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Abstract

We study a one-dimensional contact process with two infection parameters, one giving the

infection rates at the boundaries of a finite infected region and the other one the rates within

that region. We prove that the critical value of each of these parameters is a strictly monotone

continuous function of the other parameter. We also show that if one of these parameters is

equal to the critical value of the standard contact process and the other parameter is strictly

larger, then the infection starting from a single point has positive probability of surviving. This

is in contrast with another result also obtained here, that the critical contact process on the

half line with enhanced infection rate at finitely many sites also dies out.

1 Introduction

In this paper we consider a one-dimensional contact process with modified boundaries. This model

was introduced by Durrett and Schinazi in [5]. It differs from the standard one-dimensional contact

process only in the way the rightmost (leftmost) infected site transmits its infection to its right (left)

nearest neighbor. These infection rates are given by a parameter λe while infection everywhere else

occurs at rate λi, where e and i refer to external and internal (as usual, we assume that the recovery

rate is 1). When λe = λi = λ, this process reduces to the case of standard contact process, and

we refer the reader to [7, 11, 15] for its basic properties. (At the end of this introduction, we also

consider another variant of the process.)

Let θ(λi, λe) denote the probability that, starting with only the origin infected, the infection survives

throughout time.

Although comparisons between different pairs (λi, λe) on the parameter space are not immediate,

they can be compared with points (λi, λi) and (λe, λe) through any standard graphical construction

(we describe one in the next section). Using this fact, that the critical contact process dies out [3],

and comparing the boundary of the process with a simple random walk, one immediately gets the

picture of the phase space shown in Figure 1.1a.
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It turns out that θ(λi, λe) is non-decreasing in both parameters. We note that although this property

is very intuitive, its proof is not immediate [5, Proposition 1]. So we define

λc := inf{λ : θ(λ, λ) > 0} = sup{λ : θ(λ, λ) = 0},

λi
∗(λe) := inf{λ : θ(λ, λe) > 0} = sup{λ : θ(λ, λe) = 0},

λe
∗(λi) := inf{λ : θ(λi, λ) > 0} = sup{λ : θ(λi, λ) = 0}.

The research program reported here started with the question of whether λi
∗(λe) would be strictly

larger than λc for every λe < λc. This question resembles a typical question of enhancement: does a

decrease in λe, however small, have a strong enough effect on the dynamics so as to cause the critical

value of λi to increase? For percolation systems with two parameters, there are well established

techniques that can often be used to prove that the critical value for one of the parameters is a

strictly monotone function of the other parameter (see [1] and [9, Section 3.3]). However, these

techniques are much better adapted to the non-oriented case, and will usually break down for the

contact process and other oriented models. For instance, in the classic contact process, we are

not aware of a proof that the critical parameter is strictly decreasing as we increase the spatial

dimension (although λc → 0 as d → ∞ [8, 10]). Enhancement arguments being of no help, we have

to rely on other methods which depend on the one-dimensional properties of our processes.

The following were proved in [5] and are illustrated in Figure 1.1b.

Theorem 1. For λe > λc, we have λi
∗(λe) = λc.

Theorem 2. For λe > 1, we have λi
∗(λe) < ∞.

Corollary 1.1. limλi→∞ λe
∗(λi) = 1.

We now state the main results of this paper, illustrated in Figure 1.1c.
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Figure 1.1: (a) Simple properties of the phase space: θ(λi, λe) > 0 if min{λi, λe} > λc and

θ(λi, λe) = 0 if max{λi, λe} ⩽ λc or λe ⩽ 1. (b) Results of [5]. (c) Results of this paper.

(color online)
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The first and second theorems below state that the critical value of λi is a strictly decreasing

function of λe in the relevant region, and vice versa. As a consequence, the critical value of either

parameter is a continuous function of the other parameter.

Theorem 3. The function λi
∗(λe) is strictly decreasing for λe ∈ (1, λc].

In particular, we answer the original question affirmatively:

Corollary 1.2. For λe < λc, we have λi
∗(λe) > λc.

Theorem 4. The function λe
∗(λi) is strictly decreasing on [λc,+∞).

Corollary 1.3. For all λi < ∞ we have λe
∗(λi) > 1.

Corollary 1.4. For λe = λc, we have λi
∗(λe) = λc.

The following corollary is a consequences of Theorems 3 and 4. For the first two parts note that if

one of the functions λe
∗ and λi

∗ is strictly monotone the other one must be continuous. Then these

functions are inverse of each other and the last two parts of the corollary follow.

Corollary 1.5. The critical curve has the following properties.

(i) The function λe
∗ : [λc,∞) → (1, λc] is continuous.

(ii) The function λi
∗ : (1, λc] → [λc,∞) is continuous.

(iii) limλe→1 λ
i
∗(λe) = +∞.

(iv) For every a ∈ [λc,∞) and b ∈ (1, λc], λ
e
∗(a) = b if and only if λi

∗(b) = a.

Remark 1.6. In the course of proving Theorems 3 and 4, we show existence and uniqueness of a

stationary state for the process seen from the rightmost infected site, as well as convergence to such

state, for supercritical pairs of parameters (Proposition 4.1).

Corollary 1.4 is somehow expected, it says that a process with supercritical parameter in the

bulk and critical parameter at the boundary will survive with positive probability. Perhaps more

surprising is its counterpart that we state now.

Theorem 5. For λi = λc, we have λe
∗(λi) = λc.

We make a few remarks about the above theorem.

Remark 1.7. We will in fact prove something slightly stronger: if the underlying graph is Z+ instead

of Z, and the infection rate is λc + ε at the right-hand side boundary and λc everywhere else, then

the process survives.

Remark 1.8. Even though the theorem says that the process survives for λi = λc and λe > λc,

the process does not have a non-trivial invariant measure. Indeed, if it had such a measure, it
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would be supported on configurations that have infinitely many occupied sites in both directions

and would thus be invariant for the standard contact process with critical parameter, contradicting

a.s. extinction established in [3].

Remark 1.9. The critical contact process seen from the rightmost infected site has a unique

stationary state [4]. In the course of proving Theorem 5, we prove that the critical contact process

started from this distribution has zero asymptotic speed (Proposition 4.7).

Remark 1.10. It is conjectured that the critical contact process dies out even if we change the

infection rate to an arbitrarily large value at a finite number of edges. This conjecture is supported

by an analogous result in non-oriented percolation [16]. In contrast, the above theorem says that, if

at each time we increase the infection rate by ε > 0 at a specific, dynamically chosen, pair of edges

(those at the boundary of the infected interval), then the process survives with positive probability.

Regarding the conjecture mentioned in Remark 1.10, we obtain a partial result to be contrasted

with Theorem 5 and Remark 1.7.

Theorem 6. Consider the standard contact process on Z+, with recovery rate 1 and infection rate

λc at all but finitely many sites, and having at finitely many sites a recovery rate δ > 0 and an

infection rate λ < ∞ arbitrary but fixed. This process dies out a.s.

Remark 1.11. Our proof relies strongly on the underlying graph being Z+ rather than Z. This

creates one of those situations where, although the full conjecture cannot be mathematically

established, partial results make its negation more and more implausible (as is the case for the

θ(pc) = 0 conjecture in Bernoulli percolation). In the present context, the above theorem says that,

for the analogous process on Z, if the infection survives then every infinite infection path has to

visit sites that are arbitrarily far from the origin in both directions.

We briefly ention some challenges faced in proving Theorem 5. Since this is no longer in the

regime λe ⩽ λi, process under consideration is not attractive. So there is no simple way to compare

different configurations. As an anecdote, we had previously obtained several “proofs” for Theorem 5

that turned out to have subtle flaws in them. In order to prove that the process with parameters

λi = λc and λe = λc + ε survives, we compare it with a process with parameters λe = λi = λc,

which is attractive and has zero speed (Proposition 4.7). Due to lack of attractiveness, we cannot

use subadditivity to study growth speed either, and, in fact, it is not known whether the process

has an asymptotic speed at all. To overcome these problems, we perform a kind of “restart” each

time an extra infected site is added to the former process. At each such restart, we perform a

thinning of the previous process, obtaining a configuration distributed as the invariant measure for

the critical process seen from the rightmost infected site [4], the domination between the concerned

measures being provided by Proposition 4.6. This sequence of restarted critical processes is carefully

constructed so as make it stationary on the one hand, and in some sense comparable with the

invariant measure on the other hand. From stationarity, we can conclude that this auxiliary process
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has a speed a.s., and that the speed is positive with non-zero probability. From there we conclude

that the non-restarted process has positive lower speed with positive probability, which fortunately

is enough to conclude that the process survives.

The remaining sections are organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the notation and some basic

definitions. Section 3 contains results concerning the asymptotic speed in the attractive regime

λe ⩽ λi. In Section 4 we obtain a series of results for the process starting from semi-infinite

configurations seen from the edge, which may be of independent interest. In Section 5 we show

that the asymptotic speed is 0 when the pair (λi, λe) is critical. In Sections 6 and 7, we prove

Theorems 3 and 4. Section 8 is devoted to the proof of Theorem 5, it uses results from Section 4

but it is otherwise independent of the other sections as it considers the non-attractive regime.

Section 9 expands the arguments of Section 8 to prove Remark 1.7. Section 10 is independent of

all the others and gives a proof of Theorem 6. Section 11 states some open problems.

2 Terminology, definitions and notation

Configurations are subsets of Z represented by capital letters A and B if they are fixed, or η, ζ, ξ

if they are random. The set of configurations is denoted Σ = P(Z). The set of semi-infinite

configurations (to the left) is denoted Σ⊖. The shift to the right is defined as TA = A+1 ⊆ Z. For
A ∈ Σ, we define RA = supA and LA = inf A.

Throughout this paper we use an enlarged version of the standard graphical construction of the

contact process, which can handle all values of λi, λe and ε simultaneously. The relevant features

of this graphical construction are that each space-time point (x, t) can have a recovery mark and

each oriented edge from (x, t) to (x ± 1, t) can be λ-open for a given value of λ, in a way that

λ-open edges are λ′-open for all λ′ ⩾ λ. We also have an extra clock which is not attached to any

specific site (it can be used to account for an increase in one of the parameters). We let P denote

an underlying probability measure in a space where these elements are defined.

Here is a possible implementation. Sample for each x ∈ Z a PPP (Poisson Point Process) ωx ⊆
(0,+∞) of intensity 1. We say that there is a recovery mark at (x, t) if t ∈ ωx. For each oriented

edge from (x, t) to (x± 1, t), sample a PPP ωx,x±1 ⊆ (0,+∞)× (0,+∞) with intensity 1, and say

that this edge is λ-open if ωx,x±1 ∩
(
{t} × (0, λ]

)
̸= ∅. Finally sample a PPP ωε ⊆ (0,+∞) of

intensity ε, and say that there is an ε-mark at time t if t ∈ ωε.

Given A ⊆ Z, a pair (λi, λe), and s ⩾ 0, we construct the process (ηAs,t)t⩾s as follows. At time

s, ηAs,s = A. The process jumps from B to B \ {x} at time t if x ∈ B and t ∈ ωx; it jumps to

B ∪{x+1} if x ∈ B and either x ̸= RB and the edge from (x, t) to (x+1, t) is λi-open or x = RB

and the edge from (x, t) to (x+1, t) is λe-open; it jumps to B∪{x−1} if x ∈ B and either x ̸= LB
and the edge from (x, t) to (x − 1, t) is λi-open or x = LB and the edge from (x, t) to (x − 1, t)

is λe-open. These rules a.s. define ηAs,t for all t ⩾ s when A is finite. For infinite A, we define ηAs,t
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by taking a limit An ↑ A. When the parameters need to be specified, we write ηAs,t,λi,λe
. Finally, if

s = 0, we may omit it and write ηAt .

For given A ∈ Σ, this defines a process (ηAt )t⩾0 started from configuration η0 = A, informally

described in the previous section. Process (η−t )t starts from η0 = Z−, (η
+
t )t starts from η0 = Z+,

(ηxt )t starts from η0 = {x}, (η0t )t starts from η0 = {0}, (ηνt )t starts from random η0 with distribution

ν. We reserve the letter µ for the distribution provided by Proposition 4.1.

Processes denoted by the letter η always evolve with parameters (λi, λe) and always use the same

graphical construction, differing only in the starting time and initial configuration. Processes with

different rules will be denoted with letters ξ or ζ, depending on the section. In a slight abuse of

notation, the superscript in ξ1t , ξ
2
t , . . . , ξ

n
t , . . . may be used to index a sequence of processes rather

than specify the initial condition.

Remark 2.1. P(ηAt ̸= ∅ ∀t) is either positive for all finite non-empty A or zero for all finite non-empty

A.

A path is a discrete càdlàg function γ : [t0, t1] → Z whose jumps are of length 1. We say that a

path γ defined in the time interval [0, t] is (λi, λe)-active for an initial configuration A if its jumps

coincide with λi or λe-open edges and γs ∈ ηAs for all s ∈ [0, t]. Due to the nearest neighbor property

of the jumps, if there is a (λi, λe)-active path from B ⊂ Z to C ⊂ Z for a given initial configuration

B, then there exits a rightmost (λi, λe)-active path joining B to C in the same time interval.

3 Attractiveness and asymptotic speed

We start this section with a basic lemma:

Lemma 3.1. On the octant {λi ⩾ λe ⩾ 0}, the configuration ηAs,t,λi,λe
is increasing in A, λi and

λe for fixed t ⩾ s ⩾ 0.

The lemma follows immediately from the construction described in §2, since infecting more sites

can only affect the infection rates positively, by turning some external edges into internal ones.

Remark 3.2. For the same reason, the process is not attractive when λe > λi. To see this, consider

A = {0} and B = {3}, then for small values of t we have P(1 ∈ ηAt ) > P(1 ∈ ηA∪B
t ).

Remark 3.3. When λe < λi, the process is attractive but not additive. Indeed, with the same A

and B as above, we have P(1 ∈ ηA∪B
t ) > P(1 ∈ ηAt ) + P(1 ∈ ηBt ) for small t, hence there is no

coupling such that ηA∪B
t = ηAt ∪ ηBt , even though ηA∪B

t ⊇ ηAt ∪ ηBt .

Since many properties of the contact process are usually derived from its additivity, we have to

modify or reinvent some of their proofs. Fortunately, for λi ⩾ λe, attractiveness is enough to use

the Subadditive Ergodic Theorem as in [11, Chapter VI]. This allows us to work with the asymptotic
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speed of the boundary of the process. With this in mind, we define

αt(λi, λe) = E[Rη−t ]

and

α(λi, λe) = inf
t>0

αt(λi, λe)

t
.

Lemma 3.4. Let 0 < λe ⩽ λi < ∞ be fixed. Then,

Rη−t
t

a.s.−→ α(λi, λe) = lim
t→∞

αt(λi, λe)

t
.

Thanks to Lemma 3.1, the proof is the same as in [11, VI.2.19].

Lemma 3.5. Suppose λe ⩽ λi and θ(λi, λe) > 0. Let B ∈ Σ⊖. Then,

RηBt
t

a.s.−→ α(λi, λe).

Proof. Write α = α(λi, λe). First note that, if η0t ̸= ∅, then Rη−t = Rη0t (this holds because both

processes are defined from the same graphical construction and infections are to nearest-neighbor

only). Hence, a.s., if ηxt ̸= ∅ for all t ⩾ 0, then limt t
−1Rηxt = α by the previous lemma. Now since

θ(λi, λe) > 0 and B has infinitely many points, a.s. there exists x ∈ B such that ηxt ̸= ∅ for all

t ⩾ 0, which implies that lim inft t
−1RηBt ⩾ limt t

−1Rηxt = α because {x} ⊆ B.

On the other hand, we can assume B ⊆ Z− without loss of generality, and from this we get

lim supt t
−1RηBt ⩽ limt t

−1Rη−t = α, a.s.

Lemma 3.6. The function α(·, λe) is right continuous on [λe,∞), and the function α(λi, ·) is right
continuous on [0, λi].

Proof. For all t > 1, the function t−1αt(·, λe) is continuous. Hence, α(·, λe) is upper semi-

continuous. By Lemma 3.1, it is non-decreasing, and therefore it is right-continuous. The right

continuity of α(λi, ·) is proved in exactly the same way. (Cf. [11, VI.2.27b].)

Lemma 3.7. Suppose λe ⩽ λi and θ(λi, λe) > 0. Then α(λi, λe) ⩾ 0.

Proof. By Lemma 3.1, η0t ⊆ η−t and η0t ⊆ η+t for all t. If α(λi, λe) < 0, by Lemma 3.5, we have

η−t ∩ η+t = ∅ for all large t, almost surely, which by the previous sentence implies that η0t = ∅ for

large t, and therefore θ(λi, λe) = 0. (Cf. [11, VI.2.27a].)

Theorem 7. For 1 < λe ⩽ λc, we have that α(λ
i
∗(λe), λe) = 0. For λi ⩾ λc, we have α(λi, λ

e
∗(λi)) =

0.

We give the proof in §5.
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Proposition 3.8. Suppose θ(λi, λe) > 0, and λe + ε ⩽ λi. Then α(λi, λe + ε) ⩾ α(λi, λe) + ε.

We give the proof in §6.

Recall Theorem 2 which says that λi
∗(λe) < ∞ for λe > 1.

Corollary 3.9. Let 1 < λe < λ′
e ⩽ λc. Then α(λi

∗(λe), λ
′
e) > 0.

Proof. Let 1 < λe < λ′
e < λc and write ε = λ′

e − λe. Take λi = λi
∗(λe) ⩾ λc > λ′

e. For δ > 0, we

have θ(λi + δ, λe) > 0. By Proposition 3.8 and Lemma 3.7, α(λi + δ, λ′
e) ⩾ ε. Letting δ ↓ 0, by

Lemma 3.6 we get α(λi, λ
′
e) ⩾ ε.

Proposition 3.10. Let λ′
i > λi > λc. Then α(λ′

i, λ
e
∗(λi)) > 0.

We give the proof in §7.

Proof of Theorems 3 and 4. Suppose that 1 < λe < λ′
e ⩽ λc and take λi = λi

∗(λe) (note that

λi ⩾ λc > 0 and, by Theorem 2, λi < ∞). By Corollary 3.9, α(λi, λ
′
e) > 0. By Theorem 7,

λi > λi
∗(λ

′
e), since otherwise we would have α(λi, λ

′
e) = 0. So λi

∗(λe) > λi
∗(λ

′
e), proving Theorem 3.

Note that λe
∗(·) is non-increasing on [λc,+∞) by attractiveness, since λe

∗(·) ⩽ λc on this interval.

Let λ′
i > λi > λc and take λe = λe

∗(λi) (note that 1 ⩽ λe ⩽ λc). By Proposition 3.10, α(λ′
i, λe) > 0.

By Theorem 7, λe > λe
∗(λ

′
i), since otherwise we would have α(λ′

i, λe) = 0. So λe
∗(λi) > λe

∗(λ
′
i),

proving Theorem 4.

4 The process seen from the edge

In this section we obtain a series of results for the process starting from semi-infinite configurations,

seen from the edge. These results will be used in subsequent sections and may be of independent

interest.

We start with a little bit of notation. Define Σ⊙ = {A ∈ Σ⊖ : RA = 0}. We also define the map

Ψ : Σ⊖ → Σ⊙ by ΨA = T−RAA, and it is convenient to define ΨA = ∅ for A = ∅. We define the

addition of a site Ξ : Σ⊖ → Σ⊖ by Ξη = η ∪ {Rη + 1}. A real-valued function f on Σ will be

called increasing if f(A) ⩽ f(B) whenever A ⊆ B. If η and ξ are random elements of Σ, we say

that η stochastically dominates ξ, denoted η ≽ ξ, if E[f(η)] ⩾ E[f(ξ)] for every bounded increasing

measurable function f .

In subsequent sections, we will use the propositions below, which can be of independent interest.

Proposition 4.1. Suppose λe ⩽ λi and θ(λi, λe) > 0, or λi = λe = λc. Then there exists a

measure µ supported on Σ⊙ such that Ψηµt ∼ µ for every t ⩾ 0, and ΨηAt → µ weakly for every

fixed A ∈ Σ⊖.
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Throughout this paper, the letter µ refers to the above measure. The case λe = λi = λc is [4,

Theorem 1]. So we have prove Proposition 4.1 for λe ⩽ λi and θ(λi, λe) > 0. We will use the

following lemma.

Lemma 4.2. Let λi > λc and λe ⩾ 0. Then for all t ⩾ 0,

Ψη−t ≽ ζ ∩ Z−,

where ζ denotes a random configuration distributed as the unique non-trivial invariant measure for

the standard contact process with parameter λi > λc.

Proof. Fix t ⩾ 0, and let Γ denote the rightmost active path connecting η−0 at time 0 to η−t at time

t, similar to the path used in the proof of Proposition 4.6. For a fixed path γ, the event Γ = γ

is determined by the graphical construction ω on γ and to the right of γ. So, given that Γ = γ,

the conditional distribution of graphical construction to the left of γ remains the same, and the

configuration η−t is given by the set of sites x ⩽ γt such that there is a backwards λi-open path

from (x, t) to either γ or Z × {0}. This dominates the set of sites x ⩽ γt that are connected to

−∞ by backwards λi-open path, and translating this set by −γt we get a set distributed exactly

like ζ ∩ Z−. On the other hand, translating η−t by the same amount we get Ψη−t , which shows the

lemma.

Proof of Proposition 4.1. Note that the transition probabilities of the process (Ψηt)t are discontin-

uous at finite configurations. However, it is still true that, for every t ⩾ 0 and every continuous

bounded f : Σ → R, the functional Stf given by A 7→ E[f(ΨηAt )] is continuous at points A ∈ Σ⊙.

Consider the law of Ψη−t at time t ∈ N. Since Σ is a compact metric space there is a subsequence

(tk)k such that tk → +∞ and Ψη−tk → µ weakly as k → ∞, for some probability measure µ on Σ.

The construction in [6, §3] then gives

ΨηAt → µ weakly as t → ∞, for every A ∈ Σ⊙. (4.3)

It is thus enough to show that

µ(Σ⊙) = 1 , (4.4)

since these two properties, together with the fact that Stf is continuous on Σ⊙ for every continuous

f : Σ → R, will imply that Ψηµt ∼ µ for every t ⩾ 0.

But (4.4) is a consequence of (4.3) and Lemma 4.2, and this concludes the proof of Proposition 4.1

for λe ⩽ λi and θ(λi, λe) > 0.

Proposition 4.5. Suppose λe ⩽ λi and θ(λi, λe) > 0. Then

E[Rηµt ] = α(λi, λe) · t

for all t ⩾ 0, where µ is given by Proposition 4.1.
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Proof. Note thatRηµt has stationary increments. Thus t−1E[Rηµt ] = E[Rηµ1 ] ∈ [−∞, λe]. Moreover,

by the Ergodic Theorem, n−1Rηµn → V a.s., for (possibly random) V with EV = E[Rηµ1 ]. On the

other hand, by Lemma 3.5, n−1Rηµn → α(λi, λe) a.s., concluding the proof.

Proposition 4.6. Let λe ⩽ λi and suppose θ(λi, λe) > 0, or that λe = λi = λc. If ζ denotes a

random configuration in Σ⊙ with law µ, then Ξζ ≽ Tζ.

Proof. It follows from Proposition 4.1 that Ψη−t → µ in distribution as t → ∞. Since Ξ and T are

continuous, it suffices to show that ΞΨη−t ≽ TΨη−t for all t ⩾ 0. So let t be fixed. Let Γ denote the

rightmost active path for the initial configuration Z− in the time interval [0, t].

For a deterministic path (γs)s∈[0,t], let D
⊖
γ = {(x, s) : s ∈ [0, t], x < γs ∧ γs−}, D⊙

γ = {(x, s) ∈ D⊖
γ :

s = 0 or x = γs ∧ γs−} and D⊕
γ = {(x, s) : s ∈ [0, t], x ⩾ γs ∧ γs−}.

On the event Γ = γ, the configuration ηt is given by the set of sites that can be reached from D⊙
γ

within D⊖
γ via a λi-open path. On the other hand, the event Γ = γ is determined by the graphical

construction ω on the region D⊕
γ . Hence, the conditional law of ηt given that Γ = γ is the law of

the set of sites that can be reached from D⊙
γ within D⊖

γ , without conditioning. We denote this law

by νγ .

Define the re-centered curve (γ̄s)s∈[0,t] by γ̄s = γs − γt. Since Γt = Rη−t , by translation invariance,

the conditional distribution of Ψη−t given that Γ = γ equals ν γ̄ .

We now consider the configuration Ξη−t , which equals η−t ∪{Rη−t +1}. To give a similar description

as before, we define the path (γ+
s )s∈[0,t] given by

γ+
s =

γs, s ∈ [0, t),

γt + 1, s = t.

As before, the conditional law of Ξη−t given that Γ = γ is the law of the set of sites that can be

reached from D⊙
γ+ within D⊖

γ+ , without conditioning. Also as before, we define the re-centered

curve (γ̄+
s )s∈[0,t] by γ̄+

s = γ+
s − γ+

t . Since γ+
t = R(Ξη−t ), by translation invariance, the conditional

distribution of ΨΞη−t given that Γ = γ equals ν γ̄
+

.

To conclude the proof, we just need to notice that ν γ̄
+

≽ ν γ̄ . This is true because γ̄+ ⩽ γ̄. Indeed,

γ̄+
t = γ̄t = 0 and γ̄+

s = γ̄s − 1 for s ∈ [0, t).

Proposition 4.7. For λi = λe = λc, lim
t→∞

Rηµ
t

t = E[Rηµ1 ] = α(λc, λc) = 0 a.s.

Proof. As in the proof of Proposition 4.5, there is β ∈ [−∞, λc] such that E[Rηµt ] = βt for all t ⩾ 0

and
Rηµ

t

t → V a.s., where V is such that EV = β. However, here we cannot use Lemma 3.5. Below

we will show that V = β a.s. and that β = α, where α = α(λc, λc).

10



Since ηµt ⊆ η−t , we have

V = lim
t

Rηµt
t
⩽ lim

t

Rη−t
t

= α a.s.,

where the last limit holds by Lemma 3.4. So it is enough to prove that β ⩾ α.

For A ∈ Σ⊖, let SA denote the distance between the rightmost and second rightmost site in A. We

first note that
d
dtE[Rηνt ] = λc − E[Sηνt ]

for every measure ν on Σ⊖. More precisely, if E|Rηνt | < ∞ and E[Sηνt ] < ∞, then the above

equation holds, and if E[Rηνt ] = −∞ then E[Rηνs ] = −∞ for all s > t.

Recall that, by Lemma 3.4,
E[Rη−

t ]
t → α. Since Ψη−→µ in distribution as t → ∞ by Proposition 4.1,

and since E|Rη−t | < ∞ for all t ⩾ 0, we have

lim sup
t

d
dtE[Rη−t ] = λc − lim inf

t
E[Sη−t ] ⩽ λc − E[Sηµt ] = β,

using Fatou’s Lemma. In particular,

α = lim
t

E[Rη−t ]

t
⩽ β,

concluding the proof.

5 Zero speed at criticality

In this section we prove Theorem 7. It is possible to prove this theorem rather easily once it is

known that θ(λi, λ
e
∗(λi)) = 0 and θ(λi

∗(λe), λe) = 0. This is proved in Chapter 2 of [14], where the

proof is an adaptation of [3]. A more general result of this nature ia available in [2]. However all

these references rely on the rather involved dynamic renormalization technique. For this reason we

provide a different proof.

The general structure of the proof is a classical block argument. However, the specifics of this

model bring a number of complications. In particular, the building block is more subtle to define and

analyze because whether the infection spreads through a given path may depend on the configuration

outside this path.

Assuming that λe ⩽ λi and α(λi, λe) > 0, we will derive a finite condition (a condition that depends

on a bounded space-time box in the graphical construction) which in turn implies that θ(λi, λe) > 0.

Since said condition is finite, it is still satisfied for slightly smaller values of the parameters. This

way we can conclude that λe > λe
∗(λi) and λi > λi

∗(λe), and this chain of implications combined

with Lemmas 3.6 and 3.7 proves the theorem.

We call domain any subset D ⊆ Z× R of the form

{(x, t) : t0 ⩽ t ⩽ t1, L(t) ⩽ x ⩽ R(t)}

11



for some t0 ⩽ t1 ∈ R and L,R : [t0, t1] → Z such that L(t) ⩽ R(t) for all t ∈ (t0, t1]. The bottom of

D is given by the region {(x, t0) : L(t0) ⩽ x ⩽ R(t0)}, the top is defined analogously.

Definition 5.1 (Open branch). A (λi, λe)-open branch O in a domain D is a collection of paths γ

contained in D such that each path γ ∈ O satisfies:

(i) γ starts at the bottom of D,

(ii) γ contains no recovery marks,

(iii) there is a λi-mark at each jump of γ,

(iv) there is a λe-mark at each jump of γ that points in a direction not occupied by other paths

in O.

For each t ∈ (t0, t1] denote Ot = {x : ∃γ ∈ O, γ(t) = x}. The points ROt and LOt denote the

rightmost and leftmost points attained by this branch at time t. With this notation, condition (iv)

above reads as follows: for each γ ∈ O, if a given jump of γ corresponds to a jump of LOt to the

left or a jump of ROt to the right, then there is a λe-mark corresponding to that jump of γ.

An open branch is complete if it has a path which starts at the bottom of D and reaches the top

of D.

As a side remark, for λe ⩽ λi, a subset of an open branch need not be an open branch, but the

Figure 5.1: Open branches in D (left), D′ (center), and the grafting of D′ onto D (right). Blue

paths only jump to the right, and are λe-open. Red paths only jump to the left, and are λe-open.

Green paths jump in both directions and are λi-open. For each open branch, at each instant in

time, the rightmost site of the branch is occupied by a blue path and the leftmost site of the branch

is occupied by a red path. Thin light gray lines indicate t0, t
′
0, t1, t

′
1. A grayed version of D behind

D′ illustrates their relative position, and the four gray dots illustrate conditions R(t′0) ⩽ L′(t′0),

and R′(t1) ⩽ L(t1). (color online)
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union of two open branches in D is an open branch.

We now describe a way to concatenate open branches, see Figure 5.1.

Definition 5.2 (Crossing domains and grafting). Given two domains D and D′ (with associated

t0, t1, L,R and t′0, t
′
1, L

′, R′, respectively), we say that D′ crosses D from right to left if t0 ⩽ t′0 ⩽

t1 ⩽ t′1, R(t′0) ⩽ L′(t′0), and R′(t1) ⩽ L(t1). If D
′ crosses D from right to left, we define the grafting

of D′ onto D as the domain D′′ defined as follows. Take t′′0 = t0, t
′′
1 = t′1,

L′′(t) =


L(t), t0 ⩽ t ⩽ t′0,

L(t) ∧ L′(t), t′0 < t < t1,

L′(t), t1 ⩽ t ⩽ t′1,

and

R′′(t) =


R(t), t0 ⩽ t < t′0,

R(t) ∨R′(t), t′0 ⩽ t ⩽ t1,

R′(t), t1 < t ⩽ t′1.

See Figure 5.1.

Lemma 5.3 (Grafting lemma). Suppose a domain D′ crosses a domain D from right to left. For

λe ⩽ λi, if there are complete open branches in D and in D′, then there is a complete open branch

in the grafting of D′ onto D.

Proof. Let O and O′ be complete open branches in D and D′. We will describe how to construct

a complete open branch O′′ in the grafting D′′ of D′ onto D. A look at Figure 5.1 may help

understand how O′′ is constructed.

Let t0 ⩽ t′0 ⩽ t1 ⩽ t′1 denote the start and end times of D and D′.

Fix some path γ∗ ∈ O that starts at the bottom of D and ends at the top of D. For each γ′ ∈ O′,

write I for its time span and define γ′′ by taking, for each t ∈ [t0, t
′
0] ∪ I,

γ′′(t) =


γ∗(t), t ⩽ t′0,

γ∗(t) ∧ γ′(t), t′0 < t ⩽ t1,

γ′(t), t > t1.

Let O′′ be the collection of all γ′′ obtained this way, as well as all γ ∈ O.

To prove the lemma, it is enough to check that O′′ is a complete open branch in D′′. The key

observation is that LO′′
t = LOt ∧ LO′

t and RO′′
t = ROt for every t ∈ [t′0, t1]. Hence, each time

LO′′
t jumps to the left, it corresponds to LOt or LO′

t jumping to the left, and in either case there is

a corresponding λe-open edge in the graphical construction. Likewise, jumps of RO′′
t to the right

correspond to a λe-open edge. Other jumps correspond to a jump of a path in O or O′, which

13



in turn occur at a λi-open edge. For times t ⩽ t′0, we have O′′
t = Ot, and for times t > t1 we

have O′′
t = O′

t. It follows that O′′ satisfies condition (iv) above. The other conditions are more

immediate to verify, and we omit the tedious details.

Given α ̸= 0, k > 0 and L ∈ N, define the domain

DL,k,α :=
{
(x, t) ∈ Z× R : t ∈ [0, kL

|α| ], |x− αt| ⩽ L
}
.

Denote by EL,k,α,λi,λe
the event that DL,k,α has a complete (λi, λe)-open branch. Our building

block is the following.

We leave k as a free parameter because the next lemma is already hard to visualize with k = 5
2 ,

but later on we will use it with k = 20.

Lemma 5.4. Suppose λe ⩽ λi and α = α(λi, λe) > 0. Then, for each k ∈ N fixed, P(EL,k,α,λi,λe
) →

1 as L → ∞, L ∈ 4N.

Proof. Given ε > 0 and T > 0, let E ′
ε,T denote the event that

|Rη−t − αt| ⩽ εT for all t ∈ [0, T ].

By Lemma 3.4, almost surely |Rη−t − αt| ⩽ εt for large enough t. Hence, P(E ′
ε,T ) → 1 as T → ∞

for every ε > 0.

2` 8`

2n`

α

2n`2`

Figure 5.2: Illustration for n = 5 of how simultaneous occurrence of n + 1 similar events result

in a complete open branch in D4ℓ,n2 ,α. Green paths are λi-open, red and blue paths are λe-open.

Existence of paths in the gray areas ensure that λi-open edges in between can be used. The green

paths may be needed as they connect and lead to blue and red paths. (high resolution, color

online)
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Remark the following about E ′
ε,T . If this event occurs, then, for each t ∈ [0, T ], there exists a

λi-open path γ from Z− × {0} to (Rη−t , t) such that γs ⩽ Rη−s for all s ∈ [0, T ] and each jump of

γ to the right that coincides with a jump of Rη−s to the right happens at a λe-open edge.

For convenience, let E ′
ε,T,x denote the event that |Rη

(−∞,x]
t − αt − x| ⩽ εT for all t ∈ [0, T ]. In

words, E ′
ε,T,x is the same event as E ′

ε,T except that the condition is translated by x units in space

to the right. Also, let E ′′
ε,T denote the event that |Lη+t + αt| ⩽ εT for all t ∈ [0, T ]. In words, E ′′

ε,T

is the same event as E ′
ε,T except that the condition is mirrored in space. Finally, let E ′′

ε,T,x denote

the translation of E ′′
ε,T by x units in space to the right.

Given positive integers n and ℓ, take ε = α
2n and T = 2nℓ

α . Note that the event E ′
ε,T implies that the

random points (Rη−t , t) are in Dℓ,2n,α for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Combining several similar events together,

we have

E ′
ε,T,3ℓ ∩ E ′′

ε,T,ℓ ∩ E ′′
ε,T,5ℓ ∩ E ′′

ε,T,9ℓ ∩ · · · ∩ E ′′
ε,T,(4n−3)ℓ ⊆ E4ℓ,n2 ,α,λi,λe

That is, simultaneous occurrence of n+1 events of the form E ′ and E ′′ imply existence of a complete

open branch in D4ℓ,n2 ,α, as shown in Figure 5.2. In particular, P(E4ℓ,n2 ,α,λi,λe
) → 1 as ℓ → ∞ for

each n fixed.

Turning back to the statement of the lemma, we can take n = 2k and let L = 4ℓ → ∞, so we get

P(EL,k,α,λi,λe
) → 1 as L → ∞ in 4N, which proves the lemma.

Proof of Theorem 7. We are assuming that λe ⩽ λi and α = α(λi, λe) > 0. Fix k = 20 and, given

L ∈ N, consider a grid made of copies of scissor-shaped regions, as in Figure 5.3a. Each scissor

consists of a translation of DL,k,α and a translation of DL,k,−α. (The choice of k = 20 is not

optimal, but it makes the picture more clear, especially considering that the figure was produced

on a discrete space-time grid.)

We say that a scissor is (λi, λe)-good if its blades contain complete (λi, λe)-open branches. Note that

each scissor only overlaps with its 6 nearest-neighboring scissors (two below, two above, one on each

side), and the goodness of scissors in any collection not having nearest-neighbors is distributed as

(a) (b)

Figure 5.3: Good blocks and long paths.
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a product measure. By [12], there is δ > 0 such that, if P(EL,k,α,λi,λe) > 1− δ, then the collection

of (λi, λe)-good scissors stochastically dominates an i.i.d. configuration which is supercritical for

oriented site percolation, illustrated in Figure 5.3b. By Lemma 5.4, we can fix L ∈ N such that

P(EL,k,α,λi,λe
) > 1 − δ. On the other hand, since DL,k,α is finite, there exist λ′

i < λi and λ′
e < λe

such that λ′
e ⩽ λ′

i and P(EL,k,α,λ′
i,λ

′
e
) > 1− δ (note that we keep the same α).

So with positive probability there is an infinite oriented path of (λ′
i, λ

′
e)-good scissors, such that the

bottom of the first scissor in this path is contained in A×{0}, where A := {−6L, . . . , 6L} ⊆ Z. We

now argue that, when this event occurs, ηA0,t,λ′
i,λ

′
e
̸= ∅ for all t ⩾ 0. Indeed, suppose it occurs and

let t > 0. Consider a scissor whose time span includes t and which belongs to this infinite oriented

path of (λ′
i, λ

′
e)-good scissors. By following this good path and applying Lemma 5.3 a finite number

of times, we get a complete (λ′
i, λ

′
e)-open branch in a domain whose bottom is contained in A×{0}

and whose time span includes t. Hence, ηA0,t,λ′
i,λ

′
e
̸= ∅ as claimed.

By Remark 2.1, θ(λ′
i, λ

′
e) > 0. Thus, λe > λe

∗(λi) and λi > λi
∗(λe) whenever λe ⩽ λi and α(λi, λe) >

0. Hence, for λe ⩽ λc, since λi
∗(λe) ⩾ λc ⩾ λe, we have α(λi

∗(λe), λe) ⩽ 0. Likewise, for λi ⩾ λc,

since λe
∗(λi) ⩽ λc ⩽ λi, we have α(λi, λ

e
∗(λi)) ⩽ 0. On the other hand, by Lemmas 3.6 and 3.7 we

have α(λi
∗(λe), λe) ⩾ 0 and α(λi, λ

e
∗(λi)) ⩾ 0, proving the theorem.

6 Speed increase with external infection rate

In the section we prove Proposition 3.8. A small increase in the external infection rate can be seen

as a forced infection of the site immediately to the right of the current configuration, with some

small but positive frequency. We want to show that this amounts to an increase in the growth

speed. To take advantage of this extra infected site, we compare the effect of infecting one site with

the effect of shifting the configuration to the right (and the latter obviously amounts to a positive

increase in the speed). To achieve such a comparison (Proposition 4.6), we start from the invariant

measure for the process seen from the rightmost infected site, provided by Proposition 4.1.

Notation. Throughout this section, letter η means that parameters (λi, λe) are being used, letter ξ

means that parameters (λi, λe + ε) are being used, via an extra Poisson clock of rate ε to account

for the increase in λe. The values of ε > 0 and (λi, λe) such that θ(λi, λe) > 0 and λe + ε ⩽ λi are

arbitrary but fixed.

Proof of Proposition 3.8. We will consider a sequence of coupled processes (ηnt , ξ
n
t )t⩾0 indexed by

n ∈ N. Denote by 0 < τ1 < τ2 < . . . the times of the external Poisson clock.

Start by defining the pair (ηt, ξt)t⩾0 starting from η0 = ξ0 sampled from µ, which is supported on

Σ⊙. For all t ∈ [0, τ1) we have ξt = ηt and at time τ1 we have

ξτ1 = Ξητ1 = ητ1 ∪ {Rητ1 + 1},
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where Xi was defined in Section 4. Since the process (ηt)t⩾0 is independent of τ1, the distribution

of Ψητ1 is µ. Thus, by Proposition 4.6, Ψξτ1 ≽ µ. Hence, enlarging the underlying probability space

if necessary, there exists a random configuration ζ1 such that Ψζ1 is µ-distributed, Rζ1 = Rξτ1
and ζ1 ⊆ ξτ1 . Moreover, ζ1 is independent of τ1 and of the graphical construction ω after time τ1.

We now consider a coupled process (η1t , ξ
1
t )t⩾τ1 which evolves using the same graphical construction

and whose initial condition is η1τ1 = ξ1τ1 = ζ1. By Lemma 3.1, η1τ1+t ⊆ ξ1τ1+t ⊆ ξτ1+t for all t ⩾ 0.

Moreover, since the process (η1τ1+t)t⩾0 is equal in distribution to the process (Tητ1+t)t⩾0 we have

E[Rη1τ1+t] = E[Rητ1+t]+1. Proceeding recursively, for each n we obtain processes (ηnt , ξ
n
t )t⩾τn such

that ηnτn+t ⊆ ξnτn+t ⊆ ξτn+t and E[Rηnτn+t] = E[Rητn+t] + n for all t ⩾ 0. In particular, for all

n ∈ N,
E[Rξτn ] ⩾ E[Rητn ] + n.

We now show from this inequality that

α(λi, λe + ε) ⩾ α(λi, λe) + ε.

Since E[Rηt] = α(λi, λe) · t by Proposition 4.5, and (ηt)t is independent of (τk)k, we have

E[Rητn ] =
α(λi, λe)

ε
n,

as τn is the n-th arrival of Poisson clock of rate ε.

This and the previous inequality imply that, for all n ∈ N,

E
[Rξτn

n

]
⩾

α(λi, λe) + ε

ε
.

On the other hand, by Lemma 3.5,
Rξτn
τn

→ α(λi, λe + ε) a.s., and therefore

Rξτn
n

→ α(λi, λe + ε)

ε
a.s.

To finish the proof, we want to combine the above equations, and for this we need to relate the a.s.

limit of
Rξτn

n to its expectation.

Let (Zt)t⩾0 be the process on Z that starts at the origin and jumps one unit to the right whenever

the process (Rξt)t⩾0 jumps to the right. Then Rξt ⩽ Zt a.s. for all t ⩾ 0. Also, the sequence
Zτn

n

converges a.s. and in mean to a constant v. Applying Fatou’s lemma to
Zτn−Rξτn

n , we get

v − E
[
lim sup

n

Rξτn
n

]
⩽ v − lim sup

n
E
[Rξτn

n

]
Hence,

α(λi, λe) + ε

ε
⩽ lim sup

n
E
[Rξτn

n

]
⩽ E

[
lim sup

n

Rξτn
n

]
=

α(λi, λe + ε)

ε
,

proving the proposition.
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7 Speed increase with internal infection rates

In this section we prove Proposition 3.10. We want to show that a small increase in the internal

infection rate amounts to an increase in the speed. The argument here rather indirect if compared

to the previous section. It considers an auxiliary process that has infection rate λe only at the

rightmost site but still λi at the leftmost one, shows that this process survives with probability

θ∗ > 0, then shows that adding a site to a given configuration at a certain time increases the

position of the rightmost infected site by at least θ∗ on average, at any future time. This effect is

cumulative, and from there we conclude that a process with larger λi has larger speed, on average.

Since speed can be defined as expected speed (Lemma 3.4), this is enough to derive Theorem 4.

Notation. Throughout this section, letter η means that parameters (λi, λe) are being used, and ξ

means that parameters (λ′
i, λe) are being used. An auxiliary process, denoted with ζ, has infections

to the right of the rightmost infected site occurring at rate λe and other infections occurring at rate

λi. The values of λi > λc and λ′
i > λi are fixed, and λe = λ∗

e(λi) ⩽ λc.

Let

θ∗ := P(ζ0t ̸= ∅,∀t ⩾ 0).

Lemma 7.1. We have θ∗ > 0.

Proof. By Lemma 3.4 and Theorem 7,
Rη−

t

t → 0 a.s. Hence, for any δ > 0

lim
n

P(Rη−t ⩾ −n− δt for all t ⩾ 0) = 1.

Similarly,
Lζ+

t

t → −α(λi, λi), so, for every δ′ < α(λi, λi),

lim
n

P(Lζ+t ⩽ n− δ′t for all t ⩾ 0) = 1.

Now take some δ and δ′ such that 0 < δ < δ′ < α(λi, λi), and take n such that the above

probabilities are larger than 1
2 . Translating the latter event horizontally by −3n, we get the event

{Lζ{−3n,...,0}∪Z+ ⩽ −2n − δ′t for all t ⩾ 0}. Simultaneous occurrence of this event and {Rη−t ⩾

−n− δt for all t ⩾ 0} implies {ζ{−3n,...,0}
t ̸= ∅ for all t ⩾ 0}. By Remark 2.1, θ∗ > 0.

Lemma 7.2. Let A ∈ Σ⊖ and let A′ = A ∪ {x} for some x > RA. Then,

E[RηA
′

t ] ⩾ E[RηAt ] + θ∗

for all t ⩾ 0.

Proof. We will construct a coupling of two contact processes ηA and ηA
′
starting from A and A′,

respectively. Let y = RA.
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For the process ηA
′
, we first explore the (λi, λe)-active paths for configuration A′ starting at (x, 0).

We then translate this collection of active paths by (y−x, 0) and use them for the process ηA. Call

τ ∈ (0,+∞] the global extinction time of these active paths.

Then construct the paths starting to the left of x with the same graphical construction up to the

time they reach an already constructed active path, i.e., an active path staring at (x, 0) for ηA
′
and

at (y, 0) for ηA.

We now observe that, for t < τ , we have RηA
′

t = RηAt + (x − y) and, for t ⩾ τ we have ηA
′

t ⊇ ηAt
because for any active path for A′ which did not meet the descendants of x there is a corresponding

active path for A which did not meet the descendants of y. Therefore,

RηA
′

t −RηAt ⩾ 1{τ>t}.

This proves the desired inequality and thus the lemma.

Proof of Proposition 3.10. First note that there exists δ > 0 such that, for all A ∈ Σ⊖, at t = 1 we

have P(RξA1 ⩾ RηA1 + 1) ⩾ δ (proof omitted).

Now for each n ∈ N, consider the process (ξnt )t⩾n starting from ξnn = η−n . Using Lemma 7.2, one

gets E[Rξ−t ] ⩾ E[Rξ1t ] + δθ∗ for all t ⩾ 1.

Likewise, P(Rξ12 ⩾ Rη−2 + 1) ⩾ δ, hence for t ⩾ 2

E[Rξ−t ] ⩾ E[Rξ1t ] + δθ∗ ⩾ E[Rξ2t ] + 2δθ∗ ⩾ E[Rη−t ] + 2δθ∗.

The induction is clear and gives

E[Rξ−t ] ⩾ E[Rη−t ] + nδθ∗

for all n ∈ N and t ⩾ n. Therefore,

α(λ′
i, λ

e
∗(λi)) ⩾ α(λi, λ

e
∗(λi)) + δθ∗ = δθ∗ > 0

by Theorem 7 and Lemma 7.1, concluding the proof.

8 Domination in the non-attractive case

In this section we prove Theorem 5.

Notation. Throughout this section, λi = λe = λc. Letter ξ means that parameters (λi, λe + ε)

are being used, via an external Poisson clock to account for the ε increase. The value of ε > 0 is

arbitrary but fixed. As usual, letter η means that parameters (λi, λe) are being used.

Denote by 0 = τ0 < τ1 < τ2 < . . . the times of the external Poisson clock (which has intensity ε).

We will construct a sequence of processes denoted (ξit)t⩾τi , for i ∈ N0. Their initial distribution will
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be the measure µ provided by Proposition 4.1 for λi = λe = λc, and the superscripts will be used to

enumerate them. The process (ξ0t )t⩾0 is given by (ξt)t⩾0 which starts form a random configuration

ξ00 ∼ µ.

Suppose the process (ξi−1)t⩾τi−1
has been constructed. We will show how to construct (ξi)t⩾τi .

We start by describing how we sample ξiτi , the initial configuration at time τi for (ξ
i
t)t⩾τi , from the

configuration ξi−1
τi . This configuration ξiτi will satisfy ξiτi ⊆ ξi−1

τi , Rξiτi = Rξi−1
τi and Ψξiτi ∼ µ. We

will describe it rather explicitly, because later on we will need to argue that a certain sequence is

stationary, and this will be key to prove Theorem 5. First note that, by Proposition 4.1, Ψξi−1
τi− ∼ µ.

Also note that ξi−1
τi = Ξ(ξi−1

τi−). By Proposition 4.6, Ψξi−1
τi ≽ µ. We will show how to use ξi−1

τi and

some extra randomness to sample the configuration ξiτi having the above properties. Without loss

of generality, we assume that Rξi−1
τi = 0, otherwise just use Ψξi−1

τi and translate the resulting

ξiτi accordingly. Let (V i
k )k∈N be an infinite sequence of independent random variables uniformly

distributed on [0, 1] which are also independent of all the Poisson processes used previously. Also

let ν be a distribution on Σ⊙ × Σ⊙ such that its first marginal is µ, its second marginal is the

distribution of ξi−1
τi and ν({(η, ξ) : η ⊆ ξ}) = 1. This measure ν has a conditional distribution of

η given ξ, given by a regular conditional distribution. We start by declaring that 0 ∈ ξiτi . Once

ξiτi ∩ {−k, . . . , 0} has been determined, we declare that −k − 1 ∈ ξiτi if V i
k+1 ⩽ ν(−k − 1 ∈ η | ξ =

ξi−1
τi , η = ξiτi on {−k, . . . , 0}), and that −k − 1 ̸∈ ξiτi otherwise. This determines ξiτi with the

claimed properties.

To describe the evolution of (ξit)t⩾τi , we start looking at the active paths starting from the space-

time point (Rξi−1
τi , τi) for the configuration ξi−1

τi . These are the paths whose jumps are supported by

a λc-open edge, plus an extra jump to the right at the rightmost active path at times τi+1, τi+2, . . . .

For simplicity we assume this set of paths is finite in time (the opposite already implies Theorem 5

anyway). Let Ai,0 be the set of points in these paths, let τi,0 = τi and let

τi,1 = sup{s : Ai,0 ∩ {(x, s), x ∈ Z} ≠ ∅}.

Then proceed by induction on j: first let Ai,j−1 be the set of points in the open paths starting at

(Rξi−1
τi,j−1

, τi,j−1) and after that let

τi,j = sup{s : Ai,j−1 ∩ {(x, s), x ∈ Z} ≠ ∅}.

The construction of the process ξi is now done as follows:

1. In the time interval [τi,j , τi,j+1) the open paths starting at (Rξiτi,j , τi,j) are given by T
Rξiτi,j

−Rξi−1
τi,jAi,j .

That is, we translate the open paths starting from the rightmost point of ξi−1
τi,j to the rightmost

point of ξiτi,j

2. the open paths in the same time interval starting at the other points of ξiτi,j are given by the

Poisson processes of parameters λi and 1 until they merge with the open paths starting from

the rightmost point of ξiτi,j (if this occurs).

The point of this perhaps intricate construction is that it simultaneously satisfies two properties.
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First, the sequence (Rξnτn −Rξn−1
τn−1

)n∈N is stationary. Second, stated below, it allows a comparison

between ξi+1 and ξi.

Lemma 8.1. With the above construction of the processes ξi, we have Rξi+1
t ⩽ Rξit for all i ∈ N0

and all t ⩾ τi+1.

Proof. We prove by induction that, for all j ∈ N ∪ {0},

R(ξi+1
t ) ⩽ R(ξit)

for all t ∈ [τi+1,j , τi+1,j+1) and ξi+1
τi+1,j

⊆ ξiτi+1,j
. For j = 0 we obviously have ξi+1

τi+1,0
= ξi+1

τi+1
⊆

ξiτi+1
= ξiτi+1,0

and R(ξi+1
t ) = R(ξit) for all t ∈ [τi+1,0, τi+1,1). For the inductive step assume that

R(ξi+1
t ) ⩽ R(ξit) for all t ∈ [τi+1,k, τi+1,k+1) and that ξi+1

τi+1,k
⊆ ξiτi,+1k

. At time τi+1,k+1 the open

paths of ξi starting at (R(ξiτi+1,k
), τi+1,k) and the open paths of ξi+1 starting at (R(ξi+1

τi+1,k
), τi+1,k)

have vanished. Hence, the open paths starting at the left of these points which have merged with

the paths starting at these points have also vanished. Since the open paths of ξi+1 starting at

(R(ξi+1
τi+1,k

), τi+1,k) are to the left of the open paths of ξi starting at (R(ξiτi+1,k
), τi+1,k) we have

ξi+1
τi+1,k+1

⊆ ξiτi+1,k+1
and this implies that R(ξi+1

t ) ⩽ R(ξit) for all t ∈ [τi+1,k+1, τi+1,k+2) completing

the inductive step and the proof of the lemma.

To simplify the notation, let Yn = Rξnτn −Rξn−1
τn−1

.

Lemma 8.2. The random variables Yn are integrable and EYn = 1.

Proof. Write Yn = Xn+1, soXn is distributed as the increment of the position of the rightmost point

of (ηµ)t⩾0 in the time interval [0, τ ] where τ is an exponential random variable that is independent

of the process (ηµ)t⩾0. That EXn = 0 follows from the proposition below.

Proof of Theorem 5. We will prove that

P
(
lim inf

t

Rξµt
t > 0

)
> 0, (8.3)

and then discuss how to get Theorem 5 therefrom. Remark 1.7 requires extra work and is handled

in the next section.

From the definition of Yk, we have

Rξnτn =

n∑
k=1

Yk

Recall that (Yn)n is stationary. By the Ergodic Theorem,
R(ξnτn )

n → Y a.s., for some (possibly

random) Y . Moreover, by Lemma 8.2, EY = 1 . Hence,

P
(
lim
n

R(ξnτn )

n > 0
)
> 0.
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On the other hand, by Lemma 8.1, we have Rξµτn ⩾ Rξnτn , whence

P
(
lim inf

n

R(ξµτn )

n > 0
)
> 0.

Since supt∈[τn,τn+1](R(ξµτn+1
) − R(ξµt )) is bounded above by a geometric random variable with

parameter ε
λc+ε , using a simple Borel-Cantelli argument and τn

n → ε−1 a.s., we can conclude (8.3).

Now, consider a process (ζt)t that has rate λe+ε for infections to the right of the rightmost infected

site and λi everywhere else. We claim that P(ζ0t ̸= ∅ ∀t ⩾ 0) > 0. Indeed, if this probability were

zero then there would exist a diverging sequence of random times tn such that ξµtn = ηµtn where ηµ

is the process with parameters (λc, λc), and, since lim
Rηµ

t

t = 0 a.s. by Proposition 4.7, this would

imply that lim inft
Rξµt
t = 0 a.s.

To get Theorem 5 from the above claim, note that, although a direct comparison between (ζ0t )t

and (η0t )t using the same graphical construction may break down due to lack of attractiveness, we

can compare the probability that these processes survive using Proposition 1 of [5], thus proving

Theorem 5.

9 Survival of the critical contact process on N with enhance-

ment at the boundary

Continuing from the previous section, we now bootstrap from the intermediate results used in the

proof of Theorem 5 so as to finally justify Remark 1.7.

Note that survival of the process (ζt)t on Z is a weaker version of Remark 1.7, differing only on

the underlying physical space being Z instead of Z+. So it remains to show that, with positive

probability, the process survives even if the negative half-line is shut down.

Let us make this approach more precise. On the event {ζ0t ̸= ∅ ∀t ⩾ 0}, define the random path

(Γ(t))t⩾0 as the rightmost infinite path started from (0, 0). That is, take

Γ(t) = max{x ∈ Z : (0, 0) infects (t, x) and (t, x) infects ∞},

which corresponds to an infinite infection path in the graphical construction, and is such that any

other infinite infection path γ starting from γ(0) = 0 satisfies γ(t) ⩽ Γ(t) for all t ⩾ 0. Then our

goal is to show that P(Γ(t) ⩾ 0 ∀t) > 0, since on this event the process survives regardless of the

infections taking place on the negative line, which can be completely suppressed.

In the previous section we actually showed that {ζ0t ̸= ∅ ∀t ⩾ 0} ∩ {lim inft
Rξµt
t > 0} has positive

probability. Now notice that, on the event {ζ0t ̸= ∅ ∀t ⩾ 0}, we have Rζ0t = Rξµt ∀t ⩾ 0, so

combining these events we get

P(Rζ0t ⩾ δt ∀t ⩾ T0) > 0
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for some T0 < ∞ and some δ > 0.

After some some thinking and drawing some pictures, the reader will conclude that, on the event

{Rζ0t ⩾ δt ∀t ⩾ T0} ∩ {Γ(t) ⩽ 0 i.o.}, there exists an increasing diverging sequence (Tn)n such

that there are λc-open paths from (0, Tn) to the line {(⌈δt⌉, t) : t ⩾ 0}. A detailed proof of this

implication is very tedious and will be omitted.

To finish the proof of Remark 1.7, it remains to show that the latter event (infinitely many crossings

of a cone by λc-open paths) has probability zero.

Lemma 9.1. Consider the critical contact process on Z and let δ > 0. The probability that there

are infinitely many paths from {(0, t) : t ⩾ 0} to {(⌈δt⌉, t) : t ⩾ 0} is zero.

Proof. From Lemma 2 of [13], we get 0 < c1 < C1 < ∞ such that

P( sup
s∈[0,t]

Rη−t ⩾ δt) ⩽ C1e
−c1t (9.2)

for all t ⩾ 0. Indeed, take λ > λc such that α(λ, λ) < δ and apply [13, Lemma 2] directly.

From (9.2), we get

P( sup
s∈[t,2t]

Rη−
s

s ⩾ δ) ⩽ C2e
−c2t

for all t > 0 for new constants 0 < c2 < C2 < ∞ (all constants depend on δ).

Fix t > 0. Taking a union bound, the previous estimate gives

P(sup
s⩾t

Rη−
s

s ⩾ δ) ⩽
∑
k⩾1

P( sup
s∈[kt,2kt]

Rη−
s

s ⩾ δ) ⩽
∑
k⩾1

C2e
−c2kt ⩽ C3e

−c3t.

Combining the previous estimates, we get

P(sup
s⩾0

Rη−
s

s+t ⩾ δ) ⩽ C4e
−c4t, (9.3)

which is valid for all t > 0. We only need another layer of tedious arguments the proof will be

finished.

Fix T > 0. And let AT denote the event that there is a path from {0}×[T,+∞) to {(⌈δt⌉, t) : t ⩾ 0}.
Denote the recovery marks on {0}× [T,+∞) by T + τ1, T + τ1+ τ2, T + τ1+ τ2+ τ3, . . . , and notice

that (τn)n∈N are i.i.d. standard exponential variables. Observe that AT ⊆ ∪n∈N0
AT,n, where AT,n

is the event that there is a λc-open path from T +
∑n

k=1 τk to some (x, t) with x ⩾ δt. Let

β = E[e−c4τ1 ] < 1. Using (9.3), we get

P(AT,n) = E[P(ATn
|τ1, . . . , τn)] ⩽ E[C4 exp(−c4(T + τ1 + · · ·+ τn))] ⩽ C4e

−c4Tβn,

and thus

P(AT ) ⩽
∞∑

n=0

P(AT,n) ⩽
C4e

−c4T

1− β
.

Since this vanishes as T → ∞, the lemma is proved.
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Using the above lemma, we conclude that P(Γ(t) ⩾ 0 ∀t) > 0, proving Remark 1.7.

10 No survival for the critical contact process on N with

finite enhancements

In this section we prove Theorem 6.

The proof is by contradiction. Let k ∈ N, λ < ∞ and δ > 0. Let ζ0t;k,λ,δ denote the contact process

on Z+ started from ζ0 = {0}, having infection rate λ and recovery rate δ at sites {0, 1, . . . , k},
and infection rate λc and recovery rate 1 at sites {k + 1, k + 2, . . . }. Suppose by contradiction

that P(ζ0t;k,λ,δ ̸= ∅ ∀t ⩾ 0) > 0. Fix some 0 < δ′ < δ′′ < δ and λ′ = λ + (δ − δ′′)/2 < ∞.

By defining both processes on the same graphical construction, we have ζ0t;k,λ′,δ′ ⊇ ζ0t;k,λ,δ, and

therefore P(ζ0t;k,λ′,δ′ ̸= ∅ ∀t ⩾ 0) > 0.

We will now produce a new graphical construction with parameters δ and λ from the graphical

construction with parameters δ′ and λ′, using extra randomness to resample some of the marks.

On this new graphical construction, we will define a process (ξt)t⩾0, which is thus distributed as

(ζ0t;k,λ,δ)t⩾0. At each site x ∈ {0, . . . , k}, each λ′-infection mark from x to x ± 1 is converted

into a recovery mark at x with probability 1 − λ/λ′, independently for each mark; moreover, an

independent Poisson clock of rate δ′′ − δ′ is added as new recovery marks. This new graphical

construction has the same distribution as the graphical construction with parameters k, λ and δ,

and we use it to define the process (ξt)t. Below we show that P(ξt ̸= ∅ ∀t ⩾ 0) = 0, contradicting

the assumption that P(ζ0t;k,λ,δ ̸= ∅ ∀t ⩾ 0) > 0.

On the event {ζ0t;k,λ′,δ′ ̸= ∅ ∀t ⩾ 0}, let Γ be the rightmost infinite open path started from (0, 0).

More precisely, and explicitly, take

Γ(t) = max{x ∈ Z+ : (0, 0) ⇝
(k,λ′,δ′)

(t, x) and (t, x) ⇝
(k,λ′,δ′)

∞},

which corresponds to an infinite open path in the graphical construction, and is such that any

other infinite open path γ starting from γ(0) = 0 satisfies γ(t) ⩽ Γ(t) for all t ⩾ 0. On the above

definition we are using the notation (x, t)⇝(k,λ′,δ′)(y, s) to denote existence of a path from (x, t) to

(y, s) in the model that uses parameters (k, λ′, δ′).

Now observe that, almost surely, Γ(t) ⩽ k for arbitrarily large times, since otherwise we would have

an infinite open path in the region {k + 1, k + 2, . . . } × [0,+∞), contradicting [3]. So there is a

divergent sequence of times (tn)n such that Γ(tn) ⩽ k for all n. We can assume that tn+1 > tn + 1

for all n.

Finally, let An denote the event that, for each site x ∈ {0, . . . , k}, during the time interval [tn, tn+1]

a recovery mark is added and the first infection mark (if there is one) is converted into a recovery

mark. The events (An)n are conditionally independent given the original graphical construction,
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and have (conditional) probability at least ((1 − λ/λ′)(1 − eδ
′−δ′′))k+1 > 0. In particular, a.s. at

least one such event will occur. Now observe that the occurrence of An for some n is enough to

simultaneously break every infinite open path that starts from (0, 0). We have thus proved that

P(ξt ̸= ∅ ∀t ⩾ 0) = 0 as announced above, contradicting the assumption that this probability is

positive. This proves Theorem 6.

11 Open problems

1. As already said in Remark 1.11, it is not known whether the contact process on Z with

parameter λc dies out if we increase the rate of infection emanating from a fixed site.

2. The proofs of the asymptotic speed results given in Section 3 depend on the Subadditive

Ergodic Theorem. Do they still hold when λi < λe? The difficulty is due to the loss of

attractiveness of the process.

3. Does the conclusion of Proposition 4.1 still holds when λi = λc < λe?
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