o(a)v(Vif)Cis
for some non-negative C}1 » with iy _,e0 SUD,c 5 ez, 0.00)) Crnp < OO

To see this, first note that (8.14) is trivial when v(f) = 0 thanks to (8.4) and (B.5).
Therefore, we only need to consider the case that v(f) > 0. In this case, it follows from
the elementary fact

(3.15) oz, 2) < z%(az, z), z€FE z>0,
2

that
v(WoVif) < v((Vif) - (¥oVif)) < v(Vif) Sup ToVif(y).
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From (3.2) we get that v(V,f) < co. Thus from I for t > T and f € B(FE, [0, c0]),
(3.16) v(WoVif) = v(Vif)C5

for some non-negative C1% with limy o0 SUP e, 0.00)) Ci 7 < 00. Therefore, for any s > 0,

% I oo {)\s - /tm %du}

t+s
3.17 =" exp{ As — C¥2, du b .
(3.17) p w f

¢

Now note that for any e € (0,¢t — T,
eD B
Vif(z) = V.Vief < PPVi_ f(x) by @B.I),
D @ Viee (1 + Hewrip)
t
(3.19 L gopvifyexn{ [ C dul (14 Honvi).

According to (32) and (HIJ) we have

lim sup |Hewv, .fl <00, €>0.

t—=00 e B, feB(E,[0,00])

From this, (3.I8) and the fact that limy_,e0 SUD rei3(5,0.00)) Ciy < 00, BI4) follows imme-
diately.

We now use (B.11)), BI13) and ([B.I14) to give the asymptotic ratio of v(W,V;f) and
v(Vif). Note that we already obtained some result for this ratio in (3:16). We claim that
the following stronger assertion is valid:

(3.19) tllm sup  Ci3 =0, feB(E,[0,0)).
°° FEB(E,[0,00])

To see this, we observe that
v(WoVif) < v((Vaf) - (ToVif)), by @BI5),
< UV f) sup Vif (@) "= (W f) - v(Vif) sup(o()CLL ).

el IS

Since ¢ is bounded, ([319)) follows from (B.13) and (3.14).

Using (3:19), we can get the following asymptotic ratio of v(Viif) and v(V;f):
Forallt > T, s> 0 and f € B(E,[0,00]), we have
v(Vigsf) = v(Vif) exp{As(1 + Ctl,i,f)}

for some real C3 ; with limy_,oc SUPs>g rep(m 0,00 [Cra sl = 0. In particular, for

all f € B(E,[0,00]) with v(f) > 0 and s > 0, we have lim; % = e,

(3.20)
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To see this, thanks to (34)), we only need to consider the case v(f) > 0. In this case, it
holds that

v(Vigsf) @& { / T } 13
———= = exp{As— C,% du p = exp{As(1+C;: ;) }.
V(‘/tf) p ] f { ( t, ,f>}
Noticing that C}3 , = —-L 5012, dy and by that lim,_,o, sup c2, =0,

50 we have im0 SUPy=g ep (k0,00 |Cra.sl = 0.

We are now ready to prove the conclusion of Lemma B Again we only need to
consider the case v(f) > 0 thanks to (8:4]) and (). In this case, by [B2)) and (B4, we
have 0 < v(V;f) < co. Therefore, we have

PV (@) & 6@ (Vi) (1 + Hosis)
G20
=" (@) (Virsf) exp{=AsCy3 ;Y1 + Havig).

From ([{I) and ([B.2), we know that lim, . SUp,cp o7 ren(s, 0,00 | Hswvif| = 0. From
[B20), we know that sup,solim; e SUP rep . 0.00)) [$C1a | = 0. Therefore, we have

lim lim sup |exp{—AsC}3  }(1+ Hyav,y) — 1] = 0.
§00L=00 pe , fEB(E,[0,00]) v

Combining the displays above we get the conclusion of Lemma [3.1] O
Proof of Lemmal3.2. For all u > 0, we have
(3.21) v(PPUGV,f) = eMu(TV,f) < oo,
where the inequality follows from (B16) and (B:2]) Therefore, we have
LVf@) = [ PLVif@du= [ AP Bl (@)
0 0
(IH:ID / eAEqs(:L‘)V(Pstefu\DO%-Fuf) (1 + He,a:,P’B ‘I/()Vt+uf> du
0 S—€E—Uu
BZD (t+s)x / b()e Ny (T Vi f)<1 FH,pr v f)du
0

€,

<o (L s Horgl ) [ by @2
0

geLT (v)

I8

o(z) (1 + sup |H57x7g|> e(ts)X <e—>\tlj(‘/tf) _ e—A(t+s)V(%+Sf)>
gLy (v)
€S>\l/<‘/;gf)
V) )

D 6@) (14 5D [Hegl 0 (Virsf)exp{=AsCEE } = 1),

geLf(v)

G2),ED) ¢(x)<1+ sup |H€7$7g|)l/(vt+sf)<

geLf (v)
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It is easy to check that

lim sup ’ (1 + sup |He z g|> (exp{ )\SCtl?é f} ) =0.
=00 pec B, feB(E,[0,00]) geL} (v)
The desired result then follows. O

Proof of Lemma[3.3. Tt follows from (815 that forall¢ > T,z € F and f € B(FE, |0, >0]),
VoV f(x) < Vif(z)  VoVif(2)

Now by (BI1]) we have

(3.22) UoVif(x) = Vif (z)Cia

for some non-negative Ctlx . with 1imy o0 SUD, 5 FEB(E,[0,00]) Ct{i 5 < 00.
Recall the quantity 025173, s given in (B20). Now we claim that for all u > 0, t > T,
r € FEand f € B(E,[0,0)),

(3.23) Pf‘l’o‘/}f(x) = ¢(2)v(Viyuf) exp{—Au tuf} tuw f

for some non-negative C% |+ with im0 SUD,>0 2em e, 0.00]) Crues < 0O
Pf\IIOWf(:c):/\IIOth(y)P (z, dy) m/% y)CH PP (x, dy)
= / S(y)v(Vif)CLL CI4 P3(x, dy)

[ o Visu) exp{-Aull + CE YLl O, Pl
WWVisaf)exp{ =M1+ €L )} (sup CLL, €L ) [ o) Pl )
= v(Vieuf) exp{=Au(1 + OF% )} (sup Ot Ol ) "o ).

Now (3:23) follows from the fact that lim, (supzeE,feB(E[Om]) C;;fC;if) < 0.

Note that (3.23) gives the asymptotic behavior of PAW,V; f(z). We want to reformulate
it into the asymptotic behavior of P?W,V;_,f(x). To do this, we use the following
elementary facts: for any real function h on [0, 00)?,

(3.24) hm sup |h(t,u)| < co == sup im sup |h(t —u,u)| < oc;
€>0 7790 4,e(0,¢)

lim sup|h(t u)] =0 = sup lim sup w- |h(t —u,u)| =0.

t—o0 u>0 >0 t—o0 ue(o E)

Observe that for all u > 0, ¢ > T +wu and f € B(E, [0, o)),
Pf‘llo‘/tfuf(x) (E:m) Qb(I)V(%f) exp{_)\uCtlfu,u,f}CtlEu,u,x,f'
From (B3.:24)), we know that

sup lim sup Ctljr’%wL <00
>0 1790 ug(0,¢),z€ B, fEB(E,[0,00])
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and that
sup lim sup uC, . F=0.
€>0 1790 4c(0,6), FEB(E,[0,00]) ”
Thus,

for some non-negative C! b fe With SUD o EHOO SUDy¢(0,6),2€ B, FEB(E,[0,00]) Ctlzm < o0.
Finally, we note that

Js evtf( ) :/ Pﬁ \IIOWJruf( )du = /0E PuB\IIOWanfuf(x)du

G2
/ ¢ ‘/t-i-sf t+sufm du < €¢($)V(‘/,g+sf) sup CJrsuf:v

u€(0,€)

It is elementary to see that

lim lim sup (e sup C}F s x) =0.
e—0t+s—00 2€E, feB(E,[0,00]) u€(0,) t+s,u,f,
Combining the two displays above, we get the conclusion of Lemma [3.3] O

3.3. Proof of Proposition 2.3l Recall that for each t > 0, I'; := Z%,p,(||x,>0), the
log-Laplace functional for X; under probability P, (||| X > 0). For any unbounded
increasing positive sequence t = (t,)nen, define G*f = lim, ,  Tu.)f.

To prove Proposition 2.3 we first prove two lemmas.

Lemma 3.4. For any unbounded increasing positive sequence t = (t,)nen, G* is a [0, 00]-
valued monotone concave functional on B(E, [0, 00]) such that G*(colg) = oo and that

1 — e GVal — es>‘(1 . efth)’ s >0, feB(E,0,x]).

Proof. Since (T';);>0 are [0, 0o]-valued functionals, so is G*. Also, from I';(colg) = oo for
all t > 0 we have that G*(colg) = co. We claim that G* is monotone concave. In fact,
for each f < g in B(E,[0,0]), we have
G'f = lim 'y f < lim 'y g:Gtg.
n—oo n—o0
On the other hand, using Lemma [A.2] we have for all t > 0, f € B(E,[0,00]), u,v €
[0,00), 7 € [0, 1], it holds that

Ly((ru+ (1 =)o) f) 2 rTi(uf) + (1 = r)Le(vf).
Therefore, for all f € B(FE,[0,0]), u,v € [0,00), r € [0, 1], we have
G*((ru+ (1 = 7)) f) = lm T,y ((ru+ (1 —7)v)f)

n—oo

> lim (rC, (uf) + (1 =)l (0f))

n—oo

>r(lim Tg,y(uf)) + (1 —r)(Lim Te,y(vf))

n—o0 n—o0

=rG*(uf) + (1 -1)G*(vf).
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Note that for any ¢ > 0 and f € B(E, [0, c0]), it holds that

Pl—e X 1 v
(3.26) ey Bl e ] 1oe .
P, (|| X:]| > 0) 1 —evw)
Fix a function f € B(F,[0,00]). Thanks to (8.4) and (8.26), we only need to consider
the case v(f) > 0. In this case, by (34, we have v(V,f) > 0 for each ¢ > 0. Therefore,

for any s,t > 0,

IV f (m 1 — e_V(Vt+Sf) 1 — e_V(Vt+Sf) 1 — e_V(th)
_ —LltVs p— P
L—e o 1 — e—v(v) 1= e—v(Vif) 1 — e—v(vr)

@ 1 _ e*l/(vt-ksf) T f
Thus, for any s > 0,
1 — e~ ?Vin+sf)
1—e GVl = lim (1 — e_F(t”)VSf) = lim (e—)(l - G_F(t”)f))

n—00 n—00 1-— e_y(v(t")f

1 — ¢ v(Vitsf) r t

= 1 - . hh — (n)f — SA _ —-G*f
(E?o 1_e—u<w>) lim (1 =72 ?) = (1 =),

where the last equality follows from Proposition 21, (3:20), and the fact that (1 —

e )/:Eml. O

Lemma 3.5. Suppose that r € [\, 0). If G, is a [0, 00]-valued monotone concave func-
tional on B(E, [0, 00]) such that G,(c0lg) = oo and that

1 — e GVl —es1(1 — e Crl) s >0, f € B(E, [0,00]),
then for any unbounded increasing positive sequence t = (t,)nen,
| eGef = (1 — eCIYA e B(E 0,50)).
Proof. Let (Q¢)i>0 be the family of [0, co)-valued functionals on B(E, [0, 00]) given by
Qrg = e (1 — e Frlom),

Note that, by (Z5), v;(z) > 0 for all z € E. It follows from PropositionZIthat v,(x) < oo
for all z € F and all t > T. Thus v(+) is a (0, 0o)-valued function for all ¢t > 7.

We claim that for any u € [0, 1], Q¢(ulg) is non-increasing in ¢ € (0, 00). In particular,
we can define the [0, oo]-valued function g(u) := lim;_,o, Q;(ulg),u € [0,1]. In fact, note
that Ps, [e= ()] = e=Vs(wt) 2 ¢ B 5 ¢ > 0,u > 0. Lemma [A2 says that, for all s, > 0
and z € E, u— Vi(uvy)(x) is a [0, oo]-valued concave function on [0, 00). Therefore, for
u € [0,1], we have

Vs(uve) > uVi(vy) + (1 —u)Vs(0 - vp) = wvgyy, s, > 0.
Using this, we get
Qt—l—s(U]-E) _ e—r(t-‘,-s)(l . e—G’T(uthFS)) < e—r(t—i—s)(l _ e—Gr[Vs(uvt)])

=e (1 — e*GT(W)) = Q(ulg), s,t>0,ucl01].
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We want to show that q(u) = u™/*, u € [0,1]. In order to do this, we first show that

the function ¢ is non-decreasing and concave on [0, 1] with ¢(1) = 1. In particu-

(3.28) lar, thanks to Lemma [A] ¢ is a continuous function on (0, 1].

In fact, from G,(colg) = oo and Vi(ocolg) = vy, we get
Qi(1p) = e—rt(l . e—Gr’Ut) _ e—rtert(l . e—Gr(OOlE)) =1, t>0.

Therefore ¢(1) = 1. The above argument also says that G,v; < oo for each ¢t > 0. Now
from the condition that G, is monotone concave, we have that for all £ > 0, the map
u +— G,.(uvy) is a non-decreasing and concave [0, 00)-valued function on [0,1]. From
Lemma [A.3] we get that, for each ¢t > 0, u — Q;(ulg) is a [0, co)-valued, non-decreasing
and concave function on [0, 1]. Since the limit of concave functions is concave, we get

([3.28) by letting t — occ.
We now show that

(3.29) q(u) =u"* wel0,1].
To see this, note that for all s > 0, ¢t > T and x € E, we have that

S/ — Proposition 221 g
(¢ ) (x) TETE (v (1+ Cf

J:,oolE>

B2
= V(vt-‘rs) eXp{_)\SCtli,oolE}(]' + C?,x,oolE)
Proposition 22 , , _ _
i = (¢ 1'Ut+5)(l')(1 + Ct4+s,$,oolE) ! eXp{_)\SCtl,i,oolE}(l + C?,x,oolE)
= (¢ ") (@) (1L + Oy L),
for some real C''7

with limy e sup,cp [CL7 .| = 0. Thus, we know that for all s > 0 and

s,t,x s,t,x
€ > 0 there exists Ts{e > 0 such that
As
(3.30) e @D e seBsT.
UtJrs(x) ’

From this we get that for all s > 0,e >0, ¢t > T}, and u > 0,

5,69

E30) s
QtJrs[(l . 6)U1E] _ efr(tJrs)(l . efGr[(lfe)uvH_s]) < efrtefrs(l o e*Gr(ueA vt))

B30
_ G—TSQt(ue)\le) < e—r(t—i—s)(l _ 6—G,~[(1+e)uvt+s])
= Qt+s[(1 + E)U]_E]

Letting ¢ — oo in the display above, we get that for all s > 0, € > 0 and u satisfying
0<(1—-¢€u<(l+e€u<l,itholds that

(331) A((1— ) < e q(ue™) < g((1+ eJu).
Using (B3.28), letting € — 0 and then u 1 1 in [B31]), we get that
q(1) =1=eT"g(e), s>0.

In other word, ¢(u) = w'/* for v € (0,1]. Finally noticing that ¢ is non-negative and
non-decreasing on [0, 1], we also have ¢(0) = 0.
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We are now ready to finish the proof of Lemma B35 Fix an unbounded increasing
positive sequence t = (¢, )nen and a function f € B(E, [0, 00]), we only need to prove that
1—G.f=(1-Gtf) /A

From the definition of G*f, we can choose a subsequence t' = (#),en of t such that
for each n € N, we have t/ > T and

(3.32) G'f=Tyf+C2*
for some real C'!® (depending on both f and t’) such that lim,,_,., |C}¥] = 0.

Therefore, we have for any n € N,

e_th @)

1 — 1 — e T f=Ca® _ (1— e Tal)e O 4 (1 — e @)

1_ 71/(‘/(1541).][)
@ %6—0%8 + (1 _ 6_07118)
1—e "
_ v(Viu) f)
v(v,))
for some real C'° with lim, . |C!®| = 0, by Proposition 1] and the fact that (1 —
e ")z — 1. Thus
T—r

(1+CP) 4+ (1 —e )

4
,th Prop051t1on Vt’ f(x) 1+ Ct/ ,z,00lp

(3.33) 1—
g(@) 1+Cy

(1+Cp) + (1 —e ),

It is elementary to see that

1+C5 o
lim sup $1+019 —1

= 0.

Therefore, for any € > 0, there exists N, > 0 such that for any n > N,

1+Cp -1
)(t—lE(l +Clg)) 1‘ <€ and |1 —e 9| <.

(3.34) Cr

Note from (2.1), 0 < V;f < v, for each t > 0. It is elementary to verify from (3.33) and
B34) that, for any ¢ >0, n > N, and = € E,

. Vi) [ (@)
) 0> : vy, ()

Since G, is a monotone functional, we know that for each ¢t > 0, ); is also a monotone
functional. This implies that for any € > 0 and n > N,

(3.35) Qty,) [(1 —¢) ((1 —e Ff - €)V 0) 1E] < Q) (V(t—")f)

U(tr,)

t

(1—e) ((1—6*‘” <A+al—eCreonl

<Quy [(1+a0 - +en1)15],
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Note from the definition of (Q;):>o and G,., we always have for ¢ > T" that

Qt (ﬁ) — e_rt(l _ B_Gr%f) =1—= e_GTf.

Ut
Therefore, taking n — oo in ([B.35]), and using ([B.29) we get that

r/A r/A\

((1 B ((1 e o)y o)) <1-e Gl < ((1 L1 —e G p A 1)
Taking € — 0, we get the desired result. O
Proof of Proposition[2.3. Combining Lemmas B.4 and B3 (taking r = A) with a sub-sub-
sequence type argument, we can easily get the conclusion of Proposition 2.3 U

3.4. Proof of Proposition 2.4l
Proof of Proposition 2.4 We first consider the case that ¢ = 0 v-almost surely. From

(3J) and (HI), we have

(3.36) Viga(z) < Plga(z) < C®¢(2)v(gn), n€N,z€E,
where C% := SUDycp fer! (v) e*(1+ |Hy . f|). By the bounded convergence theorem, we
have
(3.37) lim v(g,) = v(g) = 0.
n—o0

On the other hand, from ([B.9), we know that ¢ — e *v(v;) is a non-increasing (0, 0o)-
valued continuous function on (7, 00). Since A < 0, we have

(3.38) t — v(vy) is a strictly decreasing (0, oo)-valued continuous function on (7', 00).
By Proposition 2.1], we have
(3.39) lim v(v;) = 0.

t—00

Using ([B.37), (B:38) and (3:39) we can see that there exist ng > 0 and a sequence {t, :

n > ng} of positive numbers such that

(3.40) lim ¢, = o0

n=»00
and that, for any n > ny,

(3.41) 20%v(g,) < v(vy,).

It follows from Proposition that there exists ny > ng such that for all n > n; and
r e F,

(3.42) v(vy,) < 20(x) vy, (2).

Now, for any n > n; and z € E, we have

= @)

Vigule) = CP6(pig) = 3

(3.43) (I%D vy, ().
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Therefore, for any n > ny,

9

1_ e_ng @) 6_)\(1 _ e—Gan) S €_>\(1 _ e—GUtn) — 6—)\6>\tn

where in the inequality above we used (3:43)) and the monotonicity of G (Proposition
2.3), and in the last equality, we used Proposition with f = ocolp. Letting n — oo
in the display above, noticing (3.40) and the fact that A < 0, we get the desired result in
this case.

We now consider the case that g, | ¢ pointwisely where v(g) > 0. The monotonicity of
G (Proposition 2.3]) implies that lim,,_,,, Gg, exists and is greater than Gg. So we only
need to show that lim, . Gg, < Gg. From Proposition 2.2] for any ¢ > 0 there exists
T? > 0 such that for any t > T2,z € E and f € B(E, [0, ]),

€

(3.44) (1= e)o(x)r(Vif) < Vif(x) < (1 + e)o(z)v(Vif).

Therefore, we have for any ¢ > 0, t > T? x € E and f,h € B(E,[0, 00]) with v(h) > 0
that

V(@) > (1 - @ Vif)
o WVif) BT 1 cu(Vif)
- (1 - €)¢<$) I/(‘/;gh,) V( t ) Z 1—4_61/(%}11) t (.T)

1 —ev(Vif)
> (1 v (Vih) A 1) Vih(z).

(3.45)

Since G is a monotone concave function (Proposition [Z3]), we know that for any f €
B(E,[0,00]), u+ 1 —e 9 is a concave function on [0, 1] (Lemma [A3); and therefore,
(3.46) 1—e9U) >yl —e N+ 1 —u)(1—e %Oy =1 —e ¢, welol]
Now we have for any € > 0,¢ > T2 x € E and f, h € B(E, [0, c]) with v(h) > 0 that

€

1 €7Gf Proposgionmefhxl _ e,GV%f) (Bgﬂ) G,At (1 . e—G’((i_T_z ZE:;%;/\l)Vth))

G 1—ce¢ l/(‘/;f) _ Proposition 23 [ 1 — € V(V;f) —
> e M 1) (1 — e GVih) P2 1) (1—e G,
‘ (1+6V(Vth)/\ (1-e ) 1+61/(Vth)/\ (1=e™)

Replacing f by g, h by g,, and then taking n — oo, noticing that by monotone conver-
gence theorem v(Vg,,) —— v(Vig), we get
n—oo

1—
1—e 9> € lim (1 — e Com),
1 + € n—oo

as desired (noticing € > 0 is arbitrary). O

4. PROOFS OF PROPOSITIONS [2.5H2.7]
4.1. Proof of Proposition
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Proof of Proposition (1). Denote by G the functional given by Proposition 2.3} and by
Q) the Yaglom limit given by Theorem [Tl By (29), we know that G is the log-Laplace
functional of Q). Now note that for ¢ > 0,

(QP) (X, > 0) & (1— e )Qy(dp) B 1 — 6™
My (E)

@y e
Therefore, we have that for all f € B(F,[0,00]) and t > 0,
(QP)[1— e XD X ]| > 0] B e (QuE)[1 — e ¥e]
e [ (1= e D)y (dpy) B (1 - )
My (E)

Proposiionm 1— G_Gf @ (1 — e_“(f))Q)\(dM)
My (E)

According to [21], Theorem 1.17], this says that

(QP) ([ Xl > 0) = Qa(-), ¢ =0.
Therefore Q) is a QSD of X. From (4.1]) and (L4)), its mass decay rate is A. O

Proof of Proposition (2.3 (2). Denote by v = r/A € (0,1). We first claim that there
exists a Z,-valued random variable {Z; P} with probability generating function P[s?] =
1—(1—-s)",s€][0,1]. To see this, we set
1—~)---(n—1—
n!

s TLGZ+

Using Newton’s binomial theorem (see [30 Exercise 8.22]), we get

(1—~ -
1—(1— }:7 (n N gn s€[0,1],

thus, such a random variable exists.

Now let {(Yy)nen; P} be an M§(E)-valued i.i.d. sequence with law of the Yaglom
limit Q). Let Z and (Y},),en be independent of each other. Define the probability Q,. on
MS(E) as the law of the finite random measure Ele Y,.

In the rest of this proof, we will argue that Q, is a QSD of X with mass decay rate r.
To do this, we calculate that

e~ %l — plem i (D] =

oZ)|| =P [efz'quf]

Z
P H efyn(f)

(4.2) =1-(1- e_iﬂQ)\f)V’ f € B(E,[0,00]).
Therefore, for each t > 0 and f € B(FE, [0, ]), we have
(QP) [1 — e XD X,]| > 0] = (QP)(IX,]| > 0)7" - (Q,P)[1 — e ¥V
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m)im (1 _ e*er’vt>fl(1 _ e*ﬁQrV%f) m (1 — ef“s’ﬂQAvt)*W(l — eng)\‘/tf)fy

ELED (QuP) [1— e XD, > 0

7 P BRO0) (| i gy @B _ s

This proves that Q, is a QSD. To see its mass decay rate is r, we calculate that for each
t >0,

QP)(| X > 0) B 1 - e~Zar

y Propositi;n (1) ert

E (1 ey B (Qup)(|1X, > 0])

4.2. Proof of Proposition

Proof of Proposition[2.4 (1). First observe that for any ¢ > 0,

(43) e = (QP)(1X] > 0) B 1 — el

According to Lemma [A.2] for any t > 0, we know that u — Zq:(uv,) is a [0, oo]-valued
concave function on [0,00). According to Lemma [A.3] for any ¢ > 0, we know that
w1 — e %@ js g [0, 1]-valued concave function on [0,00). In particular, we have
for any ¢ > 0 and u € [0, 1] that

(4_4) 1— e—fQ:(uvt) > u<1 N e—fQ:(l-vt)) + (1 N u)(l N e_‘iﬂ(ﬁ(o'vt)) _ u<1 . e—fQ;(vt)>.

Recall that T}, is the constant given in (830). Now for any s > 0,e > 0 and t > T, we
have

e)\s
@ @ @ o
Tl —eFar) T 14€

1 — e Zai
Letting ¢ — 0, we get the desired result. U

Proof of Proposition[2.8 (2). From the definition of QSD, we know that Q* has no con-
centration on {0}. Therefore Zq:(c0lp) = co. According to Lemma [A.2] we know that
Zq: is a monotone concave functional. Knowing that Q; is a QSD for X with mass
decay rate r, it can be verified that for each f € B(E,|[0,00]) and ¢ > 0,

1—e %l = (QiP) [1 — e D] X, > 0]
—T * — Xt (m) —7r — t *
—e @B - e MO e [ @ e)qidp)
My (E)
= e (1 — e Farih), O
4.3. Proof of Proposition [2.7]

Proof of Proposition[2.7. This is now obvious from Lemma and the fact that Gf =
limy_yoo It f for f € B(E,[0,00]) (Theorem [2.3]). O
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APPENDIX A.

A.1. Extended values. In this paper, we often work with the extended non-negative
real number system [0, oo] which consists of the non-negative real line [0, 00) and an extra
point co. We consider [0, o0] as the one point compactification of [0, 00); and therefore,
it is a compact Hausdorff space. We also make the following conventions that

e &+ oo = oo for each z € [0, o0];

e 100 = o0 for each z € (0, o0];

. ézo;%:oo; e =0; —log0 = oo.
Note that oo - 0 has no meaning, but we use the convention that oo - 0 = 0 when we are
dealing with indicator functions. For example, we may write expression like

h(z) = g(z) - 1a(x) + 00 - 1p\a(z), =€ E,

as a shorthand of

. g(x) ifze A,
oo  ifzeFE\A
A.2. Concave functionals. We say an R-valued (or [0, oc]-valued) function f on a
convex subset D of R is concave iff

fore+ @ =r)y) 2 rf(z)+ 1 =r)fly), zyeDrel01]

The following lemmas about concave functions are elementary, we refer our readers to [5l
Chapter 6] for more details.

Lemma A.1. If f is a non-decreasing R-valued concave function on (a,b] where a <b
in R, then f is continuous on (a,b).

Lemma A.2. Suppose that {Z; P} is a [0, 00]-valued random variable. Define L(u) =
—log Ple™"%] with u € [0,00), then L is a [0, 0o]-valued concave function on [0, 00).

Lemma A.3. Suppose that g is a concave function on some convex subset D of R, then
soisq:=1—e9.

A.3. Continuity theorem for the Laplace functional of random measures. In
this subsection, we discuss the continuity theorem for finite random measures on Polish
space. The following result is not new. We included it here for the sake of completeness.
Let E be a Polish space. Denote by M (E) the collection of all the finite Borel measures
on F equipped with the topology of weak convergence. According to [16, Lemma 4.5],
M (E) is a Polish space.

Lemma A.4. Let (P,)nen be a sequence of probabilities on My (E). Suppose that (1)
for each f € By(E,[0,00)), limit Lf := lim,_,o. %p, f exists; and (2) for each f, | f
pointwisely in By(FE,[0,00)), Lf, | Lf. Then there exist an unique probability Q on
M;(E) such that (Py)nen converges weakly to Q and £q = L on By(E, [0, 00)).
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Proof. We say a [0, 0o)-valued functional T" on By(F, [0,00)) is positive definite if

n

Z a;a;U(fi+ f;) >0

ij=1
for any R-valued list (ax)}_; and By(E, [0, 00))-valued list (fi)i_;. It is proved in [4]
Theorem 3.3.3] that for any n € N, f +— e “Pnf is positive definite on B,(E, [0, 0)).
Therefore, f — eI/ is positive definite. Now from [9, Corollary (A.6)] and the condition
(2), we know that there exists a sub-probability Q on M ;(E) such that

(A1) / e *NQdp) = e, f € By(E,[0,00)).
My(E)

Taking f = 0 - 1p in condition (1) we get that L(0-1g) = 0. This says that Q is a
probability on M(E). Now condition (1) and [21, Theorem 1.8] imply that (P,)nen
convergence to Q weakly. Finally, (A)) implies that 4q = L on B,(E, [0,)). O

Acknowledgment. We thank Zenghu Li and Leonid Mytnik for helpful conversations.
We also thank the two referees for helpful comments on the first version of this paper.

REFERENCES

[1] Asmussen, S. and Hering, H.: Branching Processes. Progress in Probability and Statistics, 3.
Birkh&user Boston, Inc., Boston, MA, 1983. MR-0701538
[2] Athreya, K. B. and Ney, P. E.: Branching processes. Die Grundlehren der mathematischen Wis-
senschaften, Band 196. Springer-Verlag, New York-Heidelberg, 1972. MR-0373040
[3] Champagnat, N. and Reelly, S.: Limit theorems for conditioned multitype Dawson-Watanabe pro-
cesses and Feller diffusions. Electron. J. Probab. 13 (2008), no. 25, 777-810. MR-2399296
[4] Dawson, D.: Infinitely divisible random measures and superprocesses. Stochastic analysis and related
topics (Silivri, 1990), 1-129, Progr. Probab., 31, Birkh&user Boston, Boston, MA, 1992. MR-1203373
[5] Dudley, R. M.: Real analysis and probability. Revised reprint of the 1989 original. Cambridge Studies
in Advanced Mathematics, 74. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2002. MR-1932358
[6] Etheridge, A. M. and Williams, D. R. E.: A decomposition of the (1 + 3)-superprocess conditioned
on survival. Proc. Roy. Soc. Edinburgh Sect. A 133 (2003), no. 4, 829-847. MR-2006204
[7] Evans, S.: The entrance space of a measure-valued Markov branching process conditioned on nonex-
tinction. Canad. Math. Bull. 35 (1992), no. 1, 70-74. MR-1157466
[8] Evans, S. and Perkins, E.: Measure-valued Markov branching processes conditioned on nonextinction.
Israel J. Math. 71 (1990), no. 3, 329-337. MR-0995575
[9] Fitzsimmons, P.: Construction and regularity of measure-valued Markov branching processes. Israel
J. Math. 64 (1988), no. 3, 337-361 (1989). MR-0995575
[10] Heathcote, R., Seneta, E. and Vere-Jones, D.: A refinement of two theorems in the theory of branch-
ing processes. Theory Probab. Appl. 12 (1967), 297-301. MR-0217889
[11] Hoppe, F.: Stationary measures for multitype branching processes. J. Appl. Probability 12 (1975),
219-227. MR-0373043
[12] Hoppe, F. and Seneta, E.: Analytical methods for discrete branching processes. Branching processes
(Conf., Saint Hippolyte, Que., 1976), pp. 219-261, Adv. Probab. Related Topics, 5, Dekker, New
York, 1978. MR-0517536
[13] Joffe, A.: On the Galton-Watson branching process with mean less than one. Ann. Math. Statist.
38 (1967), 264-266. MR-0205337
[14] Joffe, A. and Spitzer, F.: On multitype branching processes with p < 1. J. Math. Anal. Appl. 19
(1967), 409-430. MR-0212895


http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0701538
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0373040
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2399296
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1203373
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1932358
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2006204
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1157466
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0995575
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0995575
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0217889
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0373043
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0517536
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0205337
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0212895

QUASI-STATIONARY DISTRIBUTIONS FOR SUBCRITICAL SUPERPROCESSES 27

[15] Kallenberg, O.: Foundations of modern probability. Second edition. Probability and its Applications
(New York). Springer-Verlag, New York, 2002. MR-1876169

[16] Kallenberg, O.: Random measures, theory and applications. Probability Theory and Stochastic
Modelling, 77. Springer, Cham, 2017. MR-3642325

[17] Kim, P. and Song, R.: Intrinsic ultracontractivity of non-symmetric diffusion semigroups in bounded
domains. Tohoku Math. J. (2) 60 (2008), no. 4, 527-547. MR-2487824

[18] Labbé, C.: Quasi-stationary distributions associated with explosive CSBP. Electron. Commun.
Probab. 18 (2013), no. 57, 13 pp. MR-3084568

[19] Lambert, A.: Quasi-stationary distributions and the continuous-state branching process conditioned
to be never extinct. Electron. J. Probab. 12 (2007), no. 14, 420-446. MR-2299923

[20] Li, Z.: Asymptotic behavior of continuous time and state branching processes. J. Aus. Math. Soc.
Series A 68(2000), 68-84. MR-1727226

[21] Li, Z.: Measure-valued branching Markov processes. Probability and its Applications (New York).
Springer, Heidelberg, 2011. MR-2760602

[22] Liu, R. and Ren, Y.-X.: Some properties of superprocesses conditioned on non-extinction. Science
in China Series A: Mathematics 52.4 (2009): 771-784.MR-2504975

[23] Lyons, R., Pemantle, R. and Peres, Y.: Conceptual proofs of LlogL criteria for mean behavior of
branching processes. Ann. Probab. 23 (1995), no. 3, 1125-1138. MR-1349164

[24] Maillard, P.: The A-invariant measures of subcritical Bienaymé-Galton- Watson processes. Bernoulli
24 (2018), no. 1, 297-315. MR-3706758

[25] Méléard, S. and Villemonais, D.: Quasi-stationary distributions and population processes. Probab.
Surv. 9 (2012), 340-410. MR-2994898

[26] Ren, Y.-X., Song, R. and Sun Z.: Spine decompositions and limit theorems for a class of critical
superprocesses. Acta Appl. Math. (2019). doi:10.1007/s10440-019-00243-7

[27] Ren, Y.-X., Song, R. and Sun Z.: Limit theorems for a class of critical superprocesses with stable
branching. Stochastic Process. Appl. (2020). doi:10.1016/j.spa.2020.01.001

[28] Ren, Y.-X., Song, R. and Zhang, R.: Limit theorems for some critical superprocesses. Illinois J.
Math. 59 (2015), no. 1, 235-276. MR-3459635

[29] Ren, Y.-X., Song, R. and Zhang, R.: Central limit theorems for supercritical branching nonsymmetric
Markov processes. Ann. Probab. 45 (2017), no. 1, 564-623. MR-3601657

[30] Rudin, W.: Principles of mathematical analysis. Third edition. International Series in Pure and
Applied Mathematics. McGraw-Hill Book Co., New York-Auckland-Diisseldorf, 1976. MR-0385023

[31] Schaefer, H. H.: Banach lattices and positive operators. Die Grundlehren der mathematischen Wis-
senschaften, Band 215. Springer-Verlag, New York-Heidelberg, 1974. MR-0423039

[32] Seneta, E. and Vere-Jones, D.: On the asymptotic behaviour of subcritical branching processes
with continuous state space. Z. Wahrscheinlichkeitstheorie und Verw. Gebiete 10 (1968), 212-225.
MR-0239667

[33] Serlet, L: The occupation measure of super-Brownian motion conditioned to nonextinction. J. The-
oret. Probab. 9 (1996), no. 3, 561-578. MR-1400587

[34] Yaglom, A. M.: Certain limit theorems of the theory of branching processes. Dokl. Acad. Nauk.
SSSR. 56 (1947), 795-798. MR-0022045

RonNaGL1 Liu, SCHOOL OF SCIENCE, BEIJING JIAOTONG UNIVERSITY, BEIJING 100044, P. R. CHINA
E-mail address: r1liu@bjtu.edu.cn

YAN-X1A REN, LMAM SCHOOL OF MATHEMATICAL SCIENCES & CENTER FOR STATISTICAL SCI-
ENCE, PEKING UNIVERSITY, BEIJING 100871, P. R. CHINA
E-mail address: yxren@math.pku.edu.cn


http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1876169
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=3642325
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2487824
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=3084568
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2299923
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1727226
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2760602
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2504975
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1349164
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=3706758
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=2994898
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10440-019-00243-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.spa.2020.01.001
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=3459635
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=3601657
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0385023
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0423039
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0239667
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=1400587
http://www.ams.org/mathscinet-getitem?mr=0022045

28 R. LIU, Y.-X. REN, R. SONG AND Z. SUN

RENMING SONG, DEPARTMENT OF MATHEMATICS, UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS AT URBANA-CHAMPAIGN,
UrBANA, IL 61801, USA
E-mail address: rsong@illinois.edu

ZHENYAO SUN, FACULTY OF INDUSTRIAL ENGINEERING AND MANAGEMENT, TECHNION, ISREAL
INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY, HAIFA 3200003, ISREAL
E-mail address: zhenyao.sun@gmail.com



	1. Introduction
	1.1. Background
	1.2. Main result
	1.3. Examples
	Organization of the rest of the paper.

	2. Proofs of Theorems 1.1 and 1.2
	2.1. Proof of Theorem 1.1
	2.2. Proof of Theorem 1.2

	3. Proofs of Propositions 2.1–2.4
	3.1. Proof of Proposition 2.1
	3.2. Proof of Proposition 2.2
	3.3. Proof of Proposition 2.3
	3.4. Proof of Proposition 2.4

	4. Proofs of Propositions 2.5–2.7
	4.1. Proof of Proposition 2.5
	4.2. Proof of Proposition 2.6
	4.3. Proof of Proposition 2.7

	Appendix A. 
	A.1. Extended values
	A.2. Concave functionals
	A.3. Continuity theorem for the Laplace functional of random measures

	References

